IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY DEPARTMLNT, CHANCERY DIVISION

* THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Plaintiff,

08CH12698

V.

)
)
)
)
S ~ )
VICTORY CONSULTING & INVESTMENTS, ) -
INC,, a dissolved Illinois corporation; and ) -
- “WALTER C.ARMSTRONG, individually )
. and d/b/a VICTORY CONSULTING & )
INVESTMENTS, INC. )
)
)

Defendants.

COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND OTHER RELIEF

Plaintiff, THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, by Lisa Madigan, Attorney -

~ General of the State of Illinois, brings this action against defendants, VICTORY CONSULTING &

INVESTMENTS, INC,, a dissolved corpoiation doing business in Illinois, and WALTER C.

- ARMSTRONG, individually and doing business as VICTORY CONSULTING{\(‘% Iz :g

INVESTMENTS, INC., and states as follows: . . : SbEED T ey

' ' : I r

, o LTI 1 i

JURISDICTION B B e T )

; 3 "\‘g;,; W - J
1. Thus 1s action 1s brought for and on behalf of THE PEOPLE OFETHE STARE OF?)
13 =M

THE ILLINOIS, By Lisa Madigan, Attorney General of the State of Illinois, pursuant to the

Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act (Consumer Fraud Act), 815 ILCS 505/1 et

seq and her common law authority to represent the People of the State of Illinois.

2. Venue 1s propertly in Cook County, pursuant to section 2-101 of the Illinois Code

of Civil Procedﬁre, 735 ILCS 5/2-101, because Defendants are doing business in Cook Counfy,

Hlinois.




PARTIES

3 Plainiff, THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, by Lisa Madigan, |
-'Attomey General of the State of Ill;nois, 1s charged with enforcing the .Consurr'ler'Fraud r\cF,’ 815
ILCS 501 /et seq.

e Deféﬁdant Victory Consultin:g and Investments Inc. (Victory) dissolved mnvoluntarily

o asa corporatign in Illinois on October 2, 2006 but is doing business in Ilinois. |

5. - For plirposes of this Complaint for Injunctivéz and Other R'elilef, any references to -
the acts and practices of Defendants shall mean acts of Victory’s officers, owﬁer‘s, directc;rs,
employees, or other agents. |

6. Walter C. A'rmstxong 1s sued individually and for doing business as
Y ictory, after Victory dissolved as a corporation. There exists ana at all times relevant hereto, has
existed, a qnity of interest bet\veén Walter C. Armstrong and Yictory such that any individuality and
_ separateness of Walter C. Armstrong and Victoi:y has c.eased to exi;t. To qdhere to such a fiction
would serve to sanction fraud and promote injustice.

COMMERCE

7. Section 1(f) of the Consumer Fraud Act defines “trade” and “commerce” as:

the advertsing, offering for sale, sale, or distribution of any services and any property,

tangible or intangible, real, personal, o r mixed, and any other article, commodity or thing of

value wherever situated and shall include any trade or commerce directly or indirectly

- affecting the people of this State. 815 ILCS 505/1(f). -

8. - Defendants, Victory and Armstrong engaged in trade and comrheﬁe in the State
of Illinois. Defendants solicit and offer mortgage foreclosure rescue services to Illinois consumers
w}-1;) are in behind in their mortgage payments, by flyers,-word-o_f-mouth and 1n person.

DEFENDANTS’ BUSINESS PRACTICES

9. Defendants operate a mortgage foreclosure rescue service that solicits fees and mortgage
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payments from consumers but does little or nothing to prevent foreclosure of consumers’ homes.
1-0.-”_ Devfendants have operated their-business at 2255 S: Michigﬁn Avepue and at 2600 S.
. Michi‘ga;l' Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. Although their current Business address 1s uhknown, their
~ phone nurﬁber is still operating and their voicemail indicates éonsumers sh_oqld leave mességes. for
~Dcfcnd-an:ts.

11. Defendaﬁts soiicit prospective consumers by visiting consumers’ homes, word of v
mouth, and written ﬂyers advertising their services.

12. Defendants gain consumers’ trust by 'representing that their orgai}ization is based in the

" Christian faith. Defendants, their employees, and agents introduce themselves as Reverend,- Bishop,
og Pastor. Defendants’ motto on their business cards and flyers is, “Don’t Wait urlltil the Battle 1s
Over- Shout.out Now,” a popular gospel song.

13. In some’instances, Defendgnts visit consumers who have active foreclosure cases.
Defendanttis invitg consumers to religious services and tell consumers that they came to protec-t them
from foreclosure.

14.  After meeting with consumers briefly in their homes, Defendants encourage
consumers to make an appointment with Defexldénts.

i 15.‘ In othér imnstances, coisumers contact Dcfendﬁnts directly after receiving a flyer
advertising their mortgage rescue services and make appointments to meet with Defendants.

16. Wheﬁ consumers arrive at the Defendants’ Offices, they se(;, large bulletin boards
with accla_matjons Afrom c.olns'ume.rs whose homes Defendants allegedl_v saved.

17. Armstrbng represents to consurﬁers that he has a doctorate in divinity,

when in fact, he merely obtained a certificate by paying money to the Universal Life Ministry on-

lihe.




18. .'Ar’mstrong also represents to consumers that he 1s an attorney, ljcens_éd to
- pracuce le;w in [linors, &x.rhen m fact, he 1s not an attorney.

19. Defendants profrljse to save consumers’ homes from foreclosure by_ doing the following:
(D) obtaining reﬁAnancing; (2) negotiating with the existing lender to lower rates or modify the loan;
(3) putdﬁ_g th_e‘consumers mn their_su‘rrogate program, in which an-inve.stor obtains a mortgage on

“the consumer’s home to buy-out the current mortgage and the consumer can rcﬁﬁ:ancle the mortgage
into their own name afterf fixing their credit, or (4) bankruptcy. |

20. Defendants teH consumeré that by retaining the services of Victory, consumers are
‘also retaining attorneys to fepresent them 1n any legél matters. Defendants charge consumers
retainers of approximately $600 for their moftgage rescue serves and an additional $400 for
attorneys’ fees.

21. Defendaxﬁs ‘mstruét consumers to send their mortgage payments to Defendants rather
than their lenders. When Defendants receive the consumers’ mortgage pa.yments,_however,' they do
not send the payments onto the lenders, putting the consumers in greater jeopardy with their
lenders.

22.‘ De‘fendants tell consumers that the purpose of the making péyments is to show the
consumers’ abilities to make monthl}lf payments on time to mortgage lenders. In addition, in cases
where the consumer is trying to refinance or in the surrdgate program, Defendants tell consumers
that the money 1s there for a deposit or down paymeﬁt.

23. Defendants tell consumers that they are negottating with the consumers’ lenders to

refinance or modify their mortgages, but Defendants do not obtain refinancing or modifications of

mortgagcs. -




. 24. For some consumers, Defendants offer a surrogate program. Defendants provide

consumers with a document entitled, “Surrogate Program.,” which omits key details about the real -

estate transaction and 1s misleading in the following ways:

“a.

"It states in paragraph 1 that “property owner/client ﬂips/ sélls property to

surrogate investor,” it then later states in paragraph 6 that, “property

owner/client applies to refinance land contract into mortgage in client’s name.”

‘The first statement suggests that the consumer 1s selling their home to- the

investor, and the second, suggests that the consumer is refinancing a mortgage,

_ rather than buying back their home:

It states in paragraph 2 that an “escrow account is established at closing to cover
6 months‘ mortgage payments,” but fails to explain who pays into the escrow
acc;)unt.

It states in pgragraph 4 that the “surrogate re;:eives mnitial payment as previously
negotiated,” but fails to disclose who negotiates the payment, the amount of
payment and who pays the payment. A copy of the Surrogate Program.

document 1s attached as Exhibit A.

25. Defendants misrepreseht the terms of the surrogate program by failing to explain to

consumers that the surrogate or Defendants strip equity from the consumers’ homes and consumers

may lose title to their homes.

26. Further, Defendants do not tell consumers anything about the mortgage closings,

including the identity of the surrogate, the date and time of the transaction, the sales price of the

consumers’ home, and the amount of the new mortgage.

27. Defendants offer their surrogate program to consumers, in the guise that it will




~improve consumers’ credit and allow them to-keep theirhomes, when they know or shoul_d_ know
Fhat it'takés longer than six months to improve consumers’ credit. Moreove;, i i; inikc-ly ﬂmt
consumers will be able to obtain a larger'mortgﬁge to buy-out the surrogate, when the consumer
coul& not even afford the smaller original mortgage.

28, EVf‘:n'rhough surrogates receive n-llonegz from consumers’ equity, investment fees and
" supposedly mortgage payments from Defendants, some surrogates doAnot pay the new mortgages
' and there are new foreclosure a_crjions against the su’rrogates for the consumers’ l;orhes. -The origiﬁa],

consumers are often u'nawér_e of the subsequent foreclosures because they no longer have title o the
property or own the mortgages. -

29.. In cases where the consumers remain on title to the home, Defendants_.repreéépt to
consumers that they will file bankruptcy petitions_on their behalf to stay the foreclosures,
Defendants do not file the petitions or file pctitions. that are inaccurate and incomplete. As a result, -
the bankruptcy court dismisées the. consumers’ petitions and the stays against foreclosure are lifted,

. allowing the lenders to contiﬁue the foreclosure cases.

30. When conlsumers call Defendants to complain about collection calls from lenders or to
inform Defendants of court dates, Defendants either avoid £he phone calls or tell consumers not to
worry, not to contact their lenders and not to appear in coutt.

'31. When consumers appear in court, contrary to Defchda'nts’ instructions, they find that-
Defendants do not appear to represent them..

32. By the time consumers realize that Defendants have taken no action or inadequate
acton to save tHeir homes, it is too late for consumers.to challenge the foreclosure cases.

34. Five of the six consumers who filed complaints with the Attdrney General Office about

Defendants lost their homes to foreclosure.




35. Despit.e consumcrs’ réquests, Decfendants has not return consumers’ retainers or
mo.rtgage payments.

36. The following allegations are pled as illustrations of Defendants’ unlawful
business practices' and are not meant to be exhaustive. Plaintiff has received six complaints against
Defendants and intends to seek restitﬁtion for all these cémplaints, as well as for all additional
consumer complainants Plai_ﬁtiff disc0\;cfs. The unlawful activities of Defendat_lts':ire ongoing and-
Plainuff reserves tﬁe right to prove that other consumers have been injured as a result of
" Defendants’ unlawful practices.

Willie Colernan
37. Mr. Willie Coleman, a senior citizen, lived in his ho'me_ at 1431.Elizabeth, Notth -
~ chic;go,_.imnois 60064 '
38. In 2005, Mr. CQleman had some financial difficulties and missed several payments with
~ his mortgage lender. |

39. In or about November 2005, there was a pending foreclosure case against Mr. Coleman. '
That month, an African Ar'nerican man who identified himself as 4 preacher working for Défendants
visited Mr. Coleman at his héme.

40. The preacher invited Mr. Coleman and his wife to aftend a Thanksgiving Seﬁic_c at his
church. The preacher told Mr. Coleman he had discovered that Mr. Colema;’l was in fo.;cclosure by
looking up his case at thé courthouse. The preacher-advised ‘Mr_. Coleman that Defendants could
save his home from foreclosure ar;d made an appointment for Mr. Coleman with Defe;ldants: |

41. Mr. Coleman trusted Defendants bec‘aﬁse he believed they were associated with a

church.




42. On or about December 6, 2005, the preacher picked up Mr. Coleman at his home, and -
drove him 43 nﬂés to the Defendants’ office, located on 2600 S. Michigan Avenue.

43. M. Céleman met with Armstrong. Arm,strong introduced himseclf as a Reverend.
Armstrong told Mr. Coleman th:;t he had sayed several widows from foreclosure by obtaining

v re_ﬁriancing. Armstrong offei'ed to find Mr. Coleman refinancing or a surrogate.

'44. M. Co_leman a-dvised Armstrong that he was negotiating with his lender. Armstrong
advised him not to. work his lender because Mr. Coleman had too much equity 1n his homé.
Armstrong demaﬁdeda retaincr of $1000, 1n which $600 would cover Defendants’ fees and $400 for
the attorney. Mr. Céleman agreed to pay Defendants.

45. On or about December 8, 2005, the‘prcacher came to Mr. C’oleman’s- hoﬁse m North
Chicago, and picked up a certified check from Mr. Coleman to Defendants for ‘,%OO. Mr. Coleman
told the preacher that he could not paAy the remaining $400 until his next pay period, the preacher |
then agreed to pick up the rest of tfle retainer later on. Defendants later, cashed the check. |

46. Aftera fe;v days, Mr. Coleman called Armstrong to see if he. had lined up a deal with his
lender or é s'ur:rogate. _Afmstfoﬁg did not have a deal ready.

47. In or about December 2005, Mr.‘Colman asked Armstrong if Defendants would appear
n cQL;rt for his foreclosure case. Armstrong stated that the Defendants‘would appear. Yer, later
that month, Mr. Colemén appeared in court but no one from Defendants aépeﬁred in court.’

48. Over the next Lhreé weeks, Mr. Colemah called Defendants 10-15 times but Armstrong |
never took his calls. |

49. Finally, W_heh Mzr. Coleman spoke with Armstrong, Mr. Coleman told Atmstrong that he
had worked out a cieal Wilth MS lender and no ionger needed Defendants’ services. He asked

Defendants to return the retainer and Armstrong refused.




Quedessia Hales

50. Qued.essia Hales owned her home at 7140 S. Carﬁpbell, Avenue, Chicago, Illinois - _

60629 for almost 15 years. ) |
. 51. Ms. Hales fell behind in her paymen‘ts and there was a foreclosure case filed against her.

52. An acquahgancq recommended that she contact Defendants for help. _

53. Ol:l or aboutJuhe 7, 2006, Ms. Hales> met with'Defctndants at their office. Arms&ong.,
"mt-roduced himself as a Bis.hop‘and as an attornéy. During their me;zting, Armstrong called |
Counfrywide and spoke to a customer service representative about Ms. Hale’s adjustable rate
mortgage. After the telephone caH, Ms. Hales signed a retainer ag¥e¢ment with Defendants and gave
Defendants $600. ”

54. Armstrong told Ms. Hales 'that.Defénvdants would negotiate with Countrywide to lower
her mortgage pay;ments to $935 from $975 a mon;h. Then, Defendants would buy the house from
C’ountrywide, :_md she could repurchase it at a later date. .Armstrong instructed Ms: Hales to obtain a
pay-off letter from Countrywide. |

55. Armstr_ong instructed Ms. Hales to pay Defendants $935 a month rather than her
standard mortgage pgyment of $970 a month. |

56. For the first month, Ms. Hales paid $935 to Defendants i cash, and then for the
‘subsequent months, she paid Defendants in money orders. |

57. On July 11, 2006, the Court entered a ].udgrnent of Foreclosure axhl.d Sale against Ms.
Hales. “

58. In or about July 2006, Ms. Hales obtained a éay—off arﬁount letter Countrywide
and gave the information to Ahnsttong.

59. In or about August 2006, Armstrong told Ms. Hales that they would have the closing in




September 2006 but Def_endahts did not conduct the closing in September.
' _ 60. On or about Se};ténﬁber 20, ’.2006, Ms. Hales caAlled Defendants and Was instrucred to _,
get another pz-l);off letter from Couﬁtry\vide. She called Countrywide and obtained another payoff
letter for Defendants. |
61. In orabout October 2006, a represeﬁtative' from Countrywide call'_ed Ms. Hales aﬁd
ask(;d if she was sull living 1n her home. _Séon after, Ms. Hales spoke \\?ith Armstrong, who assured
her that they \voulci close within 4 to 6 wecks and that she would not lose her home.
62 Or; or about October 13, 2006, a representative from the Court had a judicial sale_‘
and sold Ms Hales” home for $105,000..
- 63. In November 2006, Defendants told Ms. Hales that HB4050 .preventec'l them from
purchasing her home. Defendants told Ms: Hales that they would file a separate lawsuit to force the
| . closing and assured her that they v‘v'ould appear in court with Ms. Hales in December.ZOO() to stop
the fqreclosure.‘ n | |
. 64. In November 2006, Ms. Ha-les’ gas service was shut off. Defendants advised her that
they Wouldﬁﬁle a chépter 13.bankr.uptcy petition on her behalf, include her debts to Countrywide.
and the gas company, which \X’Ol.lld restore her gas service and stay the foreclosure. |
65. In November 2006, Ms. Hales met With._ an employee of Defendants to fill out the
bankruptcy petition.
‘66. bn ot about December 5, 2006; Ms. Hales appeared at Defendants’ offices and was
told that their attomeﬁr could not appear in chancery court with Ms. Hales. Ms. Hales went to court
and obtained a continuance until Jamiary 9, 2007.

67. On or about December 17, 2006, Russell Odell Davis filed a bankruptcy petition on
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Ms. Hales’ behalf.. The address that he gave for his law office address was the same as Defendants’
address and his émail 1 vvic-to‘r}:'consulﬂ?.}.?@sbc.globg1.I;et. ' I\'/Ir. Davis is not authorized to p.r:ictice. o
law'by the IlJinois.'Attomey Registration and Discipline Commission of the Illinois Supreme Court..
68. On or aboutjangary 18,.2007, the Northern District of Illinois U.S. Bankruptcy
Court dismissed Ms. Hales" bankruptcy petition because it {vag inadeciuate.
69. Shortly there;fter, thé Court confirmed Ms. Hale’s foreclosure sale and Ms. Hale lost
her home.
70. From June 2006 untl January 2007, Ms. Hales gave Defend;mts $935 every month, a
Altot'al of $7,480. ' |
71. Althéugh Ms. Hales recovered the inajo_rity of her moftgage payments by canceling the
‘money orders, due to Dc»fencliantsA’ acuons she léslt her home of almost 15 years.
Eﬂe/jn J. Allen
72. bEvelyn Alie'n purchased her home at 8634 S. Dante Avenue, Chicago, Illinots, in 1988
for about $70,000. o
73. In late May 2005, she had fallen behind m her mortgage payments and there was a_
foreclosure suit filed againép her.
74. In }ate May or early June 2005, Wanda Brooks who worked for Defendaqts, came to Ms.
“Allen’s home; She introduced herself as Reyerend Brooks and told Ms Allen that Defendants ;:QL}ld
save her home from foreclosure. Wanda Brooks made an appointment for Ms. Allen to meet with
Defendants. |
75. .In or .about June 2005, Ms. Allen met with Defendants at their offices. Armstrong |

introduced himself as a Bishop. Ms. Allen believed that she could trust him because he was a man

of god.
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76. Avrmstrong explained to Ms. Allen that he could save her home with a surrogate and sell
the home -l)'ﬁck> to lﬁer in six months or a year. -He instructed Ms. Allen to pa)l" S‘léOO a mohth to’
Tom Battle, the surrogate. He told Ms. Allen that Tom Batde was his “in-law.”

;/'7. During the meeting, Armstrong did nqt inform Ms. Allex; about any of the details of the
clos‘ing4and did nét instruct her to attend the closing. Further, Ms. Allen did not meet Tom Battle.
Nor did she sign any documents or deeds grandng her property to Tom Battle.

78. On or- about June 14, 2005, Tom Battle obtained a mortgage on Ms. Allen’s property for
approximately $130, 000. |

“ 79. From July 2005 until July 2007, Ms. Allen sent or delivered to Defendants money orders
or checks of $1200 payable to 'l;om Battle, 2 total of approximately §28, 800.

80. In 2006, Ms. Allen started receiving letters from the mortgage lender addressed to Tom
Batde. She opened the letters and discovered that Tom Battle was behind in his payments. ‘She
delivered these letters to Defendants. |

| 81. Armstrong repeatedly toid Ms. Allen that the mortgage lender was slow and did not
propetly account for the payments. He promised her' that the Defendants would take care of it and
that she would not lose her home .

82. On or about October 11, 2006, S Bank National Association filed a foréclosure case
against Tom Battle for Ms. Allen’s. home.

83. In or about July 2007, Armstrong and Defendants stopped ;etuming Ms. Allen’s phone
calls. |

84. In or about Decembef 2007, after receiving notice of Order of Possession against her,
Ms. Allen and her family moved because she did not want the Sheriff to throw her fa.miiy' out of

their home of almost 17 years.
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85. Due to Defendants’ actions, Ms. Allen lést almost $30,000 and her home of almost 17
years.
V. APPLICABLE STATUTE
. 86. Section 2 of the Consumer Fraud Act, 815 II.CS 505 states thét:
Unfair methods of competition, and unfair or deceptive acts or practices, including but not
limited to the use or employment of any deception, fraud, false pretense, false promise,
musrepresentation or the concealment, suppression or omussion of any matenal fact, with
intent that others rely upon the concealment, suppression or omission of such material fact,
or the use or employment of any practice described in section 2 of the 'Uniform Deceptive

Trade Practices Act', approved August 5, 1965, in the conduct of any trade or commerce are
hereby declared unlawful whether any person has in fact been misled, deceived or damaged

thereby.
VI. COUNT I
Violations of fhe Consumer Fraud Act
. 87. Defendants engaged in unfair and deceptive acts unlﬁwful under section 2 of the
-Consumer Fraud Act, 81 5' ICLS 505/2 by:
o A. Representing to distressed property owners that they can save their homes,
whgﬁ in fact Defendants cannot save their l;omes with their setvices
'B.  Represenung to consumers that they are negotiating with their mortgage lenders

to either reﬁnﬁnce their properties, or modify the térms of their loans; when in
fact, Defendants take little action;

C. Inducing distressed consumers to enter into complex real estate tra‘nsactions
without ¢xplaining or adequately disclosing the terms of the transactions;

D. Failing to disclose to cbnsumers that they no longer hold title to their homes;

E. Failing to disclose to consu‘merbs that the surrogate program strips consumers’

equity in their homes;
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F.. Inducing consumers to allow Defendants to prepare and file bankruptcy
© peutions to stay foreclosures but the petitions and filings are not adequate,
resulting in dismissals and reinstatements of the foreclosures;

G. Collecting mortgage payments from consumers to improve their credit, when in
fact, Defendants do not ensure that the lenders receive payments, as a result,
consumers arc deeper in debt and more likely to lose their homes to foreclosure;

H. Collecting fees for attorneys and representing that Defendants will represent
consumers in court, when in fact, Defendants do not appear in court or take
very limited legal actions to prevent foreclosures and are not even licensed as
atroi'neys;

I.  And representing to consumers that they are a faith based organization, when
Defendants are not affiliated with any churches.

Statutory Remedies for Violating the Consumer Fraud Act
88. Section 7 of the Consumer Fraud Act, 815 ILCS 505/7, provides:

Whenever the Attorney General has reason to believe that any person is using, has

used, or is about to use any method, act or practice declared by the Act to be

unlawful, and that proceeding would be in the public interest, he may bring an acton
in the name of the State against such person to restrain by preliminary or permanent
injunction the use of such method, act or practice. The Court, in its discretion, may
exercise all powers necessary, including, but not limited to: injunction, revocation,
forfeiture or suspension of any license, charter franchise, certificate or other evidence
of authority of any person to do business in this State; appointment of a receiver;
dissolution of domestic corporations or association suspension or termination of the

right of foreign corporations or associations to do business in this State; and
restitution. '

In-addition to the remedies provided herein, the Attorney General may request and
this Court may impose a civil penalty in a sum not to exceed $50,000 against any
person found by the Court to have engaged in any method, act or practice declared
unlawful under this Act. In the event the court finds the method, act or practice to
have been entered into with intent to defraud, the court has the authority to impose
a civil penalty in a sum not to exceed $50,000 per violation.
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In édditioﬁ to any other civil penalty proxf;ded 1n this Section, 1f 1 person is found by
the court to have engaged in any method, act, or practce declared unlawful under
this Act, and the violation wis committed against a person 65 years of age or. older,
~ the court may impose an additional civil penalty not to exceed $10,000 for each
violation. ’
89. Sectiéd 10 of the Consumér Fraud Practjcles Act, 315 I.CS 505/10, prévides: “In any actioﬁ -
i brogght under the provisions of"this Act, fhé Attoxﬁey General i§ entided to recover costs for the - .
* use of phis State.” |
-PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff:prays that this honorable Court enter an Order:
A. -. Finding .r_hat Defendants have violated section 2 of the Consumer Fraud Act, 815
- ILCS 505/1; including, but not limited to, the unlawful acts and practices alleged -herein;

B. - Temporarily, preliminarily and permanently enjoining Defendants from éngaging in
the business of foreclosure or ﬁlortgagé rescue, negotiating forbearance or any other type of |
agreements with mortgage lenders and unlawfully practicing Ia_\v in the Stgte of Illinoss;

C. | Declaring that all contracts entered into between Defendants and Illinois consumers
by the use of methods and practices declared unlawful are rescinded and requiring that full
restituttion be made to said consumers; .

D. A Assessing a civﬂ penalty in the amount of fifty thoqsand dollars ($50,000) per
- violation of the Consumer Ffaud Act found by the Court to have been committed by Defendants
with phe intent to defraud; if thé Court finds that they hzive engaged in methods, acts or practices

declared unlawful by the Consumer Fraud Act, without the intent to defraud, then assessing 2

‘statutory civil penalty of ﬁfty thousand Dollars ($50,000), all as provided in section 7 of the

Consumer Fraud Act, 815 ILCS 505/7;




E. Assessing an additional civil penalty in the amount of ten thousand dollars ($10,000)
per violation uf the vConsumer Fraud Act found by the Court to'ha;rc‘ been committed by
DefcndéﬁtS' against a i)crsoxl 65 years of ‘age‘ and older as provided m sc‘cﬁon 7(c) of the .Consumer
. Fraud Act, 815 IL.CS 505/7(c);

F.- Requiring Defendants t.o pé);' all costs for the prosevcution and imvestigation of this
action, N provided by section 10 of the Consumer Fraud Act, 815 ILCS 505/10; and

G. Providing such other and furthet equitable relief as justice and equity may require.

Respectfully Submitted,

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
ILLINOIS, by LISA MADIGAN,
C . ATTORNEY GENERAL OF ILLINOIS
Attorney #99000 TN '

LISA MADIGAN : it -/
Attorney General of Illinois : ' \\ 7 ) é,.{@_ /J Iy :
o i\ ;
JAMES D. KOLE - - BY: _ : .
Chief, Consumer Fraud Bureau JAMES D. KOLE ) '
MICHELLE T. GARCIA ' Chlef, Zonsumer Fraud Bureau-

Assistant Attorney General

Consumer Fraud Bureau ‘ e, -k -~

100 W. Randolph Street, 12" Floor : B’Y% L'{(/A’&(&/?:’/%/‘ LA
" Chicago, Illinois 60601 , ) -

312-814- 4982 Telephone . MICHELLE T. GARCIA

312-814-2593 FAX ‘ . Assistant Attorney General

Consumer Fraud Bureau
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. SURROGATE PROGRAM -

. Property owner/ollent fhps/sells ploperty to surrogate -
' mvestor | -

. Escrow account 1S establlshed at elosmg to cover 6

months mortgage payments for the protection of the
surrogate Investor.

. Surrogate investor sells property back to original
owner on a land contract. |

. Surrogate investor receives initial payment as -
~ previously negotlated

. Property owner/el-ient makes monthly payments on
land contract to surrogate investor from checking
account or with cashier’s check for a minimum of 6
months up to a maximum of 12 months depending on
approvmg mortgage company.

. Property owner/client applles to refinance land
contract mto a mortgage in client’s own name.

At c_los'mg, mortgage in surrogate inves.tor"s name is
paid off, all obligations in surrogate investor’s name
are cleared, escrow account is released, and surrogate
investor receives final payment.

. Surrogate is clear to begin another new project!!!




