United States Attorney’s Office
Southern District of New York
Civilian Crime Reports Unit
Criminal Division

Civilian Crime Report
The U.S. Attorney’s Office represents the Government in legal proceedings and works closely with investigative agencies including
the FBI. The Criminal Division of the United States Attorney’s Office is responsible for enforcing the federal criminal laws within
the Southern District of New York, which encompasses the boroughs of Manhattan and the Bronx, as well as Dutchess, Orange,
Putnam, Rockland, Sullivan, and Westchester Counties.
WE CANNOT CONSIDER INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY E-MAIL OR LEFT ON VOICEMAIL

Person Completing This Report: Person/Entity Being Reported:
And rew G . C|ark Wells Fargo Bank / Ogletree Deakins et al
Your Name Name of Person Being Reported
3270 Stoney R|dge Road Wells Fargo Bank's Corporate Headquarters
Address Address

101 N. Phillips Avenue
Address (Line 2) Address (Line 2)
Eugene, OR 97405 Sioux Falls, SD 57104
City, State Zip City, State Zip
Lane (541) 510-3915 Minnehaha (605) 575-6900
County Phone County Phone

Although the volume of information we receive from concerned members of the public prevents us from responding
individually to every Report, be assured that we will carefully consider the information you have provided us to determine
whether there is a matter for this Office to investigate. Should we determine that your Report raises a matter within the
jurisdiction of this Office to investigate and that further information from you is necessary for our investigation, you will be
contacted. This Office does not resolve individual consumer complaints.
NOTE FOR INTERNATIONAL SUBMISSIONS

We review for any appropriate action all submissions we receive. However, to avoid interference with the sovereignty of
foreign nations, we do not respond to or acknowledge submissions from mailing addresses outside of the United States.

Does this Report Pertain to an Ongoing Case? |7Yes |7N0 |7N0 ¢ Sure

If Yes, Please Provide the Following Case Information:
Case Title and Docket Number (if known): FOrm was FedEx'ed to me based on a fascimile | sent.

Please clearly describe the violation of federal criminal laws that you would like to bring to our attention. Include as much information as
possible; including the dates, places and nature of incident, and contact information for any witnesses (do not send original documents):

Repeated federal withess tampering and its concealment by fraudulent use of official systems.

Hobbs Act violations, Two incidents of gangland-style false arrest (aka "swatting) to tamper/intimidate.

Criminal RICO, Obstruction of Justice via perjury and fraudulent use of official systems. Sch.1 violations

of Sherman ATA, criminal violation of Sarbanes/Oxley by Wells Fargo, etc. see attached exhibits.
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Are You a Victim of this Alleged Crime? Are You Aware of Any Other Victim(s)?

|ZYes I:No |:Not Sure ,ZYes ENO |:Not Sure

Tf Yes, Please List Other Victim(s): There are other victims. The system deficiencies are endemic.

Are You Represented by an Attorney in this Matter? EYes |ZNO
If Yes, Please Provide Attorney Contact Info:

Name: Phone:
Address:

Have You Filed a Lawsuit Concerning this Matter? EYes |:No

If Yes, Please Provide the Following Case Information:

Case Title and Docket Number: Case numbers on attached. The PACER/ECF

Name and Address of Court:  F€C0rd is (or contains) proof of all allegations

Status of Court Case (pending, dismissed, settled): Evidence obstructed by hoards of attorneys.

Have You Previously Filed a Report about this Matter with this Office or Any Other Federal, State or Local Agency(s)?
’ZYes |:No If Yes, Date Filed:

Contact Person: Agency:
| filed with several agencies and FBI, see attached.

Status of Previous Report:

By submitting this form you certify that all of the statements made in this report (including continuation pages and
addendum) are true, complete, and correct, to the best of your knowledge. You understand that a false statement of a
material fact is a criminal offense (18 U.S.C. Section 1001).

Signature: mailed version signed Andrew Clark 1-7-22 Date:

IMPORTANT NOTE REGARDING THE PRESERVATION OF YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS:
Submitting a Report to this Office has no effect on any statute of limitation that might apply to any claim you may have. By
submitting a Report to this Office, you have not commenced a lawsuit or other legal proceeding, and this Office has not
initiated an investigation or lawsuit regarding the subject of your Report. If you seek to sue for money or other relief, you
should contact a private attorney to represent you in court.

Mail this completed report to: United States Attorney’s Office
Southern District of New York
Attn: Civilian Crime Reports Unit (Criminal Division)
One St. Andrew’s Plaza
New York, NY 10007
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January 7, 2022

U.S. Department of Justice

United States Attorney - Southern District of New York
The Silvio J. Mollo Building - One Saint Andrew’s Plaza
New York, New York 10007

Subject: Civilian Crime Report Attachment: Wells Fargo Bank / Ogletree Deakins et al.
Names and contact information for individual actors in PACER/ECF Record.

The final two years of my otherwise-excellent career were at Wells Fargo in Eugene, OR.
filed complaints with Department of Labor and with Office of Comptroller of Currency while
still employed. Internal retaliation became offensive and frightening. Wells Fargo & Company
policy (and the law) required that I immediately access our local Federal Bureau Investigation
in-person at their office to perform formal “Evidence Parking”. My employment was
terminated; that is not an issue for me here in Oregon, an ‘employment at will’ state. Deadly

tampering started three weeks later when police first arrived at my home.

THE PACER/ECF DOCKET HISTORY DEMONSTRATES OBSTRUCTION
My civil lawsuit 6.20.cv.00253.AA in Eugene OR District Court is an unheard “factual
pleading.” It is a most-perfect private civil RICO complaint complete with an immense
evidence base that was obstructed. It includes police audio and video records and the best way
for me to efficiently present all this is via Web. I never had a website until this happened. Meet
me in a police car. Hear police in my home and in their HQ. Hear legal audio recordings of
underlying court events, etc. https://www.GoodShipGinsburg.com (see Exhibit 2)

Here are some of the crimes against the justice system and myself detailed in my complaint:
1. Federal Witness Tampering in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1512/1513

2. Two false arrests (aka “swatting”) via company-corrupted police/prosecutor is a form of
Tampering. The second one is also a violation of the Hobbs Act (18 U.S.C. 1951) third
party benefit obtained via coercion and awarded under color of official right. Itis a
predicate act of “RICO”.I assert that it is a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1201 (et seq.), armed
kidnapping by corporate agents to terrorize a federal witness.

3. SLAPP-suit 6-11-cv-06248.ho is tampering and a predicate act of RICO.
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4. Criminal RICO 18 U.S.C. §§ 1961-1968 charged against all parties who are all attorneys
who abused their powers and deliberately ignored evidence.

5. Obstruction of justice and concealment of evidence via perjury and false entries in judicial
support systems is presented as a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1519. Yates v. United States, 574
U.S. 528 (2015) allows for creative, non-punitive investigations of all of this.

6. Criminal violation of Sarbanes-Oxley charged against Wells Fargo Bank et al. and its
responsible corporate officers. They hired attorneys to tamper with me in order to avoid
actual investigation of my Dept. of Labor/OSHA SOX complaint. They lack internal
controls required by SOX so their management is selectively unaware of any/all business
issues. My civil lawsuit asked Wells Fargo and Co. to intervene but attorneys hide it.

7. Criminalizing communications with result of concealing evidence and avoiding correct
adjudication is a conspiracy against rights in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 241. That crime is
obvious just from the court docket.

8. Violations of the Sherman Anti-trust Act 15 U.S.C. §§ 1-38: Corporate engagement in
RICO is presented as a Schedule 1 Violation of Sherman ATA et seq. There is no actual
competition when corporate-paid attorneys are able to influence business and civil litigation
by simply calling in false threat reports against others and letting the broken justice systems
take it from there.

9. Leah Lively, then attorney for Ogletree Deakins bragged to me at the Eugene Courthouse in
2011 that she had filed 86 other lawsuits against employees and never lost a case. Filing
federal lawsuits against unemployed lowest-level workers is the fee billing equivalent of
using a DuPont Spinner to fish out of a barrel. It appears to be a creative form of Labor
Racketeering and violation of Wells Fargo & Company’s engagement policy. It is billing
fraud at the least. I consider it to be thinly-veiled Bank Robbery with badly harmed victims.

I attempted to get Wells Fargo/Ogletree Deakins (et al) to perhaps look at this as a group
project designed to identify and report endemic justice system deficiencies. I marveled that
highly paid professional attorneys were flagrantly committing major federal felonies with
deadly malice. Out of pity for them, I filed a solution metaphor into the court on 8.22.11, The
Eugene Blair Project. A year or so later, www.TheEugeneBlairProject.com was created to
visualize mutually beneficial solutions. Yates v. United States and the ‘rule of lenity’ indicates

punishing people does not bring progress. All that was ignored and bypassed with all else.
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Evidence and Exhibits
The Primary Evidence Repository is the PACER/ECF Docket History of Related Cases on Page 6

Exhibit 1 Federal Witness Tampering. This Exhibit is a tiny sliver of the evidence and
should be unusual enough to grip the urgent attention of SDNY. Here in Eugene, OR it has

never been seen and our justice establishment lacks precedent to understand its implications.

-- Proof of federal witness status. Two Agency acceptance letters are there along with one page
of a Eugene OR police report. It demonstrates Wells Fargo was corrupting FBI processes by
misrepresenting my FBI reports to local police. There is also one page from Criminal Resource

Manual 1729 defining and describing “federal witness”, “tampering”, and “intimidation” as it

relates to 18 U.S.C. § 1512 and 1513 (et al).

--Copy of “District Attorney’s Information” against me for 10 identical counts of stalking
Ogletree Deakins, a corporate entity. They added one of their attorneys “Leah Lively” in
towards the end as a corporeal “victim”. There was absolutely no conduct that qualified as
“stalking”. There were no ‘protection orders”. It is 100% pure manufactured crime based on
faxed business correspondence. The 10 charges were to cause a local justice system called
“Risk Assessment Tool” to consider me extremely dangerous. My evidence base includes the

correspondence between parties that precipitated the massive arrest, all of it was obstructed.

--Copy of some mainstream news articles showing Ogletree Deakins has a record of being

involved in false arrest in Arizona in the same time frame, includng an active duty judge.

Exhibit 2 is Presentment of Evidence via Web. www.GoodShipGinsburg.com . Please
notice they are secure, fully identified, internally-linked evidence repositories. Click on any of
the items to download any particular exhibit. In particular: please notice the police a/v. The
in-home and in-HQ audio recordings are excellent evidence once understood in context. The
in-HQ audio was not intended. Hear them calling Wells Fargo. Hear a police officer suggest it
may actually be “retaliation” only to be told by his supervisor that [ am “crazy”. It captured the

actual moment of criminalization; I content that is unique and historic. (not a paper exhibit).
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Prior Litigation

Southern District of New York can prosecute this case right off the docket. The facts and
evidence were placed into the PACER/ECF system, which also shows exactly how hoards
of attorneys file piles of boilerplate to prevent the facts and evidence from being
“discovered” and correctly adjudicated. PACER/ECEF is also a perfect record of
“conspiracy against rights” in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 241. It clearly demonstrates how
the involved parties introduced external business correspondence as a threat and
somehow obtained extrajudicial gag orders which became the sole focus of the
proceedings.

The Wells Fargo (et al.) matter are ongoing since 2011. Time bars do not apply nor does ‘res
judicata’. The PACER/ECF docket of the related civil actions prove with no doubt that
evidence was not allowed to be ‘discovered’ much less adjudicated...which is one of the crimes
being reported. In my opinion, an efficient ‘first step’is to ask a talented para-legal with
federal docket experience to confirm that I placed significant evidence in the court and that it

was obstructed. Then have him/her print the evidence for a platoon of prosecutors.

Wells Fargo, via Ogletree Deakins (employer law firm) filed an EMERGENCY SLAPP-suit
against me: 6-11-cv-006248. The docket history of that case is beyond-the-pale and Ogletree
Deakins demonstrated their total control over the court processes as spelled out in my second
civilian crime report regarding public corruption. After the second false arrest and jailing, I
filed 6:13-cv-01546-A A which prompted a completely illegal search and seizure of all my
computer equipment. I refiled it as 6:14-cv-01103-JR. I filed appeals to both cases, all of
which was dismissed and denied using the same generic methods as proven in PACER/ECF.
However, the experiences allowed me to identify and research the system deficiencies that
allowed any and all evidence to never see the light of justice. With the previous experience in
hand, I filed 6:20.000253.AA and created the “mother of all discovery traps”. Please access the
unheard Motion per FRCP 16 and see how the attorneys won’t confer, refused to acknowledge
the existence of evidence, and then tampered/intimidated me with trumped up gag orders and

contempt hearings. The case and the appeal are currently in process. The PACER/ECF docket

history is a font of evidence and progress.

January 7, 2022 Civilian Crime Report Two Page Form. Six Page Letter. 28 Pages Exhibits 6 of 36



Prior Reporting

1. Ireported the underlying business issues to my management first. When I sensed inaction

and retaliation I accessed the Wells Fargo Ethics Hotline on several occasions.

2. I filed for a Sarbanes-Oxley (SOX) investigation as well as with Office of Comptroller of
the Currency. My first in-person parking of evidence at local Federal Bureau-Investigation

(FBI), while still employed, was 5.25.11. See Exhibit 1.

3. A core Wells Fargo system I had to use was being developed in India and the roll-out was a
complete disaster. My research into the Wells Fargo “India Operation” indicated problems so
extra-ordinary that [ was compelled to report to Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) via their
nationwide FAX number (in early June 2011). I also reported via email to the United States
Consulate offices in Bangalore and Hyderabad, which typically have CIA staff on-site.
Curiously, on July 7, 2011 Reuters news from India read “Wells Fargo De-risks India

Operation” which of course I saved and can provide. It is most likely a coincidence.

4. Irefiled an augmented report, in person, with local FBI on 7.27.11 that included the police

visit to my home on 7.18.11. The first of two false arrests was two days later, 7.29.11.

5. The second Civilian Crime Report demonstrates how 6.11.006248 ( the Wells Fargo
SLAPP-suit) filed in early August 2011 was used to dictate the results of all other
investigations. Seems once they ‘throw it into court’, no other government agency will

look at it... except SDNY, hopefully.

6. I filed with SEC Whistleblower’s Office on numerous occasions starting in 2011 and
continuing on occasion until around 2013. SDNY would do well to investigate that entire
function of the government. I will touch upon it in the second crime report on public

corruption. SEC Whistleblower’s Office is the exact opposite of ‘transparency’.
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7. After the second false arrest on manufactured crime in 2013, I essentially begged for FBI
investigation and prosecution at that time. Eugene OR FBI did not allow me to properly relate
my evidence submissions. In December 2013 I was granted one hour at FBI office and met
with Agent Ken Jamison, who carefully studied a 20 page exhibit. He declared it “suspicious”
and told me he would request permission to investigate it but warned me that the U.S. attorney
for Eugene would probably not permit him to do so. When that happened, he called me and

suggested civil litigation instead. That worked extremely well to get it all on the record.

8. In early 2014 I filed a large Police Pattern and Practice Report per 42 U.S.C. § 14141. That
was mailed to the appropriate FBI office. It may have been effective but is more likely a
coincidence. A year or so later, City of Eugene police began a major clean-up campaign and
they are now among the very best police forces anywhere in America with innovative programs
such as Cahoots, which is becoming a nationwide model. A couple of the police officers

involved in my situation suddenly retired, by coincidence.

9. My civil lawsuits were also clearly stated to be Crime Reports filed per 18 U.S.C. § 4,
misprision of felony because other citizens can and are being affected by similar justice system

deficiencies. Opinion: It is way too easy to get other people arrested and have their their life destroyed by
incorrect and fraudulent use of local judicial support systems. The justice system seems incapable of correcting
even the most grotesque errors and internal fraud. As demonstrated, there is almost no actual recourse in Oregon
and elsewhere. Our justice system meets technical definitions of ‘the structure of holocaust’ as defined pursuant

to the Nuremberg Trials. It’s result is (and always has been) ghettoization.

10. I attempted to report the situation to Wells Fargo and Company responsible corporate
officers. I even went so far as to attempt their intervention in 6.20.cv.000253 but my
correspondence was reported to the court as some form of offense. What was done to me by
Wells Fargo’s external agents is against their policy and training. But the Wells Fargo
management is proven with this case to be far beyond reach and attorneys filter everything they

see or hear.

Exhibits 1 and 2 follow this page
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L.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR Oceupational Safety & Health Administeation

T Third Avenue, Sulte 715
Scattbe, Washington 98101 - 3212

July 11,2011

Mr. Andrew Clark
3270 Soney Ridge Road
Eugene, OR 97405

Re: Consumer Financial Protection Act of 2010 Complaint Dated June 19, 2011

Dear Mr, Clark:

Thiis is t acknowledge receipt of your complaint of retaliation urider the wiiisleblower
provision of the Consumer Financial Protection Act of 2010, Section 1057 of the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act of 2010, 12 US.C.A. § 5567 (or,
CFPA), which you filed on June 19, 2011. Please be advised that OSHA’s Jjurisdiction to
investigate such complaints does not become effective until the “designated transfer
date,” pursuant to Sacﬁon;& 058 and 1062 of the Dodd-Frank Act, which the Secretary of
the Treasury has sct as July'21, 2011. The relevant sections of the statute can be found at
www. whistleblowers. gov.

Should you wish (o re-file a written CFPA whistleblower complaint on or aficf ity 21*.
you may send us another letter with this request. However, in order for OSHA to initiate
an investigation, you musl provide information that you were retaliated against on or after
July 21, 2011.

In your compiaint letter, you also requested to file it under Section 806 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act (“SOX”). Pleasc note that we have docketed that portion of your complaint as
a SOX complaint. The SOX complaint has been assigned to OSHA Investigator, Patricia
Brown who can be reached at 206-553-5930, and your employer has been notified about
it.

ihank-you for your cooperation,
Sincerely,

Yok €8 )s wrdtn

Vicky Goleman

Regional Supervisory Investigator
Oecupalicnal
OSHA 557
Mmh‘ll.ldtiun

wheiw Gsha.gov

Case 6:20.cv-0253-AA Plainii®s Response 10 Motion Decomber 9, 2021 Page 8 of 36



~4 of 4
. 3 1141771
was Officer Pieske who was there with us during the contacts and told Clark that Officer Pieske concurred
with my findings In the matters, I asked Clark if there was anything else I could do for him. Clark said
there was nothing else I could do for him and he left city hall. )

L4

Also per Sergeant Klinko's request, T contacted Marty Ogno, head of security for Wells Fargo. 1 calted
Ogno and teld him T had contacted Clark and thet he had beén advised he was trespassed from all Wells
Fargo properties, | also told Ogno Clark was concerned he had §24,000 in an account at Wells Fargo,
Ogno said he had lacked it up and though Clark only had about $200 in an account, but that he would
close Clark's account and mall him a check with the remaining balance. Ogno asked how the contact
went., I tald Ogno that Clark felt he was belng retaliated upon for contacting the FBI and CIA with Wells
Fargo's wrong deings. ©gno szid that he had been in contact with the FBI and tald me that the FBI did

>>>>> not take Clark's reports seriously.

FBl would At approximately 1900 hours, dispatch advised that Clark had left a phone number for me to call him back
not say that. <4 pe could further discuss his desire to press charges against Wells Farge for filing a false police report, [
requested Sergeant Magnuson respond to the repart writing room where I was working on reports so 1
Notice no could discuss the situation with him before calling Clark back. While [ was explaining the situation to
Sergeant Magnuson, Dispatch advised thet Clark had celled back 3. more times requesting contact. 1 then
person at ssked Sergeant Magnuson If he would contact Clark in my behalf in that | was unable to effectively
FBlis communicate to Clark that Wells Fargo had broken no laws and that they had the right to trespass Clark
referenced. oM their properties. . ; _ .

It is corruption

of FBI processgsyiawed by Fro; Pieske 112

and obstruction. Name Badge

BTW, | did . . . . ]
report to CIA via Notice: entire police report posted, URL is case-sensitive
nationwide fax# https://www.risepatriot.com/Police%20reports.pdf

and consulate

offices in

Bangalore and

Hyderabad India

due to concerns

related to ,
system :
development

work on the

CORE/ELF

system | had to

use here that '

was being badly

programmed in

India.

sch

G623 07-19-11 2330 Hours Approved.By: Magnuson 122
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3/17/2020 Xfinity Connect OCC Case _ 01640244 has been created_ Printout

do_not_reply@occ.treas.gov <do_not_reply@occ.treas.gov> 6/29/2011 6:01 AM

OCC Case # 01640244 has been created.

To mir99@comcast.net

6/29/2011
Re: Case# 01640244
Dear Andrew Clark:

This is an automatically generated message. Please do not reply to this email. We are unable to respond to messages sent to this
address.

Please keep a copy of this email for your records!

This email acknowledges receipt of your Online Consumer Complaint form. Based upon your correspondence we have opened a case in
the OCC's Customer Assistance Group (CAG). Please make note of the case number listed above, and provide the number on any future
correspondence or contact with our office.

We are reviewing the information you provided, and will contact the bank requesting a response to your issues. In most instances, the
bank will respond directly to you and copy us in writing. Once you receive the bank's response, it is very important that you carefully
review their summary and actions taken, if any.

If the bank has satisfactorily addressed your issues and/or concerns no further action on your part is required. If however, the bank failed
to address your issues and/or concerns or you disagree with their response, please contact the CAG in writing within 30 days of receipt of
the bank's letter. Please include in your reply the specific issues that the bank failed to address or, if applicable, the reasons you disagree
with the bank's assessment. Also, please include any additional documentation that supports your position.

The OCC examines national banks to ensure their safe and sound financial condition and ensures compliance with applicable banking
laws, rules and regulations. The CAG was established to assist customers who have questions or complaints involving national banks.
For additional information on the OCC and CAG please visit our internet site www.helpwithmybank.gov.

The CAG offers guidance, and assists consumers in resolving complaints about national banks and their subsidiaries. The CAG is not a
consumer advocacy or bank advocacy group. The OCC is an administrative agency and we do not have jurisdiction to resolve contractual
and factual issues. We do not have judicial authority and cannot award damages in excess of a bank's error.

While complaint processing times may vary, on average you should receive a written response from CAG within 60 days after we have a
complete file.

If you would like to check the status of your case online, please click on the following link:

page.

Should you have questions, please contact this office at the number listed below.

Sincerely,

Customer Assistance Group
1-800-613-6743

This message contains confidential information and is intended solely for the use of the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by sending an email to
helpwithmybank.fag@occ.treas.gov if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail
transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message,
which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or
taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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3/16/2020 1729. Protection Of Government Processes -- Tampering With Victims, Witnesses, Or Informants -- 18 U.S.C. 1512 | JM | Department of ...

EE An official website of the United States government Here’s how you know

@ DEPAfHISE Brtilel corterdt from the U.S. Department of Justice website. The information here may be outdated and links may no longer
fuﬁ&fﬂ#l"lb&sé contact webmaster@usdoj.gov if you have any questions about the archive site.

1729. PROTECTION OF GOVERNMENT PROCESSES -- TAMPERING WITH VICTIMS, WITNESSES, OR
INFORMANTS -- 18 U.S.C. 1512

Section 1512 of Title 18 constitutes a broad prohibition against tampering with a witness, victim or informant. It proscribes conduct intended to
illegitimately affect the presentation of evidence in Federal proceedings or the communication of information to Federal law enforcement officers. It
applies to proceedings before Congress, executive departments, and administrative agencies, and to civil and criminal judicial proceedings, including
grand jury proceedings. See 18 U.S.C. § 1515(a)(1). In addition, the section provides extraterritorial Federal jurisdiction over the offenses created
therein. See 18 U.S.C. § 1512(g); 128 Cong. Rec. H8469 (daily ed. Oct. 1, 1980); H. R. Rep. No. 1369, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 20-22 (1980).

The express prohibitions against tampering with witnesses and parties contained in former 18 U.S.C. §§ 1503 and 1505, are now in paragraphs (b)(1)
and (2) of 18 U.S.C. § 1512. (As discussed in this Manual at 1724 and 1727, the omnibus clauses of these provisions still cover witnesses.) All forms of
tampering with informants covered in former 18 U.S.C. § 1510, with the exception of tampering by means of bribery, are now proscribed by 18 U.S.C. §
1512(b)(3). Tampering with informants by means of bribery remains an 18 U.S.C. § 1510 offense.

Section 1512 augments the prohibitions of the former law in several important respects. First, section 1512(b)(3) sweeps more broadly than former 18
U.S.C. § 1510 and expands the class of informants protected by Federal law. For example, it protects individuals having information concerning a
violation of a condition of probation, parole, or bail whether or not that violation constitutes a violation of any other Federal criminal statute. Second, it
protects individuals seeking to provide information to Federal judges or Federal probation and pretrial services officers.

Section 1512 also includes attempts in its list of prohibited conduct. There is no requirement that the defendants actions have the intended obstructive
effect. See, e.g., United States v. Murray, 751 F.2d 1528 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 474 U.S. 979 (1985); United States v. Wilson, 796 F.2d 55 (4th Cir.
1986), cert. denied, 479 U.S. 1039 (1987). As amended by the Criminal Law and Procedure Technical Amendments Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-646, it is
clear that the killing of a witness or attempts to kill a witness in order to prevent his/her testimony constitutes an act of force intended to "influence the
witness' testimony." See 18 U.S.C. § 1512(a). This change was necessitated by one court interpreting former § 1512 as not reaching an act of
attempted murder that was intended to prevent a witness from testifying. See United States v. Dawlett, 787 F.2d 771 (1st Cir. 1986).

The section specifically abolishes the pending proceeding requirement of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1503 and 1505. The provision also eliminates ambiguity about
the class of individuals protected. Although the former law protected witnesses, parties, and informants, it was unclear whether that law reached the
intimidation of third parties (for example, the spouse of a witness) for the purpose of intimidating the principal party. Section § 1512 of Title 18 plainly
covers such conduct, for it speaks of conduct directed toward "another person." See 128 Cong. Rec. H8203 (daily ed. Sept. 30, 1982).

Section 1512 protects potential as well as actual witnesses. With the addition of the words "any person," it is clear that a witness is "one who knew or
was expected to know material facts and was expected to testify to them before pending judicial proceedings." United States v. DiSalvo, 631 F.Supp.
1398 (E.D. Pa. 1986), affd, 826 F.2d 1054 (3d Cir. 1987). Under § 1512, an individual retains his/her status as a witness even after testifying. United
States v. Wilson, 796 F.2d 55 (4th Cir. 1986), cert. denied, 479 U.S. 1039 (1987) (protection of witness under § 1512 continues throughout the trial);
United States v. Patton, 721 F.2d 159 (6th Cir. 1983) (witness retains status while defendant's motion for a new trial is pending); United States v.
Chandler, 604 F.2d 972 (5th Cir. 1979) (witness retains status while case is pending on direct appeal). Cf. United States v. Risken, 788 F.2d 1361 (8th
Cir.), cert. denied, 479 U.S. 923 (1986) (party was a witness after asserting his Fifth Amendment privilege and being dismissed from the stand since he
could be recalled at any time).

Section 1512 of Title 18 contains two significant additions to the types of tampering barred by Federal law. First, it forbids "misleading conduct,” as
defined in 18 U.S.C. § 1515. Such conduct was not covered in those circuits that had narrowly construed the omnibus clauses of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1503
and 1505 under the rule of ejusdem generis. See United States v. Metcalf, 435 F.2d 754 (9th Cir. 1970); United States v. Essex, 407 F.2d 214 (6th Cir.
1969). see generally, 128 Cong. Rec. H8203 (daily ed. Sept. 30, 1982). Second, 18 U.S.C. § 1512 makes intentional harassment a misdemeanor. This
offense is intended to reach conduct less egregious than the corrupt, threatening or forceful conduct required for a violation of former 18 U.S.C. §§ 1503
and 1505. Harassing conduct has been defined as that intended to badger, disturb or pester. Wilson, supra.

Despite its coverage, section 1512 was not intended to reach all forms of witness tampering. Its coverage is limited to tampering accomplished by the
specific means enumerated in the provision. United States v. King, 762 F.2d 232 (2d Cir. 1985), cert. denied, 475 U.S. 1018 (1986). The more
imaginative types of witness tampering as well as forms of tampering defying enumeration were still prohibited by the omnibus provision of § 1503.
United States v. Lester, 749 F.2d 1288 (9th Cir. 1984).

It is unclear whether 18 U.S.C. § 1512(b)(3) was intended to widen the prohibition against obstructing investigations contained in former 18 U.S.C.

§ 1510 to include investigations that are not per se criminal in nature, such as an FAA investigation of an aircraft accident, or a Senate committee
investigation of the trucking industry. A comparison of the difference in phraseology between 18 U.S.C. §§ 1510 and 1512(b)(3), however, indicates that
those differences are differences of style, not substance, and that no such expansion was intended. Section 1510 proscribes interference with "the
communication of information relating to a violation of any criminal statute of the United States . . ." to a (Federal) criminal investigator; 18 U.S.C. §
1512(b)(3) proscribes interference with "the communication to a (Federal) law enforcement officer . . . of information relating to the commission or
possible commission of a Federal offense."” There is nothing to indicate that Congress intended to depart from the generally accepted meaning of "law
enforcement” as criminal law enforcement and of "offense" as criminal violation. See 18 U.S.C. § 1515(4); 128 Cong. Rec. H8203 (daily ed. Sept. 30,
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A! £X GARDHER October 13, 2021 WELLS FARGO'S ATTORMEYS (Ogletree Deakins) TAMPERED WITH FEDERAL
A WITNESS VIA FALSE ARREST. Itis classic Mafia-style kidnapping by police acting upon false threat
Lane Count}’ District Aitorney reports. Another attorney (Seyfarth Shaw) refused to look at evidence and obstructed justice in all courts.

i 8" Avenue - :
¥ e, OR 9740 Civil case 6.20.cv.000253.AA False Arrest of Federal Witness as Predicate Act of RICO.
S T iV 1 Fosted correspondence demonstrates it was completely manufactured crime. Wells Fargo does not

(341)682-4261 (541) 682-3890 (fax) condone this stuff but their attorneys hide it. Police and Court Audio:
www.RisePatriot.com (Not politics or patriots.... it is official evidence, all obstructed from Court)

Family Court Interface: www.WellsFargoWitz.com Public Corruption: www.GoodShipGinsburg.com

In the Circuit Court of the State of Oregon for Lan&Codnty

THE STATb OF OREGON 10 years prisqn, Mo protection order, no grand jury - Obvious
Plai I‘ﬂiff, EgﬂgégﬂgiLSCﬁgngs input into Lane County's Risk
| Assessment Tool caused $600,000 bail, etc.
] e INFORMATION
ANDREW GLEN CLARK, INIECEE, |
Defendant. |
|

The above-named defendant is accused on oath by the Lane County District Altorney as follows:

STALKING
STALKING

4 IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO STALK A CORPORATION. THEY STALKMG
ADDED LEAH LIVELY AS A 'HUMAN VICTIM' BUT SHE NEVER STALKN(}

CRIMINALIZATION OF COMMUNICATIONS L
2
3
FILED A COMPLAINT ABOUT HARMLESS BUSINESS FAXES, g STALKING
6
7
8
9

A WELLS FARGO SPECIALTY

TEN IDENTICAL CHARGES input inta Lane Gounty’s Risk .
Assessment Tool caused $600,000 bail, etc. STA'I"KING
THERE WAS NO STALKING PROTECTION ORDER STALKING

‘ STALKING

THERE WAS NO PHYSICAL CONTACT

THEY BYPASSED PORTLAND POLICE ACROSS THE STREET

FROM THEM AMD CALLED EUGENE INSTEAD. 5 STALKH\{G
i 10. STALKING
I
lcommitted as follows:
' COUNT 1

e defendant, on or between August 1, 2012, ang juiy 23, 2073, in Lune County. Oregon, in an act and sactior. |
separate and distinct from all others alleged in this lnfénnation, did unlawlgu?!;filﬁ(ﬁs;?ég;ya:i;;;?ﬁd1;12:221;:;- ':
law firm of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., and staff attorney Leah Lively, by engaging in ‘
repeated and unwanted contact with the said victims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins !Nash Smoak &
Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively reasonable apprehension regarding their personal sa;'ety and fl beiné ohbjeczivei
reasonable for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, ’P,C. and Leah Lively t;" be

alarmed and coerced by the contact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon;

COUNT 2
The defendant‘, on or between August 1, 2012, and July 23, 2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and transaction
separate and distinct from all others alleged in this Information, did unlawfuliy and kJ]OWi;igl)’ alarm and co'crcc the
aw firm of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., and staff attorney Leah Lively, by engaging in
-:epeatcd and unwanted contact with the said victims, this contact causing nge‘lree. Dcakins’Nash Smonak &
stewart, P.C, and Leah Lively reasonable apprehension regarding their personal safety and ;t beiné objectivel
easo~able for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart ’PC and Leah L‘,;ive‘ toy be
da and coerced by the contact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dign}ty oi*; the State of Orjgon'

A

NFORMATION
I G (ANDREW GLEN CI‘C&P I 20-cv-000253-AA Plaintiff's Response to Motion December 9, 2021 Page 12 of 36 PAGE ! OF 3
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COUNT 3
1w defendant, on o between August 1, 2012, and July 23, 2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and trensaction
separale and distinct from all others alleged in this Information, did unfawtutly and knowingly alarm and cocree the
law finm of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., and staff attorney Leah Lively, by enguging in
repeated and unwanted contact with the sajd victims, this contact causing Ogletrce, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &
Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively reasonable apprehension reparding their personal safety, and it being ohjectively
reasonable for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.CC. and Leah Lively to be
alarmed and coerced by the cortact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon;

COUNT 4

' [he defendant, on or between Aungust 1, 2012, and July 23, 2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and transaction
isepara[e and distinet from al] others alleged in this Information, did unlawfully and knowingly alarm and coerce the
law firm of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.. and staff attorney leah Lively, by enpaging in
repeated and unwanted contact with the said victims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &
(Stewart, P.C. arnd Leah Lively reasonable apprehension regarding their personal safety, and it being objectively
[reasonabic for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively to be

alarmed and coerced by the CONtact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon:

l COUNT 5

i Toe defendant, on or between Auvgust 1, 2012, and July 23, 2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and transaction
Iseparate and distinct from ail others alieged in this Information, did unlawfully and knowingly aiarm and coerce the
‘]aw firm of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., ard staff attomey Leah Lively, by engaping in

re" 'ed and unwanted contact with the said victims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &

ISt o, P.C. and Leah Lively reasonable apprehension regarding their personal safety, and it being objectively
reasonable for a persen in the situation of Ogletree. Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively to he
‘elarmed and coerced by the contact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Cregon;

! COUNT 6

The defendant. on or between August 12012, and July 23, 2013, i1 Lane County, Crr2gon. ir an aet and vansaciion
lseparate and distinet from ali others alleged in this Infornation, did enlawfully and nowingly alarm and coerce the
Haw firm of Ogletres, Dezkins, Nash, Smoeak & Stewart, P.C.. and staff attomey Leah Lively, by €ngaging in
.Tepeated and unwanted ceniact with the said victims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &
iStewart, P.C. and L egh Lively reasonabie apprenension regarding their personal safety, and it being objecavely
'reasonable for a person in the situation of Ogletrec, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively to be
alarmed and coerced by the conlact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon:

COUNT 7
The defendant, on or between August 1, 2012, and July 23. 20 13,10 Lane Coungy, Oregon, ir arn act and transaction
separaic and distinct from al] others alieged in this Information, did unlawfully and knowingly alarm and cosrce the
law firm of Opletree, Deaking, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.. and staff attorney Leah Lively, by engaging in
repeated and unwarted contact with the sald victims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deaking, Nash, Smoak &
Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively reasonable aoprehension regarding their personal safery, and it being objectively
reascnable for a person in the sitvation of QOgletree, Deukins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively to be
viermed and coerced by the contact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon:

i

PAGE 2 OF 3
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|

The defendant, on or between August 1, 2012, and Tuly 23,2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and transaction
separate and distingt from all others alleged in this Information, did unlawfully and knowingly alarm and coerce the
Jlaw firm of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., and staff attorney Leah Lively, by engaging in
repeated and unwanted comtact with the said vietims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &

COUNT 8

Stewvart, P.C. and Leah Livcly reasonable apprehension regarding their personal safcty, and it being objectively
reasonable for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively to be |
‘ajazmed and coerced by the contact: contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon; !

I'The defendant, on or between August 1, 2012, and July 23, 2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and transaction
separate and distinct from all others alleged in this Information, did unlawfully and knowingly alarm and coerce the
law firm of Ogletree, Decakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., and stafl attorney Leah Lively, by engaging in
Irepeated and unwanted contact with the said viclims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &
Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively reasonable apprehension regarding their personal safety, and it being objectively
Ireasonable for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. and Leah Lively o be
alarmed and coerced by the contact; contrary (o statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregon: and

‘The defendent, on or betweer: August 1, 2012, and July 23, 2013, in Lane County, Oregon, in an act and transaction
separate and distinet from all others alleged in this Information, did enlawfully and knowingly alarm and coerce the |
iaw firm of Ogletree. Deakins, Nash, Smozk & Stewart, P.C., and staff atteiney Leah Lively, by engaging in
re xd and unwanted contact with the sajd viclims, this contact causing Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &

COUNT 9

COUNT 10

iStewart, P.C. and Leah Lively reasonable apprehension regarding their personal safety, and it being obiectively |
-reasonable for a person in the situation of Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewarl, P.C. and Leah Lively to he |
alarmed and coerced by the contact; contrary to statute and against the peace and dignity of the State of Oregor. |

el |y

4.

5. ORS 163.732/Class A Misdameanor Erk V. Hasselman, OSB 94510
6. ORS 163.732/Class A Misdemeanor Assistant District Attomey

7. ORS 163.732/Class A Misdemeanor Lrik.Hasselman/@co.lane er.us

8 ORS 163.732/Class A Misdemeanar
5 ORS 163.732/Class A Misdermneancr
15, ORS 163.732/Class A Misdemeanor

Agency:  EGP 13-10194 . !

DOR:

DA No: (39271301

SPN
sl
FBI:

NFOKRMATIERUARND OG5 G, Gfime Report

ORS 163.732/Class A Misdemeanor

URS 162.732/Class A Misdemaanor ‘\f::;\
ORS 162.732/Class A Misdemeanor By: émkw%

DATED 1this 25th day ot July, 2013 at Eugene, Lane County. Oregon,

ORS 163.722/Class A Nisdamreanor ALEX GARDNER, District Attomey |

/8/1958 e

50718438 |
230429
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o w1 : ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
CQNE!'.? EﬁITIAL Case Number(s): EGC 211314234
' WA p L
DOMC - PTS " L Risk Assessment Tool

Printout- Maximum

= ‘3\’5 Danger Scores-+- as bad as
W % (Risk Assessment Summary tor CLARK ANDREW GLEN zzegj;tufz_‘;v?usg OF
) \\?‘4\ 3 Date of interview; 7.f25.'1i_ OFFICIAL SYSTEMS- _
M%ﬁ&ﬁg' H Offenscs LOW/Green MEDIUM/Y eflow HIGH/Red
& Felony £75.000 150,000 250,000
B Felony $50,000 190,000 175,000 FTA Score Risk Level
38.00 HIGH
Non-Measure 11 Offenses
A Felony £30,000 75000 100,000 ReO# Score Risk Lavsl
B Felony $35,000 50,000 75,000 36.00 HIGH
C Feleny Person 530,000 40,000 50,000
C Felony £15,000 30,000 40,000 Danqer score Risk Leva!
. 79.50 HIGH
A Misdemeanor Person 87,500 15,000 20,000
A Misdemeanor $5,000 10,000 15,000 NI
B Misdemeanar $3.000 5,000 10,000 CBR score; IR
C Misdemeanor $1,500 2,500 5,000 354.00 SOV o
Case Number Charge with madifiar T Vie F M M 17 ReOf Stat Statute # & Classification Security
EGC 211314234 STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 163.732(2A) Az 5 20.000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 163.732(24  a/mMIS 3 20,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 163.732(28)  Aanms  $20.000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 1637320287 AUMIS § 26,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X WBITIEAY  AMIS  § 20,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 163.732(2A) M5 20,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 162.732(2A)  asmlis  $ 20,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR x 163.722(24) amas  $ 20,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANCR K 183.732(28)  AmAIS $ 20,000.00
STALKING - MISDEMEANOR X 163.732(2A)  AMIS  § 2000000
Total Security for EGC 211314234: $ 200,00¢.00

Facts watranting deviation (gither above or below recommended security for classitype of offense) from rule: none

1. Alf Address needed: na 7. No Minor Contact Condition: no
2. No Alcohol Condition: yes 8. Current CCH run & reviewed: yes
3. DUN Clause no 8. Police Report Ordered: yes

4. DV Fregram Condition: o 10. Police Report Reviewed: yes
*“Witnessing Minor Condition: no 1. MF AIRS reviewed: ves

5 No Weapons Condition: yes 12.0JIN Statewide reviewed: yes

6. No Victim Contact Condition:  ves

Release Officer Lated. 72772013
v ) . T M kY - i r LR [ IR
o ._;r‘_;i.'- W me A R N LT ('f oL~ L
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Ariz, County Seeks To Debar Ogletree Deakins
By lLana Cirbrair D iZumimenls Shany uz on.

Law380, New York (July 05, 2012, 8:51 FM ET) -- Arizana's Maricopa County nas scugnt to
prevent Dgietree Deakins Nash Smoak & Slawart PO from serving as a contraciar for the
county and has amended class claims that accuse the firm of 300 biling errors | including
tilling clienis associate attarney rates for the work of recent law school graduates, the county

confirmed Thursday.

Sigh up for our free daily newsietters,
Emall {professicnal s mail regquires)
Primary area of inlarest
I j :Class Actian o Govarnment Contracts I
hare |+ :
Sign Up now
|\__ ——— '

In & notice set la Ogletrec on Monday, the county informed the amployment boulicue that it
had fled a devarment actian ta pronibil the firm Irom doing business with the courly, even as
asubconiractor for three years. It was the frst imie in the county's histary that it kad maoverd
to debar a vendor, acoerding o ths county,

Ogletrea responded Thursday that it mo longer wanted to de any business with the county
and noted that it hat already sent refund checks 0 the counrly in response o claims that it
had cverbilled the caunty by chargirg atlormey rates for the work of law school graduates
who had not vet passed the bar, meluding a check sen! ir late Juna for afmost 528.000.

"Oglovree made clear in Qctober 2010 thal it has no intentian 10 do business with Mancopa
County in the future.” said John Daoran of Sherman & Howard LLC. an altormey for ihe firm.
"Mevenheless, Ogletree contirues to look for common ground an which to resolve s 'ong-
standing 153ues with the county. The county hes previously identifizd two instances where
employee tima was supposedly billed incorrectly, and Oglelree hes wsoed refurds even
though it disagraes with the Sounty's position.”

I s notice, Mancopa County refarred (o its leng-running hattle with Ogletrae ouer $1.1
milion in dispaied charges, during which Oglatree has slagedly refused "o paricipate in an
audi of the frm’s legal services.

The county has accused the firm of likling nenattormeys inils personnel database ag
assaciates whan shey Begin working at thao firrm after law school but before they have been
admitted to the bar, leading to $5170.000 in charges on the services of employees who wera
fraudulently representad fo be attorneys.

Search Mutaneed Search

Platfarm Tools Subscebe ] Sign In

Related

Sertions
Clags fetion

Governmenl Saniracls
Legal Indusiry

Law Firms
et SAv@nagh Law Firm

gk Ogletee Caading

TR Skhermar & Hoewand

2

-t
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umber of such alleged tillng errars from nearly 40 to about 300, with additionat erors
inch.ding billng assomalas at the rate of senior pariners.

Marcopa County clans taxpayers spent more than 5170,300 on the services of nonlawyers
whiy were Iraudulently represented to be ailorneys. $197,000 on atlorieys who were charged
at higher categaries than deserved and $20.000 for librarians. office assistants and atner
employees whose time was added to bilings in violalion of the courfy's contracl, The counly
gays Dgleroc's behavigr violales its contract and constitules fraud.

"The number ot errors contained m the Incomplete bills thal we have recewed Frar Oglatree
is rather stunning and it adds exira urgency for the nead for a comprehensive audt of all of
Ogletree hillings " Maricopa County spokeswoman Cari Gerchick said. “In addition, the fact
lhat Maricopa County has sent a 'nofies of iIntent to debar' Ihis vendor - from doing business
with (e county for a period cf time shows our commitment 1o having accountahility and
ransparancy in the oracurcment process "

The instant sul reasserts the county's claim thal Cgletree should be subject fn an extonsive
audil in 3 dispule starmimiog from the county's allegations that Qglatres velated soth the legal
servitas provider cantract and procuremeni eode by improperly expanding the scope of

assignments and representalion ard avercharging lor services i ¢.d not recucs! o a0Prove.

When Ihe county's board of supervisors woted unanimoUsly ta terminate 15 legal services
eonlract with Ogletree in September 2010, it had $1.1 million in outstangding charges,
according to the somoalain,

In @ serigs of clams ard countarclaims thal have fraveled betwaen siate courl. alermatve
dispute resolution ard allempts at nonbinding arbitralon, Ogletree alegedly sought to
recover e outstanding charges while the county tried to audit the firm's legal recards in an
altempt 1o show thal Oglelres had racked up $5 million in billings while imgraperly
subconiracting out legal work o firms that did not appear on a list of vendors the counky had
approved, inviolation of the contract with Oglelres.

Maricopa County is represented by Julie Paca and David Seiden of The Cavanagh Law Firm
P

Qgletree s represented by John Daran of Sherman & Howard LLC.

The case is Maricopa Counly v. Oglatres Daaking Mash Smoak & Stowad PC, case number
CW2011-002493, in the Superior Court of Arizena, Maricopa County.

--Editing by Katherine Rautenberg,

Relaled Articles

Oyletree Setlies Billing Dispule With Anz. County

Ariz. County Says Ogletree Billed Aty Hours Eor (Grads
Urgletres Must Turn Over Biling Doces In Ariz. County Suit
Ogleirce Can't Escape Adz. Counly's Billing Recards Suit
Oglelres Deakins Boasts Cank, Employment Group

0 Comments 2ign 1o commen| S0

Terrus ol Sarats
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Sheriff Joe Arpaio's Favorite Law Firm,
Ogletree Deakins, Cost Taxpayers $2.4

Million -- in Just Two Years
By Sarah Fenske
Published Wed., May 26 2010 at 8:00 AM

The battle for control of Maricopa County -- pitting Sheriff Joe Arpaio and County
Attorney Andrew Thomas against the Board of Supervisors, judges, and county
administrators -- has been costly to both taxpayvers and the parties involved.

But it's been a major boon to one local law firm.

Ogletree Deaking, a relatively cbscure firm specializing in employment law,

N | t became Arpaio and Thomas' go-to legal counsel just as the disputes were heating
L. Eric Dowett, | UP-And, according to public records obtained by New Times, the firm has billed
rainmaker the county for a staggering $2.49 million since January 200g.

Most of the work had little to do with employment law - - and most of the firm's
representation has been unsuccessful, legally speaking. ,

Ogletree Deakins has fought for the sheriff's right to take over the county's computer S}I.rstem, They
tried to argue that the supervisors didn't have the right to sweep money from funds controlled by

Thomas and Arpaio. They're currently pressing Arpaio's assertion that he shouldn't have to open his
books to county auditors.

And, according to the billing records we looked at, it appears likely that Ogletree lawyers may have
even been behind cne of Arpaio/Thomas' biggest embarassments: the criminal charges they filed
against the county’s presiding criminal court judge, Gary Donahoe. T

. Pt Lt HInn UL

As New Times first reported earlier this month, prosecutors filed eriminal charges against Donahoe
without bothering to seek a grand jury indictment. They simply filed a direct complaint, and attached
a "probable cause” statement that, almost word for word, matched a complaint that the sheriff's office
had filed with the Arizona Commission on Hudicial Conduct one week before, That complaint, detailing
a conspiracy theorist's view of Judge Donahoe's conduct, was signed by Arpaio's chief deputy, David
Hendershott,

It now appears thal Hendershott had some help penning the letter. Z “4/

According to its billing statements, Ogletree charged the county $27,310 for something titled "MCS50
State Bu90nGidA22 ThelrsCrime ReprrdsTwRIPage FiimtiSvrage hetient#8 Paq et 1196636
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just one day after Hendershott filed "his" complaint with the judicial conducl commission.

So did an employment law specialist draft the document that became the basis for the criminal charges
against the county's presiding criminal court judge? If nothing else, it would explain why the document
drew puffaws from seasoned prosecutors. Ogletree's lawyers were likely in way over their heads. (And
really, what was prosecutor Lisa Aubuchon thinking, merely regurgitating Ogletree's letter as a
criminal complaint?)

According ta the billing statements examined by New Times, Ogletree also advised Andrew Thomas
on matters mmvolving the State Bar. {That cost the taxpayers $18,929). And, they advised either

Arpaio or Thomas -- the billings aren't clear -- about issues relating to the selection of a new county
attorney. (That cost us another $12,762.)

Finally, Ogletree billed the county a staggering $1.2 million for something described only as "contract
compliance.” County Spokeswoman Cari Gerchick told New Times that county administrators have no
idea what that means.

We contacted L. Eric Dowell, a shareholder at Ogletree Deakins and the sheriff's lawyer of choice, to
ask about the "contract compliance” pavments, but we hadn't heard back by press time. We'll post an
update if we get an answer.

In the mean time, looking al the wasted $2.4 million and the unexplained $1.2 million and the tens of
thousands of dollars for failed legal adventures -- well, we never thought we'd say this, but we actually
miss Denmis Wikenchik. Yes, New Times disagreed with Wilenchik on just about everything, But

Wilenchik handled some pretty tough cases for Arpaio, not just political erap that should have never
made its way to a docket,

And Wilenchik, unlike the sheriffs new $z-million-counsel, actually knew how to win.

7}
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Attorney Fees

Ogletree Deakins Made 299 Billing Errors, Maricopa County Alleges; Firm
Disputes Error Claims

Posted Jut 11, 2012 5:29 AM CDT
By Debra Cassens Weiss

Updated: Anzona's Maricopa County says il has identified 299 billing errors by its former law firm Ogletree, Deakins,
Nash, Smoak and Stewart—and thay may be "only the tip of the icebarg.”

In a proposed second amended complaint filed on Monday, the county detailed the alleged 299 billing errors by the
law firm, up from 36 errors alleged in an eadier version of the suit. The county also complains that Ogletree failed to
cooperate in an audit, used subconiractor law firms that didn't conform to the county contract, and billed for
unapproved senices such as issuing media statements.

The largest number of alleged billing errors—227 in all—were due to Cgletree misclassifying 11 lawyers at higher
experience levels than authorized by the contract, the proposed amended complaint says,

A Jure 2010 contract specified rates for associates, senior associates, parthers and senior partrers, and set the
minimum years of experience necessary for each category, the county says. Permitted rates ranged from $125 an
hour for associates with a minimum of one year of experience to $250 an hour for senior partners with at least 12
years af experience. A prior contract allowed the law firn 1o charge 5275 an hour for all attorney senices.

In some instances, Ogletree billed associates as partners and even senior partners, the proposed complaint says.
The mistakes were "s0 extensive, so frequent, and so systemic that the conclusion is inescapable that when the
county implemented lower billing rates for attomeys on June 1, 2010, Ogistree’s Phoenix and national management
made the dacision to overcharge the county and thereby to lessen the effects upan Ogletree of the county's new,
reduced billing rate structure,” the county alleges.

The proposed complaint claims breach of contract, breach of iduciary duly and fraud. It seeks class action status
based on the claim that Ogletree impropery hills other public sectar clients by classifying law graduates as
associates even though they have have not yet passed the bar.

The court document alleges 37 instances of billing two nonattomey law grads as associates, despite a contract ban
on such a practice. The suit also claims 35 instances of billing for 11 specialists such as librarians and information
technelogy specialists. The finm is allowed to bill only for lawyers and paralegals, the county says.

The county claims the errors invohe excessive charges of more than $300,000. Ogletree, on the other hand, claims
the county owes nearly 51 million dollars in unpaid legal hills,

5o far, Ogletree has agreed to refund $78,000 for billing errors, according to Maricopa County communications
director Can Gerchick. The county is seeking to debar the firm frorm contracting work with the county for three years.

A lawyer representing Ogletree in the fitigation, John Deran of Sherman & Howard in Phoenix, says the dispule is

owver the contract interpretation. “There are not 299 billing errors or anything close to that number,” he tells the ABA
Journal in an email,

Doran says there were a few instances where it was debatable whether Ogletree could bill law grads as associates
under the contract, and Oglatree reimbursed the county for those lime entries. "The vast majority of the remaining

time entries alluded to by the county consist of contract interpretation questions, not demonstrated billing errors,"
Daran says.

He paints to one example imolving billing entries for an of caunsel lawyer who had enough years of experience to

qualify for the bilting rate charged. “But the county is improperly and semantically focusing on his title as ‘of counsel’
rather than his years of sendce to argue that Qgletree could not bill his time at all, let alone bill at the contractual }
rate,” Doran says. "Virtually all of the challenged time entries are of this ilk. It is also important to note that ail of the

work QOgletree billed for was performed at the highest lewel, and nobody has ever suggested otherwise. We would also

be refeinaaved, @0aa! CiviianiCrime Bepodt fwabage hasmot Shek par) IeitereSiftagasahxaibisthatt ah
entrigs, so their claim is difficult to understand in any event.”

wanny ahainnrnal romronefarsrlofnboliran Arabkine cesds 3000 killiae  acsses smamineee aeiebin maeandad naa. A 0 4
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An attorney represenling Maricopa County Supervisor Don Stapley filed a natice of alaim
against county officials Friday,

The claim alleges false arresl and malicicus prosecution, among other accusations. The
ciaim names Sheriff Joe Arpaio, Chief Daputy Dave Handershott and County Altomey
Andrew Thomas.

A nolice of claim is the first step toward filing a lawsdit against a governmenl entity.

Stapley, wha iz chairman of the Board of Suporvisors, referred calls to atterney Merwin
Grani.

"I's & proteciive filing," Grant said. "We anticipate that ather facts will be put forward in
the near future, And so, we may amand the notice.”

Staplcy and his wife, Kathy, will setlla for $5 million, according to the claim. Accocding 1o
fhe dacurneny, the events over the last year and a half have caused the Slapleys
humiliation, emetional distress, heahh issuos and "loss of consarliom,” refarring 1o loss of
spousal relationship,

Maricopa County spokeswarnan Cari Gerchick said the claim will be handled just ke many
other person who wauld file & claim. Hawever that impacls WMr. Stapley as chairman, we'll
deal with il appropriately and ethically,”

Arpaio wouldn't comment an the specilics of tha claim, bul alegations that the Sheriff's
Difica abuses its power, which are included in tha claim, have bocome a familiar refrain,
he said,

“It's like "boals an the ground,” just another buzz word,” he said. "It deesn't concern me,
because 1know my office runs a very profassional operation.”

Barmatt Lotslein, a spokesman for Thomas, would nol comment on the subsiance of the
claim, but said, "Two grand juries made up aof citizens of Maricepa County did return
indictrments finoing probable cause against Mr. Stapley in the criminal matters,”

He noled that Yavapai Gounty Atternay Sheila Polk, who prosecuted the first case against
3tapley and was overseeing the investigation of the second case against him, said under
na‘h thal bolh cases had ment.

In Newvember 2008, & grand jury indicted Stapley on 118 counts related to hes persanal
finangisl-disclosure forms. In August 2003, a judge dismissed many of the courds, and

prosgouiors later dismissed the rest in mid-Sepiember. Stapley thought his legal battles
ware over,
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g)gletree Deakins Sues Client Entity, Maricopa County, for Defamation
¥ W artha Neil

Sep 22,2011, O7:2d pm CDT

A well-known labor and employment faw firm has filed suit against Maricopa County, Ariz., seeking

damages for claimed defamalory statemenis made in a istter from county officials terminating its
senvices.

It "contained false and defamatory statements including, among other things, accusing Ogletree of
unethical and possibly criminal conduct and of acting inan unreasonable manner,” contends
Ogletree Deakins Nash Smoak & Stewartin the compiaint (PDF) the law firm filed yesterday in
Maricopa County District Gourt.

The suit also alleges, on information and belief, that the county republished the terminationletter {o
a broader circe than thase who needed to see it and "intenticnally leak[ed] misstatements and

hali-truths to the media for the purpase of impugning the integrity and business practices of

Qqletree.” ~

{dAmong other relief, the complaint seeks damages for alleged defamation per se which, if proven, \I f

g would entitle the law firm to compensalion for injury to its professional reputation withoul showing
i&actual out-of-pocket loss in the same amount. / K

As an Arizona Republic articie notes, the lawsuit follows a hard-fought political batlle between
county's board of supervisors and the county sheriff and county attorney's office.

Former County Attorney Andrew Thomas is currently facing a legal ethics trial, and ethics
complaints have alse been made against others, including a couple of Ogletree lawyers.

The county, which has been arguing with the law firm about Qglefree’s unpaid bills, declined the
Republic's request for comment on the defamation suit.

Related coverage:

A
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MICHBEL &, JFANES
Clerk of the Sueerigr Court
By Kristy ioe. Deryty
late 09/21/2011 Tize 14:28:08

! Law OEICFS Descrietion ot
AnEAuan & HowassLLG, T — mSEﬂ Dm]u_m']f&.ﬁ _________
2 B N A TR A CIVTL MRV EONFLAINT Wi,
e
(AL SAR ARG g LCEERY-TE-H
3 Jehn Alan Doran (AZ Bar No. §12112) TorL ﬁmm;eceipf_ﬂ AR L0 .
4 ({Dgrand@Shermanl loward.com)

Jamey G. Anderson {AZ Bar 124920

(Iandcrsnn@S]wrmﬂnHoward.com] - . o
3 Altorneys for Plaintiff Oglstree, Deaking, Nagh, ({X A 'M'- f L. {\_ < ,"\
5 Smoak & Stewart, P.C. L ¢ Q\‘f\ ' LB/Q_{)TE',& 7
? AQA ST ANMY & ALL
3 IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA A
9 IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA,
OGLETREE, DEAKINS, NASH, ! ~
10 SMOAK & STEWART, P.C.. a South | Case No. CVZ011-017664
' Carolina professional corporation,
2 Plaintiff, COMPLAINT
T v, . :
3 ’x - _
MARICOPA COUNTY, apolitical ™ —  fre [Fesbue
14 subdivision of the State of Arizona, )\ oc el
; i 5 &
LN Defendant ’ AR VENEY &
kh_ : Mar,Sw FA ;
16 || =~ / F
17 Plaintiff Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C. (“Ogletree’), a South

I8 Il Carolina professional corporation, by and through its undersigned counsel, respectfully

9 submits its Complaint and affirmatively alleges as follows:

20 l. Ogletree is a national labor and employment law firm with an office
21 located in and doing business in Maricopa County, Arizona.
22 2, Defendant Maricopa County (the “County™) is a political subdivision of

23 || the State of Arizona,

24 3. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant 10 AR S. § 12-321 and venue is

25 proper in this Court.
26 4, Prior lo September 2010, Ogletree was an approved vendor on the

274 County’s list of cutside counsel and was awarded several contracis for legal services.

FHOLEN X 09243
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= Samuels Yoelin Kantor,,

fttorneys AL L Well in advance of arrest on 7-18, they
May 30,2013 were 'setting the stage’.

- <<
0 W
T R Steven IV, Sevmmer
e S ' 'L LS o SWhIr S amueliLaw o

.. Detective Tony Veach L
Lugene Police Department AL .’( A i
300 Country Club Road ' :

Eugene. OR 9740; fef I/A M ?IF"- L N,

Barl;ovic was fired 4 months Igter
for drunk driving. He was behind
the first false arrest (dismissed).

Re:  Andrew Glen Clark (W/M, 08/08/1958)
Dear Detective Veach:

This lenter follows the voicernail [ lefi for you earlier this week regarding the above-referenced
Andrew G Clark. As indicated in my voicemall, { was referred te you by Daniel I. Barkovic, Eugene
City Prosecutor, regarding this matter, This G represents the law tirm of Ogletree Deakins Nash
asmoak & Stewart, PC. This is a firm which focuses on labor and employment law, and which has
offices throughout the United States, inciuding Fortland, Oregon.

For tne past several months, my clienz has been lhe rarget of increasingly threalening
communications initiated by Clark, as further sxplained in the enclosed Memorandum. Please note

that throughout these communications, Clark has often focused on i a pariner in the
taw firm's Portland office. : was the primary altomey representing their client, Wells Fargo, in
litigation against Clark, 0T ' ) e Ty

s T T ramt Hm——r . n - © e e

Also enclosed are the You Tube video (MPEGs — Wells Fargo Vampire Attorney in Courl,
mp4. beginning at 2:22), referenced in some of Clark's communicaliens, and screen shots From that
video which are referenced in the Memorandum.

As indicated in the Memorandum, my client sceks L0 initiate an action secking a citation
pursuant 0 QRS 163.744 for a stalking protective order against Ciark. The statute provides tha the
first step is to complete a standard form of stalking complaint, Therefore, onee you have had an
opportunity to review the enclosed materials, please contuct me at the telephone number/e-mal
address reierenced herein 1o reviaw the most appropriate procedure {or initiating this complaint,

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter
Very truly yours,

T L =

“Steven W Scymm.y

SWSiok

Erclosures

HETENDGEIY 28 96 diex

Cer Mr Christoptier Mixon (woo enels.)
ds. Leah Lively (w/o encls.}

PRV S8 5th Aew, duite 3800 Portland, CH 972003047 Mernie: SUL% 230 Mo | Fuami SUS.232. 2957 weese samiel sl v con
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Attorneys At Law

_ ;Samuels YOEHH Kantorue

June 21, 2013

Stevan W Sevmour
SWSESamuelsLaw.com
BY EMAIL: erili.hasselman(@co.land.or.us
AND FIRST CLASS MAIL RECEIVED
M. Erik Hasselman JUN 24 2013
Assistant District Attorncy , o
Criminal Division Lane Co. District Attormey

Lane County District Aftorney
th

125 East 8§ Avenue
Eugene, OR 97401

*

Re:  Andrew Glen Clark — Stalking Order Complaint

Dear Erik:

Thank you for faking the timc to meet with me last week and for your
understanding and support.

Enclosed please find a form of Stalking Complaint as provided in ORS 163.744.
From our previous conversation, [ undersiand that you will rework these allegatians into
the proper format. T am sending the exhibits with the copy of this correspondence sent by
reguler mail to vou and Detective Veach. Once reformatted, it can be provided to
Christopher Mixon, General Counsel for QOgletree Deakins, for signature. I can facilitate

that process.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this Stalking Complaint, or
if [ can provide any additional information to you.

Very truly vours,

Hﬁ______%
Steven W. Seymour

SWS:smy

Enclosures
071 30-00001:136345
ce: Mr. Anthony D. Veach, Detective, Violent Crimes Unit {w/encls.)

Mr. Christopher Mixon {by email, w/complaint, w/o exhibits)
Ms. Leah Lively (by email, w/complaint, w/o exhibits)

Dr. Dennis Davis (by email, w/complaint, w/o exhibits)
' Notice all the CC's.

Dennis Davis bio follows
next page. Interstate false arrest
HELLO, FBI (
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Angry Truth

8. Subserihed to and aftirmed by:

Date:

Fax dated 5/23/2013 1:22 p.m, whicl reads in parf:

“Qgletrec Deakins attorney Leah Lively . . . caused a police and
SLAPP action against me. . . . | have no opticn and in fact have
the obligalion to refurn in spades whatl Oppressors deal out . . .
until a vietim’s last breath. As [ have written and said hundreds of
times during the corporation/community anti-Sementic protiling
and cleansing . . . Never Again. This Jew will not po yuietly. |
will scream loudly, clearly, daily . . . and I will make sure to bring
as many of my oppressors with me to the same legal graveyard of
ghettoization and defaming . . . endless lawsuifs against you and
your companies and massive ncgative publicity.  Endless
‘smearing.’ . . . The innocent-but-rich execuives will be “perp-
walked and then sent to prison.”

Ogletree Deakins Nash Smoak & Stewart, PC

By:

O71RI-00001:136432

Christopker A. Mixon, Shareholder and

General Counsel

Pape 7 - Stalking Complaint
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2713 Dennis A Daws, PhD.*

Ogletree
Trainer Profile Dennis A. Davis, Ph.D. * Deaklns

Dennis A. Davis, Ph.D.*

Director of Client Training

dennis. dassioqletresedeaking . com

Location:

Torrance (Office: 760-559-0998, Fax: 310-217-8184)
Education:

Ph.D., United States International University, 1890
M.A., United States Intermnational University, 1984
B.A., Catholic University of America, 1982
Practice Areas:

Higher Education

Dennis A. Davis, Ph.D., is recogrized nationally as an expert on Workplace Violence Prevention, Workplace
Bullying, Conflict Resolution, Sexual Harassment, and Cultural Diversity.

Since 2008 Dennis has served as Ogletree Deakins’ Nalicnal Direclor of Client Training. In lhat capacity he
dewvelops and implements (raining programs which are designed to minimize the fisks associated with inappropriate
employee behavior.

Dennis spent more than ten years consulting to Federal, State, and Local law Enforcement Agencies, where he
uged his education in Clinical Psychology to leach willful compliance' techniques.

Dennis has conducted Behavioral Risk Manag
private corperations across the United States. In ad
assessments to Oglelree clients.

t Training for university personnel, govemmental agencies and
{on to training, Dennis also provides on-going threat

Practice Areas:

Higher Education
His credentials act to give police/prosecutor

Education: comfort that what they want done is necessary
. . . . and legally correct. It gives their work an air of
Ph.D.. United States international University, 1990 authority.

M.A., United States Intemational University, 1984
B.A., Catholic University of America, 1982

Professional Activities:
+ SHRM

« MLER
+ ABA

Published Works:

+ July 6, 2012 - Ogletree Deakins Blog Post - "Workplace Viclence; Agsessing the Risk and Dealing with the
consequences”

-TH
'-]___ .‘}
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The simplest solution is usually correct. If you did that, it is
my opinien that Specitic act of Genocide for economic/political
reasons ticd intv the Kidnapping, Concealment, and the
arguably-trcasonous violation of Dodd Frank/SOX in context
with my Wells Fargo India Solutions reporting is what propels
this matter into something so criminal, so novel, that it will
require application of the Death Penalty on a Liberal Basis.”

(20) Fax cdaied 5/8/2013 7.27 a.m. which reads in part:

“Arnt Film depicts District Court. The Judge oozes Bloed from its
freshly bitten arm inta the Female Attormey’s Mouth. Another
Female Altorney is smearing Blood over herself in open COQURT
Wearing a swimsuit. . .

Ms. Leah Lively Attomey Ogletree Deakins . ..

I think Attorney REALLY screwed up.  Let’s compound it with
an Act of Genocide to Retuliate. . . Leah Lively: Literally this-if
vou personally coordinated this by calling up secunity at Wells
Fargo Bank in Portland to mess with mortgage biz in Eugene and
then take my family away, you will be Dealt the Death Penalty if
possible under the Law for your disgusting, treasonous, sickening
coordinated act of Holocaust. Disbarment 1s going to happen.
You appear to he the worst type of Bank Robber, Kidnapper, and
Manipulator. You are 2 blight upon the entire human race the likes
never before seen if you actually did what it seems that you did.”

(21)  Fax dated 5/9/2013 5:33 p.m. which reads in part:
S“URGENT UPDATE LEAH LIVELY/OGLETREE DEAKINS
“ ... my recent Vampire Video which was a Grave Yard Hit . . .

over 12,000 views In just a couple days. It is on sites or on
youtube channel RisePatriot. It can be “our song”. <3 4 u”

{22) Emalil dated May 17, 2013 7.32 p.m. Subject: Audrew Clark dead
at Albertson’s Supermarket,
httprweww youtube . comfwatchVv=_ Vh--OfEYw{):} This vidco 13
referenced in Exhibits 17, 18, 19, 20 and 21 and shows the scenes
referenced in those Exhibits. Screen shots of those scenes are
attached to Exhibit 22,

Page 6 — Statking Complaint
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(16) Pax dated 4/28/2013 4:17 p.m. which rcads in part:

“Ogletree Deakins atforney are mean Faggots, . . They use time-
tested “Child Rape Concealment Tactics” . . . {nce you see it
for what it is, vou will want them put to deatl. It is that bad:
what they do and coordinated for the “Bank” should sulpieci
them to the Death Penalty. [tis such a novel, horrific crime that
is appropriate. . . That allows speedy execution of the Perpeirators
of Holocaust (Leah Lively and her cohorts}. It allows them to be
Hanged by the Neck Until Dead as we laugh but ] think an Electric
Chair would make better Youtube Ant.” (hote Exhibits 17, 18, 19,
20 and 22 references to a Youtube video wiich includes an image
of an acter suffering death on an electric chair)

(17)  Fax dated 5/6/2013 10:24 p.m. which reads in part:

“all attorney involved in this matter acted illegally and due to my
Agency filing there is absolutely no exit and no escape for what
Cgletrae/Wells Fargo perpetrated unless we Work Together for
Progress,”

(18)  Fax dated 5/7/2013 §:33 a.m. which reads in part:

“NEW MUSIC ART Tool:  “Liars, Lawycrs what’s the
Difference” with Extremely BLOQODY VAMPIRE Aftamey
Footage (@ about 2 minutes until the end. Art Film depicts District
Court, The Judge oozes Blood from its freshly bitten arm _into the
Femule Attorney’s Mouth. Anocther Female Attomey ig stnearing
Blood all over herself in open COURT wearing almost nothing. . .

Dear Ms. Lively:. ..
Nobody wants to think of a really good looking woman as a ['elon
subject to Life in Prison or the Death Penalty but that 15 your new

reality.” (See Exhibit 22 which links (o the referenced video.)

(19)  Fax dated 5/7/2013 9:38 a.m. which reads in part:

“Art Film depicts District Court. The Judge ooves Blood from its
freshiy bitten arm into the Female Attorncy’s Mouth. Another
Female Attomey is smearing Blood all over herself in open
COURT wearing almost nothing. ..

Dear Ms. Lively: ...

Page 5 — Stalking Compiaint
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(11}  Fax dated 4/21/2€13 12:135 a.m, which reads in parl:

“(gletree Deakins Attorney are cheating fee-gouging Pus-Filled
Anal Worms of Holocaust. They are expensive, know-nothing
Gaping Legal Rectums Orunting Out Fecal Filings in Courts.
‘Their boilerplate piles of random idincy may impress others as
stupid as them but it is treasonous Ebola-infected tripe from the
Rotted Qgle Tree of Homicide. They are the Death of Intellect, the
Death of the Worker. They arc the Death of their Clients and all of
America. Ogletrec rapacious fyranny by fear and degradation of
the American Worker must End.”

(12}  Fax dated 4/24/2013 7:53 a.m. which reads in part:

“Leah and Ogletres: There is a ol more (o this meets the eye.
This was among correspondence sent to Ms, Lively, I will let her
show you the hilarious nnes where I suggested we drop the case
and have loving sexual relations instead.”

(13) Fax dated 4/24/13 8:15 a.m. which reads in part:

“Leah and Ogletree:  There is a lot more to this meets the eye.
This was among correspondence sent to Ms. Lively. I will let her
show vou the hilgrious ones where [ suggested we drop the case
and have loving sexual relafions instead. ‘They were sacially
appropriate but direct. . . She and all others are “hung” by the
“Cherry Picker Failacy.”

(14) Faxdated 4/27/2013 10:00 a.m. which reads in part:

*Leah Lively, Ogletrec Deakins Attorney are going to be Toasted.
At a minimum they will be disbarred and shamed unti] they turn to
dirt. More likely: life in prison or the death penalty. You think [
am kidding? Tam not. I have pot heard [rom them on Settling this

. not from Wells Fareo et al either, { will wair @ short time then
vou will Be Punished Severely.”

(15)  Fax dated 4/27/2013 10:59 am. which reads in part:

“Ogletree Deakins and most attorney are fee-pretexting, fee-
gouging Highwaymen of the lowest order. . . Let us make an
example of them using Tar and Feathers first followed by hanging
gr Nnng squad . . . or at least disbarment and imprisonment.”

Page 4 — Stalking Complaint
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{7)

(8

®)

(1)

Fax dated April 03, 2013 1:22 a.m. which reads in part:

“4 4,13, Hate-O-Gram . . . Charges Against Portiand Aftorngys
Leah Lively, David Symes and Wells Fargo Security Agent Martin
Ogno. It is possible Leah Lively’s husband was involved. . .

They are the worst of the many anal worms who attacked me.
They go first. It will taken (sic) down to the level of the process
server. The Bar Assoctation 1s going to be decertificd. The local
judges will be shipped out an rail after tar and feathering. One of
the sickest most disgusting blots on the planet is the used-tampon
of a beast named Leah Lively who is a filthy stinking corporate
whorc with intellectual Ebola. She thinks she is pretty. She is
Ghastly Ugly. Her ugliness inside 1s st homific it ruins an
otherwise decent looking woman. . . Bust them, impoverish them,
put them on the streets . .. 1 will start all-out-legal-war shorlly duc
to necessity.”

Fax dated 4/13/2013 6:57 a.m. which reads in part:

“4.12.2013 Christopher Mixon Ogletree Deakins ct al . . . I must
now ramp up neutralization of legal oppositton forces. There is no
doubt in my mind ail Attorney at Qgletree Deakins with CLIENTS
will be finding another place to work within 30 days leaving the
rest stuck with all the bills and no income and you and your
fumilies will possibly die on the streets. . . That is what shall be
delivered to you and all who did Wrong to Me. What you dished
out will be served Cold and in Spades and Beyond
Comprehension.”

Fax dated 4/18/2013 &:51 a.m. which rcads in part:
“Qgletree Attorney arg Know-Nothing Perverted Anal Worms

Who Rape, Kill, and Eat our Children . . . Workers: Lock &
Load NOW — Annihilate Stupid Overpaid Management.”

Iax dated 4/20/2013 1(:10 a.m. which reads in part:

“BI.LAME: Ogleiree Deakins Empleyment Law . . . They are a
mind[ess, expensive, know-nothing Boilerplate Legal Filing
Dumping Machine. Their piles of legal crap may impress the
uncducated but it is trcasonous tripe from the Rotted Fetid Ogle
Tree. They are the Death of Intellect, the Death of the Worker.
They are the Death of their Clients and all of America. Their
rapacious tyranny must End. Drown them in Feces. Thank you
very much.”

Page 3 - Stalking Complaint
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{1)  Undated fax which reads in parl:

“ATTORNEY OGLETREE DEAKINS: CHILD RAPISTS.
CHILD KILLERS Your Child is NEXT.”

(2)  Email dated March §, 2012 10:56 am. which reads in part:

“I hope what you did to me happens to you or your kids. 1 really

do so you can FEEL it. .. You will suffer as you made me. You
are all sick animals and you must all be deait what you dealt to
me.‘)! )

(3)  Fmail dated June 20, 2012 1:06 a.m. which reads in part:

“You are abject criminals of the very most obvious sort. I am not
talking about “torts” . . . you are Criminals. Your action is SLAPP
and ii is tandem to RICO. And then YOUR FIRM tries to BURN
ME MORE? Bring it ON, Ms, Lively. . . Bring it On if that is
what YOU want.”

(4)  Email dated August 2, 2012 6:30 p.m. which reads in part:

“You [reaks are going down. There will be nothing left. You will
be living in tents eating bugs for what you did. Ms. Lively: get
ready for buying clothing at Salvation Army Counters afier the 5
year strefch.”

(5}  Email dated August 8, 2012 10:39 p.m. which reads in part:

“Bunch of sick fuks (sic), you will get your payback each day as
you have to live with yourself. Not much longer kiddos, not much
longer.  Infowars are ON pigs! Thank you for stealing and
crushing. You all suck except pcople who want to look at this
horror and actually help. thanksu”

(6)  Fax dafed 5/26/2012 12:21 p.m. which reads in part:

“Never again will 2 Jewish Person or Any Person be the Victim aof
a Critme Against Humanity without Apocalyptic Response. Now [
am impoverished by Wells Fargo, they refuse lo politely Settle the
Matter and acted to destroy me utterly.”
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STALKING COMPLAINT

1. Name of petitioner (person presenting complaint): Ogletree Deakins Nash Smoak &
Stewart, PC, a South Carolina professional corporation, by and through Christopher A, Mixon,
sharcholder and general counsel, 401 Commerce Strect, Suite 1200, Nashville, TN 37219-2246,

2. Name of person being stalked if other than the petitioner: N/A
3. Name of respondent (alieged stalker): Andrew Glenn Clark

4. Description of respondent: white male, dob 08/08/1958

5. Length of period of conduct: May 2011 to present

6. Description of relationship (if any) between petitioner or persan being stalked, if
other than the petitioner, and respondent: From May 2011 until Novemoer 2012, respondent
was the adverse party to petitiener’s client, Welly Iargo Bank, N.A. in the [ollowing two

proceedings.

a. Andrew Clark v. Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, US Dept of Labor, Case No.;
2012-80X-00003 filed June 19, 2011, filed under Section 806 of the Corporate and Crininal
Fraud Accountability Act of 2002, Titlc V1l of the Sarbanes-Oxlcy Act of 2002, 18 USC §
1514A. and the implementing regulations at 29 CFR § 1980.

b. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Andrew G. Clark, US District Court Case No. 6:11-
CV-06248-AA, Complaint for Injunctive Relief.

7. Description of contact: During the litigation referenced in Section 6, ahove, Clark,
appearing pro se, engaged in the pattern of offensive, obscene, sometimes lurid, and often hosiile
communications with the petitioner and its client, Weils Fargo. Some of these communications
wete styled as “pleadings” and many of them were direct communications to Ugletree attomneys
and staff,

The conclusion of the abave-referenced proceedings did not, however, abate Clark’s
deluge of offensive and threatening communications to Ogletree and its attorncys. Clark’s
communications have continued on an almost daily basis through the present. And, the tone and

content appear fo be growing mare aggressive.

Ower the course of this relationship, Clark has sent not less than 2,500 communications 1o
the pefitioner  Those communications which constitute threats and instill in the respondent, and
its attornevs and staff, a fear of imminent and serious personal violence from the respondent, are
attached as Exhibits 1-23 and are summarized as follows:
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Attorneys At Law

%Samuels Yoelin Kantor.s

Tuly 18,2013

Sigven W, Seymgur
SWSES zmuelsLEw.com

BY CERTIFIED MAIL,
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
NO. 7009 2250 0002 2715 0509
AND FIRST CLASS MAIL, Note fro_m.Andy... I was

- already jailed when this
Mr. Andrew Clark arrived.
3270 Stony Ridge Road
Eugene, OR %7405

Re:  Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C,, Attorneys at Law

Dear Mr. Ciark:

This law firm represents Opletres, Deaking, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.
(hereinafter “Ogletree Deaking™) As itz atterneys, we are authorized to communicate the
following demands on behalf of cur client, including all of its offices throughout the
United States of America:

1. Telephonic Contact Prohihited

This letter demands that you have no Telephonic Contact with our cient, ar any
of its personncl, from and after the date of this letter. For purposes of this demand,
“Telerzonic Comtac:” means:

A Sending 1o, or leaving at, any Qglemee, [ieakins rsienhone
(including any telephonic facsimile device), any text message, voicemaill, facsimiie, or.
any other message; and

: B, Causing any Ogletres, Deakins telephone or telephonic facsimile
device to ring,

2. Trespass Prohibited

This letter demands that you refrain from entering onto any premises in the
passession of Ogletree, Deakins. That is, you are prohibited from entering or remaining
and have been denied entry to any real proeperty in which Dg]t—;hee Deakins has a real
property icterest.

[ am informed that you have been contacted by Detective Anthony Veach of the Eugene

Police Department regarding the repeated electronic communications which you have

been sending to Ogletree, Deakins. Please be advised that this demand lefter is va
supplemental to and in conjunction with law enforcement efforts.

—
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Mr. Andrew Clark 2. Tuly 18, 2013

Your prompt aftention to this matter is expscted.

Very truly yours,

SAMUELS YOELIN KANTOR LLP
Attorneys at Law

yd

By:
Steven W, Seymour
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ce; Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smeak & Siewart, P.C.
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