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. . lY~~-OJ~) 
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352-577-9988 
windsorinmontana@yahoo.com 
billwindsor l@outlook.com 
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Filing# 120641128 E-Filed_02/02/207110:09::12AM •·· 

)N THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
. NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 

FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
WILLIAM WINDSOR, 
Plaintiff; 

· CASE NO. 2018-CA-010270-O 

vs. 

ROBERTKEI'fH LONGEST, an individual;~d BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION, L.L.C., a Foreign Limite~Liability Company, . . Defendants. · · · · 

PLAINTIFF WILLIAM M· WINDSOR'S 
VERIFIED MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE JEFFREY I. ASHTON . i' . . . 

Comes Now, William M .. Windsor ("o/,1,1dsor".or "Plruntiff'), and asks that Jeffrey L.. \ 
. 11 . . . ' . . . 1,·: . . Ashton'(''Judge Ashton"}be disqualified from_M~ abo.ve entitled matter under Florida Statute 

38.10, Flo~da Rule Of J'Fci.al Ad.ministr.ati9n.2 •. 3 .. 30, and C.ap·. o~.• 2 .1.3 of the Co. t 1~Judicial 
Conduct, all other relevant statutqry a:nd stat6 and federal case l~w, as 'Yell as the Fiis~, I i:fth, .. 'I . ' i ' '\ _ I, I .. : . . I II I 

• ': • .. '· ! •·· .·· • . i '' : I . I .. Shdh, EigljUl; and Fourt~th Amiendmentsitf,ij [1Dited Sf1/t~f\i;,1Jti)j 1he Due ~cess · 
Cll:l.use of the'·. !Fifth.Amen·&n·

1 

•••. ent td the U.S. C•o·n.· · .. s .... ti~tion, th~ cl ~n.
1 
stitutio·,•.n~E. I the State o.i·:ff·.··p•.·: lorida, 

, .. . ,_ _ r . . ,i I ;I I ·i I, .1 . 
1

, . ,'1

1 

. ,1,1,; _ ... 
and the. coUX:~ s inherep.t bowers. Based upori. ~tWJ Ve:rified Motiln to I)i~q~alify, the atfuJhed 
Affidavi~ ofl·. I) :reju~ce, $}.

11:1 the Certi~cate bat.:_ W!·.'!,.·, ··,,·o. ti~n r, Disiu'·.hlify is ~~i.·.iri Good F .. ai·:·'.th, .. : . ' . ,. I! . : ·: l '1 '1 • 11 ', I. l'i . . "Windsor mo:ves for disqu~fification iof J:udge J~flreJ, L. Ashton!ifrom all :fµither proceedings m·"-,, . .. I ':' I !, I. . . . . .1 ::,. ·:1. j' ' : . I I ' . 1.1 . ·1 
• _I.· 1 ' 

I ·'· ·,l1 . I· 
! :1 · this case: ·I i; 1

- \I . j. 

. '. . • . :·. ', '. . \ .· 'I 

. I. . Flotjda RJ,, ofJooicihl A~str+ob Rule 2.330 allo~ ~F to -4 .. 
. disq:ualificati;on of the assigIJ.ed tria,ljudge.where the,party feels.he will not receive a fajrtrial or . . . , . ··. .. . ,I 

-1 
I hearing because of a ·specifically d~scribed pr:~judice or bias of the judge. Florida ~ule of · · 

·, I 

1 
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Judicial Admirustration 2.330 (f) provid,es that, upon receipt of a legally sufficient motion td \ . . ' . . . . . . 
. 

disqu~lify, "the judge shall immediately enter an order granting disqualification and proceed no 
further in the action." 

2. , The principal facts constituting the grounds for this Motion were discovered on 
February 1,2021. Jhey are being presented to.the Court for an immediate ruling. This motion is \ . 

. 
. . . 

timely filed. 

__ 4. The Plaintiff fears he will not receive a fair hearing because of continuing 

demonstrable prejudice by Judge Ashton against him. / 
~ . 

5. A recitation of the fact~ forming the basis for this fear will demonstrate this fear is 
well-founded. This i~·provided in the attached Ai-ffidavit of Prejudice. The Affidavit of 

Prejudice contains factual details of the prejudice as is required by the sta~te and rules. 
' 

. 6". Prejudice and bias. may be either for or against. In the instant action; there is both. 
; . : 

. 
1, 

. 

iudge Mton has a bi~ against the Plaintiff. Judge ¼.shton has a prejudice in favor of the 11 ~ i .. -.' ·: . . ' : 
Defendants. "I 

. 7.i • Jw:lg,, +ton has 4~mon~ tott'1s9r that he has f b\+ against prf e · · · 
parties. BUT " ... the right to file a lawsuit pro se .iis op.e of the most importkp.t rights undt;}r •the . . i ! . . . ' : : ' . I ! ii ' I ' ·1 . ~: II • . I 

constitution 'and laws." Elmore v. McCammon (198(5) 640 F. Supp. 905. :, i . • I •. ' ' I ' • 
; ', 

. 8. Wmdsor, ~t been treated ,1Y, ,~ tdge Ashr• ~~el Ashton~ it 
den,onstrated the im,partiality re~ of ajudg11 ie,is ?emolls~ tbat[he is a h~s 

person whdl has no business sitting injudgme:Qt c,nl J?elo···p .. 1~.. , . I :i'. . . ii.. 

0

, 
• . . ,· i,I' I'.' \ I ' 

. . ') '1 . Canon 2 otthe FIOrida CO® of!f ~t1W lc~uct i"CJC") rr-"' "41u.Jse 
shall respect and comply jith the law and shall !lt a~ all times in a manner ihat promotes pubiic .. 
confidence in the integrity and impartiality ofthejud.foiary." 

2 
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Every person "has a constitutio~a~ an~ ~;tatu{8r)\right to an impartial and fair judge at all . stages ofthe proceeding." Liteky v U:S;; 5TOUS 540 (1994). · . · · · . . ( . 

,, 
. FACTUAL BACKGROUND· 

10. The 't'actllal. backgroUlld in thi~ ca,se fa recited in the Affidavit of Prejudice and the 
affidavit attached thereto. 

ARGUMENT 

DISQUALlFICATION IS APPROPRIATE: ALL REQUIREMENTS ARE MET, - / . . . . .•. . . . . 

11. A.Motion to l)isqualify is governed by Florida Statute 38.10 and Florida Rule of ~ 
• 

' 

I 

·Judicial Administrati~n 2.330. 

"4 motion to disqualify is governed substantively py section 38.10, Florida Statµ.tes :; ... : arid procedur~lly by :Flqrida Rule of Judicial A.atrnhistration 2.330." Gregory v. State, 1 i8.So.3d 770, 778 (Fla. 2013){9.11roti*g Gor~ v. State, 961. So.2d 1257, 1268 (Fla. • · 2007)). "The statute requires-that the moyipglp$:1:y; file an affidavit in gooqfaith 'stating· \ fear that ~e or she will not receive a faif ~i+l ~ : . o:h :/lccpunt of th~ prejucli~e ~f t}16 judge' as wdl as 'the facts and the reasons foFiili~>~eh~f th~tapy such bias br preJudice·' exists."' Peterson 1,1. State, 221 ~o.3d ~1
1

1,,,581 (F~.a.120c7) (quo~n~ § 38.10, Fla. St~t. (2014J)· ,II ,\, , I! Ii , , . , 
:,1 I I ' I, 

12. \' MOTiON: This Motion to Di
1

s,ualify is in wri · 1 g. Winctsor has filed an · . ,I I II I I II ' ' '· :I I I • Affidavit lof P~ejudice :,sta'.tihg his fear that lie ~ill ,~ot receive 1a f lir trial due t~ the preju,dice o.f · \'1 : I II .'1\I : . I.· . , , 'i 
Judge J effre_ y!,Ashton. It pto__ vides the facts an~ ili_. _ e reasons f~r th_· e. belief tlil at such bias_· ~-d T-:-·1 I,, . , •. ', . . l 1.· i • 1 l·I :. 1.1 ' '\',·. 
prejudic~ exiJ. ThisMi>fiJ~ is signed µnder O~~I There!has b~ffil F n• 11'usly gra,#1 . . . . . I; 'ri, • ,:· . 

1
1 

1

\ • • ••• i : I ll1\l l1 i . . .: 1\ . :, _:I! d: 1

• :d I ' .. . dii JI :al.·fy .mot1ontocl_s•"'·_uahfy_a:6·@·rm.erJUdge. Ther. -~h·ll-·•_ 1B_F1_e.•1i __ one_p·•-.re .• •~1\ q_us_. __ )\_I .eru ___ e·• .. m@tion.to ··-• s __ lq_u_ 1 . 
- -- . I' :,jl - - ·. 1

' • 
1 

· r l\\1i11v:·111 :,i •· · 'f 1, · 
11 · 1- · · ·.1,:11 JudgeKest_. 4Certifi_1cate_ df Good F. aith_ i_

1

s_ a.I~ 'JI. Ie_:d_;:_.rhi.s NI_·,, ou_·_o_n_ '!
1

1to Oi_sauAfify is fjle __ d'~---. Otlh,. the . '. 11 ... ', I ! '1 ! . . i :: I 111 I I'll'\ : ·. 'I 'I :· II, i 1. ' 'i . . . '1 ·'· I.'·',- ..... 
• ✓' • \r -. 1': 1

,·
1
• • .:·· 1; · 1

• i ri: . 1.1.< , .. _!. ,._ \11·:) . 1. 
'1 •• :: II•.: Clerk; and a ~6py ha.s,bdeb._6~nt by emafffo J-uQ)gll i_::A:sht

1
oti_~s aissis*_an

1
:t
1
' •. .- , _- ·- 1

,_ • ·' · '•'; 
1,
1
. \; · . · I \·I, 11· . · ; 1 ",ill:·1·11· ,. ,1·: :I: I: · . " ,'' ... 13 .. '' GROUNDS:. This Motion to Di~qualify shows that the Plaintiff fears he will riot I 

"\ • 
• 

receive a fair trial because of specifically described prejudice or bias of Judge Jeffrey Ashton. 

3 
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14. TIME: · Th~ Motion to ])isqualify has. b~en filed. within a reasonable time not to· ; ' ', -... '. ... ·.".',.';'., /, .... ' . 

exceed 10 days after discovery of the facts constituting the, grolllids for the ·Motion and has been ' . '' ) 

promptly presented to the Court for an immediate ruling . . ' '· ... •. 

IT IS THE DUTY OF JUDGE JEifFREY ASHTON TO ACKNOWLEDGE . 
' .. , . ' -~ '· .' ' 

THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE MOTION . . 

1$. Judge Ashton must now determine the legal sufficiency of the Motion. 

The rule provides that "[t]he judge against whom an initial moti.on to disqualify ... is directed shall determine only the legal sufficiency of the !)lotion and shall not pass on the truth of the facts alleged." Pasha .v. State, 225 So.3d 688, 703 (Fla. 2017) ( quoting Fla. R. Jud; Adtnin. 2.330(:f)). "The disqualification [statute and] rules are. designed to keep ftie courts free from bias and prejudice." Tableau Fine Art Group, Inc. v. Jacoboni, 853 · So.2d 299~ 30.1 (Fl~. 2003). "[T]he disqualification statute and rules are [also] designed to ensure confidence in the judicial. system,•' as .well as to prevent ·the <lisqrialification • . . . •. I .. ·• • process from betng abused for the purposes of Judge-shoppmg, delay, or some other reaso~ not related to ·providing for the fai~~.ss and i:!npfitality of the proceeding.'" . Id (qpoting Livi~gston v, State, 441 So7.~di\f083, 1086 (Ela.1983)). (Law Offices of 
Herss·e··· in. and He. ,:,ls' ein, f.• .A. v. United s.! ' .. e.'. ~I v[:·p··.·.~sAutom'dlbile A. sso.ciat.iori, ~.· C. 17-1!18~8 (Fla. 11/15112018)) '! • 1,.1 I; I:. I '· I / I . ' I I . ,i' I I : I I 

I: . • , I • !,,:. '' . I . '· :,· : ~ : :1·, f!j"'::j· ... )l/·•1:· ,. I -j" . 16. \! Judge 'Ashton shrill rule on thei
1

:Moti
1

··.
1.rt to Disqu~lifyimmedi;:itely; but no iater I, . . . . ', · 11 :Ill.I··. . . ·• 

than 30. days hfter th~ service o·f,the motion.· !
1

,! ·
1 

I Ii 
. ,ii I·.· 

' . 
TfilS MOTION IS PROCEDURALLY·AI>EQUATE, AND JUDGE:ASHTON MUST .. · • · .. i! r I. · . . . .. .. . . · . . .. t·. I ACCEPTTHA1,1TH:~i~~~;IDAVITISTRUE. \I\ 

Ii- I ThiS M~~ol' to Disqualify Judllil ~~'.°n is,i,roc<i4ura!IY adeqtlllte and Ju,~ 
. I '. I I Thi . · I\ 1'· I} 14:'. h'' f. Id . Ashton must det<=nr,· .. &IS a proper! ·~rt i'o? C ~· ~ l} f°.' . . ... i . 
· 1 s~ . ' Win~srr h~ a weW-gro~1ed trrtf ~~~I hi will npt receive ~. ffltr tnaL ,uq~e 

Ashton has ignored all of the prejudice and hias o:fiJudge Kest.· Judge 11unybn granted a .. . . . . ' -: . ., •·.-, ' . . . 
protective order to st9p discovery when there was no 

1 

legal authority t9 do' so. Judge Kest . . '' . 
. 

4 
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allowed that to conti~ue .. Ju~~e Kest aJl<?w~d ,11~,arings 9nJrivolous motions by the Defendants . . .. -. . •' -
while ignoring violations of h,is own rules ru:td orde:rs. Judge:Kest outrageously stated in an order 

. .. •.. . 
; that two motions were not being set for hearings· because they were motions for reconsideration 

whendearly they w.ere no such thing. Judge Keif'.clainied Windsor made a false statement to 
the Court denying that the case had been stayed. ··The cas~ was never stayed, and saying Windsor 

made a false statement to the Court was both improper and erroneous'. Judge Kestignored the 
fact that there was no legal basi~ given by the Def ertdants for either of the motions that Judge. 

~ . . 
. Kest ordered to be set for hearing'. Judge Kest extended the trial date for another year.when he 

will not e~en be a judge,. with n~ consideratioJ given to Windsor's medical condition; Judge 
. Kest announced. at the Case Management Conferen9e that he treats pro se parties the same as 
_attorneys, ·but this is neither fair nor the law .. Judge Kest indicated.at il,.e Case·Management 
Conference 'that he had independently researched cases that Windsor·hoo been involved iri, ·arid. I 

, ; . • . • 

he threatened him with sJicti~ns for frivolous motions under Florida Statute 57 .105. Windsor .. 

· has nOVer filed anything ~".o!ous. Judge Kost r1twith Win~•°': 07 wheth"i ihery *been 
the required "mee( ~ ctef; with 1jie Defend~j auor·· Judge f-rt claimf U,t a!!. . ..... . 
telephone bull~ ~y Att<Jrner ~.J, amounti'<l !oia ;.cqnf<>f ." Wmds~ 1ried to bxp1J;n jfut . , , , 

; I' 
: confer means an actual di~c,ussion, Judge I(est rejected that, yet he knew the specifics ofthe law . . ·· · · · 1 · · . · · \t,i" . · .·~ · · . · · 'i whi1e pro se Whldsor did inbt. Windsor ~s aQs6'~~telyrigh~ about the.requirem•erits to confer; · • 

L , I I i •111:·. I· ,: 
I and Judge Kest lied and 'c/ahnj he was wrott~\ J~~ Kost i~ , past president and Gov#, of ·. ·. · · , I · · 11 1 : . .·• 1.. ', . - . ·I. the Bar Association,· ~o h~ h. as Heen a very. actiyt: ·;:; e~pfr ofi ~. _5]ub that the Defense;,attor.µ. eys 

' \, ,11 I ·111\ :\i:1111 : I :· I ' ' 'l ·belong' 'to truit Winds~r will never belong to. · .. ~litl·~.fKcib,sthas b' e¢n an att6rney ~.o.
1
1r· 48 ye:µ-' s' I.I d a ! · 1 \

1 1
, . . • ·'•ii,\ ,lti \:II. : • \ ' . :, r:., . I ',I, I '' ' '. ,' ••, '' ,. ' '' jud,ge for 17 •years. He has seemingly dyveloped discj~in for pro se parties 'over the past 48" years. 

Windsor has these feelings beca~se ·after ~tu.dying the· developme~ts in this case, he saw Judge ,· 

' ) '.. ' 

\ 

5 
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Kest acting With bias again and again. :Judg~ A_~p.tqn dismissed without any consideration . . 
. ~ . . . 

Windsor's motion to have him reconsider JtJfige K~st' s. ord.ers. N o-honestjudge · could do that. 

The motion is legally sufficieqt-if it shows .the party's well-grounded fear that the-party · will not receive a fair tri~l. See lJvingst0n v.. State, 44(So:2d H)83, 1087 (Fla.1983). In other words; wo~d the facts (whichmust be taken as true in a motion to disqualify) prompt a reasonably prudent personto fear that he could, not get a fair and impartial trial. See e.g:, Peterson v. Asklipious, 833 So. 2d 262 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002). . · · · 
The facts alleged in the motion need _only show that "the party making it has a well grounded fe_ar. that he will not receive a:(air;trial at the hands,of the judge." Dewell, 131 Fla. at 573, 179 So. at 697. "If the atj;ested facts supporting the suggestion cµ-e·reasonably sufficient to create· such a fear, it is not for the trial judge to say that it is not there." · Parks~ 141 Fla. at 518, 194 So. at 614. Further, "it is aquestioniofwhat feeling resides in theaffian.tis mind and the basis for. such feeling." Dewell, 131 Fla. at 573, 179 So; at 697-98. (LivJngstbn _v. State, 441 Sci.2d 1083 {Fla. 10/27/1983).) 

· 19. In determining the_ legal sufficienf y • of a motion to disquapfy, a court loofS to see 

whether the facts alleg~d w9uld place a reasqnab,t~ prt1dent p~rson in fe~r qf not receiving fair I ! • • .1 . 1 ! .: . !, ,1· I • ~ impartial -+t tom the vial judge.· See/f g,. J1h"'°1 !~· State, l.16? so. 2d 9~r (Fla 

because qf his prejudlce 0,

1

.•• r bias d4prived rum ol:_f ~l'\ anq 11_· mpartikl treattib.
11

. ,_ ·•_~. • • • • • • • ·l · . . 1

i ·. ; ·. ·. ,I ·. \I, ... __ :,-HI .. \f' . \ \ :I iili 
1

: •:· 
.· . 2q. . · · Judge !As ,ton has tr acce:rt the ~1iljil' f W~dsor~ l st~te~ep~f · . . . 

. :I ' '1 lk•·... d' .I a1· .J ! • d .. ·-. l,\ \1,\ I•· , · .. i 11;!. -~ . l3il0 th: 1il1Udi. . 't 1.· ' Vvjhen (} party s~~ ,. s to lS(]JU h,>'l;a JU.~~ ~r, er sebti~rt\ ? . ' : e nl~ ge canno pass on the truth ofllie statements of fact set fotth:!,in the affidavit State V'.. ipewell, 131 Fla~ · · 5~6, ] 79 so: 695 (1938). The fact~ arid t~~sons fo; the bel~ef of prejudice ~ust be_ taken .• as.(_~~;-ruid the judge may only pilSS !pn t;he legal suffici~ncy of ~d motionj and supporting atp~a'1,ts t? invoke, the statute. f FWbf1J l furnettr, l~5 jSo;?d i~s (Fla. 2~-Df Al_t,961 )· . ~iction 38.10 creat~s a $':bs~t1v~ nghtit9\ seek ili~:~1s'.qu~ltficat1on 1Qf a, ti;ialJuq~e, but the process of the disquahficat1on 1~•procecJm1al. I,.,1vmgsto1,~· State, 441 So.2d . 1083 (Fla.l9i83). , · ,:
1 

\ '
1
1 

1

: 

1 
, 

I ' j I j•I 

. . . ' ·.·. '· .. ·•; .•• / :_ ·_.··.· . : • . :! .l 1

:i . ! .\J . . . i_ THE IMP.'.ARTIALITY OF .ltJDG.,F ASHTON MUS'U DE QVESTiONED • . · 
' . '. -· 21. · An objective observer, lay observer, and/or dfainterested observer must entertain • • l •• • 

• 
,• 

significant doubt ofth.e impartiality of Judge Ashton.· 
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22. The Code of Judi~ial Conduct.:requires thatJudge Ashton disqualify himself. . . ' .. , . . . r 
The Code .of Judicial Conduct sets folihJ,asic prinoiples of how judges should conduct , ·. 
themselves,in,carrying out their judicial duties; Canon 3-C(l) states that "[a] judge shouid 
disqualify hiivs~lf in a proceeding in which his 1tnpartiality niightreasonably be · . 
questioned .. _ .. " This is totally consistent with the case law of this Court, which.holds that 
a party seeking to. disqualify a judge need only show "a well grounded fear that he will 
not receive a fair trial at the hands of the jµdge. It is not a question of how the judge feels; 
it is a question of what feeling resides ,fotlie affiant's mind and the basis for such 
feeling." Siate ex rel. Brown v.Dewell, _131 Fla; 566,573, 179 So. 6~Si 697-98 (1938). 
See also Hayslip v. Douglas, 400 So.2d:S53 .(Fla. 4th DCA 1981 ). The question of 
disqualification focuses on those matters from which a litigant may reasonably question a 
judge's impartiality rather than the judge's perception of his ability to act fairly and impartially. 

JUDGE ASHTON IS REOUI~D TO RULE lMMEDIATELY. 

23. Judge Ashton is required to imn:1e~iatefy address the Motion to Disqualify. 
!., . 

. . ·.'':,'' I, . ' This Court has strictly !iPPlied the aboyf1,language because an allegation of judiciai · 
prejudice is ahyays a serious matter. Thtis~ Jhe, rule provisions conc_eming "i~ediate" 
resolution have been accorded their plain nieaning,\yhich the Court has explained . . 
requires action:that is ''prompt" and "~th-dispatch."iLivingstonv. · State, 441 · s·b.2!cfi 083, 19ss (F!~ ~983). qur ~omment onthffladmftion of rrtle 2.160 e~phasize~ a tr!➔ JIV<l$e's · .. · . 
re~,~on. s1bdity t•.P actqmckly qn such 8r•mo_ .,r_·. n: "W,. e_,fl_,i:~1d th.emot1op [to d1squal1fy] should be\ fuled on iminedi tely folldwing its\',t,re$~htation tq the court." Florida Bar rJ 1

1 · · · : 

AmknUment to Fla; IRules of Jludicial J4~1hl !i,!L, .609 So!2d 4~65, 466 t\1992). Wheri ~trial .. 1 

1 .1 r- 1 1 T1 ·ii::11 1 1 1 1 co;oct Jails to ~ct i[ accord with the ,~~,utfl :~d proceq.ur,1 rule on ~ rpotion to a,~~l\Ialify, 
an:apnellate cqurt ~ill vacatela trial lcourtl' UFdgment tJiat I ows fron;i that frror.,~e~~ 
e.g., (\'ave v. S(ate,. ?60 So.2d 705, ?P~, ~fl~·. i995) Cf[W]e find tha~ !udge Walsh'1~ 

1 

• _ ,,, cohduct failed to follow the procedural, proces,s outlined in rule 2. li.60 and his error 
. 'i·equ;ires us to vacate Cave's sentence/~). (:Escalonµ v. Wfsotskj?~ 781 802d 106~, 25 Fla .. 

L .. Weekly l;H0~O (Fla. 11/30/2000).) .. '! • . ' . 

·. ! , ·1 ... • • • .• ! ,. ··.· . . I . . . 

WINDSORIS.li;NTITLED TOT~ COLD:N~UTRALITY: OF AN IMPARTIAL JUDGE.· 

24.. ·.· W_ ·hid.so. r is eltitledt_·_ o an imp)f:!_· .. :;_a_l\Jt_•_~·g .. ;, an_ d 1h~t. isn~t~jjg_ lJeffr.ey A)h_· ton. ; . . . ' ,, . . . , • _i ·I ·1 :1 · .. . I'; . ·, 11 I : : 
• • I • ·, '• i:/ ·. I : :: \·,:,, J '. \. ' ,• .' 1

: : :'. • 
1i I I : ....... ; I : 

''Every litig~t is entitled to nothinflef~ t~jth~ cold ~~utralio/ pf¥ hn.J?artial1~y.dg~At is the duty of Courts to scrupulously; g~!µ"d !Ws nghtand,to refr0.111. from. attempti~g to . exercise°jurisdictioh in any matter wher~ his q\[ali:fication to, do so is seriously brought m question'. ·Hayslip Ve Douglas, 400 So.2d at 557 (quoting State ex rel. Davis v. Parks, 141 · f.la. 516, 19_4 So. 613, 615 (1939)). · · · 
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.Jaw. 

. "We find tp.at the motion and supp()rting ,~fficfavit~, were legally sufficient, and the pr~per procedure, in light of the serious allegation of bias, was for the judge to grant the motion. (James v. fheobald, 557 So.2d 591, 15 Fla,L. Weekly D215 (Fla.App. Dist.3 01/16/1990).) 
. 

. "Where there is any legally sufficie11t basis, wllether factually accurate or not, for a founded fe~ of p~ssible prejudice to exist in the mind of a defendant, recusal is . mandated.;' See, e.g., Management Corporation of America, Inc. v. Grossman, 396 · So.2d 1169 (Fla. 3rdDCA 1981). . . . ·.• . 

·. JUDGE ASHTON.FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS 
AND EQUAL PROTECTION TO WINDSOR. 

\ . 

4.. . Judge Ashton has violated Windsor's civil and constitutional rights undeccolor or . \. ; ·. . 
·. _) 

. ' "[t]rial before an 'unbiased judge' is essential to due process." Johnson v. Mississippi, 403 U.S. 212,216 (1971); accord Conc,:ete:fipe & Prods. V.'Constr. Laborers Pension Trust;-508-U.S. 602,617 (1993) (citation oiriitt¢d). (See also11evi~e v. Uni~ed Stdtes:,.-362 . . 
. . . . . ' ·. ' I, . U.S, 610, 80 s;~t. 1038 (1960), citing Qffutt V. UnitedStates,''348:U.S, 11, :14, 7S, 'S. Ct. . . . , . . .· .. , , . ··I , , , , 11, lJ (1954); MatheYl(S v. Eldridge, 4144 u:s. 319, 344:,1{1976); ~ters V. Kiff, 4Q~;·u.s. 493, 502 (1972) \ '! 

. ·, . · < . \ , , I . I ' I I· I I . ,' I I ' 5 . . · Windsor has just cause to believe that he cannot,,been gi n a fair trial. 1. \ I · \ I , 
1

11 'i1 '. : 1 . 6. pie due prfce~s clauses of both tl{e ~lq~da and\fe Unit d\S~tes c·onsti~utio*s 
guarantee a pn:rl-., an impahial:1and. disinterested t11_'

1
ibun .. 1~ in civH.

1

! cas,es. arshall v. Jerrico, inc., UCFJ I ' . I I '·, _I, I "' ' ., 
I • 

' . ·.,'·. '.,' I Ii' i ' , 446 U.S. 238,242, 100 S.Ct. 1610, 1613 (198p);, 

Partiality in favor of the go'fernment nihy}aise ~ defend,anfs due process concems.','.Inre Ufi1ed StalfJs,ofAmerica; !411 F.3dat8
1
~

1

'.l ~yi~~gfn re M._ ··,.~rchison,J49U.S: 133 (1955) .... i ', I s I . . ' I ' .. l:1{1: :, ' : ' ··, . ; .. ' ·. ' ' .... 1 28 U(S.C .. 1155 ±nay: sometirties bar trial ·t,~1ju~ges whc:> li~ye no actual bias and wh9 would dd th~ir very b~st t~ we~gll 4ie seal ks j?tJ~~tttb equallr l?ytween ~ontendin~ parti~s_,_ ?~t due .pr()cess oflaw r~quire~ ~p less." Ta!l~#11 \lf, Ha;:es; 41:,RU .S. 488, 501 (197 4) (cltatt~ns · and quotatiorimarks.omitted). See ~~o\~ur~hisoni349 J;JB.-at 13pi · : . ,\ 1 

• • • . ' \' ' 'I I \\·''l'·•·I '11··. ' ... I • • • 

I ' 'I I'; I ' . I ·,1, • I 
·1 

• ,· ' • i • '1 ;,! 'Jji :I!.. i, > ;,:, ·. ,i, . • .. -· 7.. Judge Ashton _has effectively di I eel, W1i:n<.1~or ~ l'l!rhts of ~e equal protection 
I 

under·the lawund~r Article VI of the Constitution . 

. 8 



215

JUDGE ASHTON IS VIOLATING"THE' CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS OF'WINDSOR. 
8. Judge Ashton ·has violated.Winds~r's Constitutionai rights . 

. \ 

9. · The Sixth Amendn;ient provides the Constitutional right to self-representation. ' ... , ,·, . . . . . . 
·. . . 'That right should be ~njoyed without fear ofharassment or judicial prejudice: Furthermore, no ' 

' ' 
' 

. ·• ', ' . \ ·law, regulation, or policy should exist to abridge or surreptitiously extinguish that right. Pro Se 

Litigants have no less of a right to effective· due process as those who _utilize ~ attorney. 

10. · For due process and to secure the Constitutional right.s of Windsor, judges_ may 
not take the law into their own h~ds. But thi; is precisely what Judge Ashton has done. He has 

' ignored the law, ignored the facts, ~d ylairned laws and rules provide something that they do not , . . ' ! . . .• ' ! ' . . . ' .-• • I • • provid~, while ah~1Sing and disadvantaging Windsor1 

· · 11. ·: For due process to be secured, _thelarVS must operate alike upon all and not ·, ', 
: . ·. . • • ' : I 

•• • .• j •' • i : • I 
I,.• •• subject the individual to the arbitrary exetcis,ei of goNerm:nental power. (Mrrchant V. 

Pennsy;~ania R.R.,-153 U.S. 380,-386 (189~~1 Jl\ dge-k ... ~htp:d°has violateJ Windsor's rights by l \ ; ' \ I [ 'i', I ! • I \ . I ! I i i \ I I j \1 1 

,· I i . using.bis po er _to iAf.llicthis bias: . I I H ! ii . ) i i . . I, I. •· . 

·12. For dhJ process, Windsor hJs tf.: e ~if?;htio p~otections expr¢,~sly created in statute - : \ · .. I 1
11, li\ll i,, , I,.,, t 1 · · , and case law. iudge: Ashton has violated W~ndsof' s{ight~ by\ using his p9~er to igl\Ofe facts and 

I I' I :! the law. I - .. i !I. I ! 11 
I I I q. Due proc~s\ ~ allegedly ens~es f?a\ ~ t~G g~verntent will re\s~ec~ alhl of a perso

1 

·n's .. 
1 I I I I: 1

1 \II I 
I : legal rights d guarantee\ :fundamental fairness and justice. Judge Ashton~s ac ·ons have I II I -! I '! l ' ·1 \' ii I\ ', ,' I 1, I I ' I I I ' violated·WiE.dsor's rig'·&ts ahd deniediusiicer 1 ;11. :! . I I : , \ 

... 1 • 11 \ '1 11 1 I 1 : I I I I I 
II I 

, \ \ 1 , ' 1
, , ·\ , '', 

' , I 14. _ . Due 'p:lf~~~i~ requµ-es N1 e~t~ThF~P~.~ p~urse ,for judrcial proqieedings designe_d to 

safeguard the legal rights of the.individual.· Action denying thftfroce.ss tha~ is "due"_is 
unconstitutional. Inherent in the expectation of due p~ocess is that the judge will abid.e by the • I 

• 
.• l .• 

• 

.:' 

)~j~ 
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rules! Judge I Ashton ~as interfered wit.li th~ process arid violat~d ~ules for the purpose cf 
;(; . damaging Windsor . 

. 15.. i\n inherent Constitutional riglltis the honesty of the judge: Judge Ashton has not· 
•., , been honest. · Judge Ashton has violated Canon 2 and other .Canons of the Code of Judicial ' ' . . ' ' . . ' '1· ' ., ' 

Cortduct. 

16. Due pr()cess g11arantees basic.fairness and to make people:feel that they have been 
·tre'iited fairly. Windsorlias not been tre~ted fairly:_ . 

' , 

17. Judge Ashton has effectively denied Windsor's rights of :theJequal protection 

under the. law. 
'I 

• 
• ,J • 

. - I .. . . 
. FLORIDA BAS' LONG RECOGNIZED AN IMPARTIAL JUDGE IS ESSENTIAL 

. I : ' I ' ' , ' 1" ' I 

· This Cpurt !has: ~ec@~zed the sensitivizy' and seriousriess' involved whenever the issue of judicial ptejudice i$ raise4. We have ~tated',that: 1

• \ 1 11 , 
I I ,,\, I I ,: I I ' ' I ' . Prejudi~e of a j~g~ is J <1f'licate q~on ~I rajse bi,t "F'\1 tjrlsed as a bar to tl.r uliaI of a cause, if yrbdicate41

1 

on grounds with !a\ml':_d" ~lllll of .t!eason, th~ jhdgd agains
1

t wHoni · • . 1 1 1 , 1 Jr .1 , , 1 , • , 1 , • .1 . rarsed, shbuld be Rn1ompt to re
1
cuse h1mse f! IDo Judge ll der any 111cumstanc

1 

es, 1s I 1.1 •• 11. • 11 I i II ,1 11 1~11 I I 
1

• • I I I 1,. I warranfd 1p. sitting m the tni of a c~u~e'.:, ~se neµtra ,ty 1s ~hadowed or ~ven t. l, I 1·1 \I I~ , I 11 ' 
1

, I II I I 

1

1 

ques 10 eu.,
1 

·1 1 I , 1J/1 1 , , , 
1 , , 1 

1
1 

I I r , i I I 11\,11 111 I ' \ " , I I' , 1, I 1 ·, 'I ' I I I I ' ... It is a :mdtter @f rlo concern what ju 1g~·1,'preside~ in a partic;ul~ cause, but 
I ' 1· I I 1 . . , Ii . ! I • • • • • 1t 1s a matter .. of graxe concern that Justice;j'li>e adnumstered with . sp~tch, w1thqut fe!:U,' or ' favor or the suspic~on of such attribtites.

1111ie qutstanding big factor~µ every law~trlt IS the trut~ of the contro~ersy. J[udges, bounsel'~ 118:\14 rul~s of procedure are seconclai"y fa9tors desig1 ned by the law as inktrument,lities :1:i 1

:w\ brU: out and 1it~ at the truth ofthel: I l l 1: , 11 I I '1 1·1
1'\l· I ·\ I.[ 1, I con-µ-ovtrrsy. 1

1 
I : ,' ' 1: \ ! ,

1 
',,i , 1 

1 

1 , 

1 

'. · 

1 

: ':' ' 11 ,I,, ,,\ 1 111,:1111 Ai,11 ], I I I I I The judiciru;y ,cann It be too cikcumspftt~i neile11 !i shouid it bdr~ltietab.t to retire from a I I • ,. I' I , •• h, I,! 11d· llhtl l'I'! - l · rfi1 ,, . Lfl1•·1 ., I . ;,, •. I d . cav-'s~ ander'
1 
c1rc~~anc~s t ~~ ;'YOU~ ~ ,1' ~\', ~:I po mence q 1 1ttgants ma .1.rur F impartial adjudicatibn of the i!ssries rai~dl, \1\ 1: ,I I I \ I , 1 

1 I : I· I I I "J.1.1 I I I' fl) •1 I 
• 

Dickerison v. Parks, 104 F'la. 577, 5&2184, 140 So. 459, 4~2 (1932). This Court has also expressed the 1viewthat: · · · I 



217

~'EveryJitigant,.i~cluding the 81ate in cdµiinal cases, is entitled to nothing less than the cold neutrality ofan impartial judge.'1 It is the cluty of courts to scrupulously guard this :tjght of the litig~t and to refrain fro111 attempting to exercise jurisdiction in any- matter· · where his qualification to qo so is seriously brought in question. The e:xercise of any . other policy tends to discredit and pJace thejudiciary in a compromising attitude which is bad for the administration of Justice. 

State ex-rel. Mickle v. Rowe, 100 Fla.'\as,2, B85, Bi So. 331,332 (1930). . 
. . . , 

WHEREFORE; having now filed this Verified ~otion to Disqualify, the sworn Affidavit ' 

' . 

_of Prejudice, and the .Certificate of Good Faith, Plaintiff Winds~r respectfully requests as 

follows: 

William . Windsor · 
\ 'i 00 1fast - ak ~ errace Drive, tjnit B3 . 
' Leesburg J?londa 34748 
3521577-9988 1 

billwµidsor l@outlook.com 
bill@hillwindsor.com 

-11 
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VERIFICATION 
: _ _ : . : . . . . . . \ . . . 

Personally appeared before .me, the 1mdersigned Notary Public duly authorized to ; ·' . . . 
ad:mjnister oaths, William M. W,indsor, who after being duly sworn deposes :and states that he is t_ . • 

. 

authorize~ to inak~ this verification and that _the facts alleged in the foreg9ing are true and 
) . . 

. ) cprrect based upon his person.al lmowledge, ex~ept as to the matters herein state~ to be alleged ·_ 

on infori.:uation and beli~f. and that as to those matters he believ~s .them to be true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and c~rrect b~sed upon :my • , • ·, . ' 
, \ •• , I • 

·. personal knowltX!ge. 

· This 1st day of February, 2021, 

' 1·· 
I 

I. 
'· '! 

! 

/. 
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to: 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ! 

I HEREBY CERTIFY_that a copy of the foregoing has been furnished by Electronic Mail 

David I. Wynne and Scotty Astrin 
Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin 

100 N. Tampa Street; Suite 2605 
Tampa, Florida,33602 

david.wynne@ajg.com, tampapleadings@aig.com, emily.christopher@aig.com,.scott,astri:n@aig.com 
: 813-526-0559 - 813'."218-3110 

Fax: 813-649-8362 

_This 1st day of February, 2021. 

William M. Windsor 
100 :past Oak: Terrace Drive, Dinit B3 
Leef~&~, Florida 34748 :. \ 352~~77-9988 . I 1-·•N•11' 1· . b_ m_ ··

1 

·/J.?.ds
1

or1@out1_o
1

ok.com '' !Ii ·I' . 11 Ii .• bil~~tilillwinds9r.e101
m · · ,{Uili• ·, I · . 

. ·.:' ' ·,{i-' ~ t . : . . i· 1 

13 
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Filing# 120641128 E-Filed 02/02/2021 10:09:12 AM 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT"OF THE · 
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT~ IN' AND 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

WILLIAM WINDSOR, 
Plaintiff, 

vs. 

CASE NO. 2018-CA~Ol0270~0 

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS 'DISTRIBUTION, L.L.C., a Fo:reign Limited Liability. Company, · . . . Defendants. · · ( · . ·; 

.WILLIAM M. WINDSOR'S AFFIDAViTOF PREJUDICE 
OF JUDGE JEFFREYL. ASHTON 

I, William M. Windsor, the undersigned, hereby dec!ar~• under penalty of perjury: 

\ 

1. ' . My ·name is William M. Windsor ("Win~sor''). I wilfbe 72~years-old on Friday, am 
- ., . . . . . ~ . . . . absolutely competent to testify and represent myself: and have personal knowledge of the matters ' ~ . . . . 

. . 

stateq -h~rein .. 

2. ·.This Affidavit of Prejudice ofJudge'Jeffrey L. Ashton ("Affidavit of Prejuqice") is 
/ 

. . . r 
• • • • .·: . ! • • ( . . .• ~-· \ ·. offered in support of the Motion to Disqualify Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ("Motion to Disqualify"). • -. . ···-

• • !- • ·. • • . • . . 
.. 3. . • Lam the Plaintif( iti this l!Ction, fllld I am repre.sentirtg myself pro se. 

. . . . 

4. · · ram not an attorney; However, Ihave studied law, and I know improper actions by 
. . 

. 

attorneys and judges when I se~them .. I see them in this case! •, · , · · · · , 1 I· ' •• 

. i ' 5. I will riot receive a fair.trial in tlie Ninth Judicial Circuit Court in 9range County, . ' 

Florida due to the prejudice of Judge JeffreyL. Asbton,(''J~dge· Ashton") of that court against in.e .. • .. : , . · .. ·. .I., ( !. ,, I ">. ·. . . . .. , 
and bias in favor of the Defendants and their attorneys. . . . ' I . . . .· . , I . . .. · 6. I firsfcame;tothe reali2:ati~n o:q Felmmry i, 202lth~t Judge Ashton was :pr,ejuciic'ed 

and biased iii this case.· . . . ;-

1 
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7. I fear that I hav~ not receiv~d and will not,,recei;e a fair trial with Judge Ashton. 
Judge Ashton is heartless and dishonest. \. 

8. · Attached as EXHIBIT 1 is an affidavit Ifiled today. it is referenced and · 
incorporated herein; It details my issues with Judge Ashton as to my currenti:nedical emergen~y. 
Judge Ashton refuses to delay a relatively meaningless hearing fu this case about the 

' .. ,• ·, ... · 
DEFENDANTS disa~ling me and using the courtsy$tein to inflict emotional distress. AsI type. 
this, I can't see ihucl:t out of my left eye. 

, 9. . Judge Ashton has OUTRAGEOUSLY refused to reschedulea2/2/2021 hearing 
with no justification whatsoever. This is bias at its almost worse. 

10. But that he r~fused to reschedule _the 2/2/2021 hearing when Windsor has a medical 
emergency is bias at its worst. 

11. Judge Ashton could care less about Windsor, and the feeling is now more than 
mutual.· 

12. . . 'Windsor has not been treated fairly by Judge Ashton: Judge Ashton.has riot : .. • 
• . 

, l 

demoristr~teci the impartiality required of a judge . .ije is demonstrating that,he is 1a hearties~ 
• • 

, 
I , • ·, \' . . . 

.• 

person who has no bhsiness sitting ,in judgment on people. 

13. . Windsor has a well-grounded fear that he will not receive a fair trial. Judge 
Ashton-has i~ored-all of the.prejudice and bias ~f Judge ~e~t, and-·he refused withoutproper 

. ~ . 
' . consider~tion Windsor's request to reconsider the COfIDpt :order~, of Judge Kest. ' 

• I • • • . 
, . . . I· .. ' .. · ... 14. Jµdge Muri.yon·grari.ted a protective ol'der to stop discovery when there ·was no · 

legal authority to· do>so. Judge Kest ~lowed that tol continue. tudge Kest allpwed hearings on, . 
frivolous· motions by the Defendants while ignoring violations of.his own rules and orders.· I 

. . . 

Judge Kest butrageously stated fu an order. that two ,motions were not being. set for hearings 

2 

,.,.-- . 

···:·::• :, 
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because they were,motions for reconsiderati<,m'"wh~n: clearly_they were no such thing. Judge Kest 
claimed Windsor made a false statement to the Court denying that the case had been stayed. The '., 

•' 

·case was never.stayed, and saying Windsor made.a false·statement fo the Courtw~s-both 
' 

improper and erroneous. Judge Kest ignored th~ fact t4at there was no ~egal basis given ,by the : 

Defendants for either of the motfons·that Judge Kest ordered to.be set for hearing .. Judge Kest 

extended thetrial date for another year when he_.will not even be a judge, with no consideratfon 
given to Windsor's medical condit~on. JudgeXestannotmced at the Case Management 
Conferen~e that he treats pro se parties the same as attorneys,, but this is neither fair nor the law. 
Judge Kest indicated at the Case ManagementConference'that he had indepe~deritly researched 
cases that Windsor had b~en j.nvolved in, and he threatened him with sanctions for friv~lous · 
motions under Florida Statut~ 57.105. Winds.orhas never filed anything frivolous. Judge Kesf··. 
argued. with Windsor-over whet1ier there had 'been the required ':meet and. confer'' with the· 
Defendants' attorney~. Judge K~st claimed that a telephone builying by,Attomey Asst:cin 
amounted to a Hconfer." "7indsor tried to explain.that co~er .means an actual. discu~sion. · Judge · 

. Kest rejected that, yet he knewtµe specifics ofthe -law.while pro sf. Windsor did not: Windsor .• 
was absolutely right lui tfie.requirements to confer, and J,l)(ig~ Kost lied an<! cl!llllled he was .. 
wrong. Judge Kest is a past president ·and Governor ofthe B8! Association, so he has been a . . ' '· 

. 
. . . . very active member of a club that the Defens.e attor.µeys belong to that. Winds9r wiil never ' 

! 
1 1 

• • 
• 

belong to. Judge Kest has 
1

been an attor.tley for 4.8 ~ears and aj~1ge for_ 17 years .. He has . 
seemingly de~eloped ~isd~n for pro sepa.rties over the past 48 years. Windsor ~~s these , 
feelings because .aft¢r studying the development~ in this· case~ he saw Jµdge Kest acting \vith bias · .· . I • . . . - . . . ,agahl and again. Jlidie Ashton dismissed without any considera!ion Windsor's motion to have . 
. him reconsider J~dge-·Kest's orders. No hones.tjudge could do that .. 

. 3 
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15. This Affidavit of Prejudic~ cle.ady.provides:the facts and.reasons for the belief 

that bias and prejudice ~xists .. Dates, times, places; circumstances, .and statements ar~ itemized. 

16. Judge Ashton established , clearly fixed view· abo~t substantive pending trial 

matters, so this must raise concerns about the ''appearance ofimpropriezyt.a standard·that must . 

. . . . . . 
be safeguarded und~r applicable recusal law, 

•. 17. Judge Ashton has violated my civil and constitutional rights under coior oflaw. 

18. Judge Ashton has effectively denied my rights. of the equal protection under the 

law under Article vf ottlie Constitution. 

19. Judge Ashton's actions prove that he has exercised his power in this civil action 

for his own personal purposes rather than .the will of the.law or the comm.cm dece~cy of man. ·. I 
. ' 

20. f will not get a fair and impartial trial with Judge Ashton. He is prejudiced ... 

against me. He has already committed an unforgivable sin in this case by refusing to reconsider 
' 

orders ofJudge Kest that were issued without the required hearings. Judge Ashton acts like he is . . 

' simply another in a string of corrupt Orange Cquntyjudges who either dislike pro. se J>arties or .. . . . , __ , . : . .. . . 
. . . 

love insuta,n.ce agencies with deep pockets. · 

2 i. , . All I want is to have someone fair and imp~al with an open mind to listen to .the 

facts and review as much ofthe·e.vidence asisneededto.prove each ofmy claims .. u·isobvious • : I ' • .• 
• 

to ·me that Judge Ashton doesn't care about the/acts aJ.Jd doesn't want to apply the law. _, . ~ . . . . . 

22. The. Ucited States Constitution guaritc)1s ~ unrias~d Judge -iyhff will al wars 
• • • I : 'I • 

pi:ovlde 1itig~ts withfull protection of ALLRIGHT~. JudgeAsht6n is biased againstm,J
1

; . . , I ·. . • . 
. ' 

. . 

. Judge Ashton has demonstrated thisi · 
: \: 

23. . This motfon affidavit certificate of good faith, and memorandum of authorities .. . , , . . . ' ,, . :· . . 

meet the requirements for a mqtion to disqualify. 

4 
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' 
24. This Afficlavit of Prejudice states the facts and the. reasons for the belief that bias ~;iii' .. -::: '' . . 

. 
and prejudice exist. The reasons for the -belief are material and stated with particularity. · 

. . 
. 

25. "Thave a well-grounded fear that I will not receive a fair trial. 
26. This affidavit meets ~e time requirement ofRule 2.330 of the Florida Rules of 

_Judicial Administratiqn which provides that a motion for recusal "shall be filed ''within a 
reasonable time not to exceed IO days after discovery of the facts-constituting the grounds ... :" It· 
was on February 1, 2021 that I discovered gr01mds. 

27. Thi; affidavit is accompanied by a '~certificate of cdunsel of record." As I am_ the 
only person of record and I am a pro se Plaintiff, the certificate is from me, and it is made in 
good faith._ 

· 28. There has not been a previou.$ motion to disqualify Judge Ashton. 
_ FURTHER SAlTH AFFIANT NOT. -- . . ·',, 

. 
. _ I declare under p.enalty of .perjury that the foregoing istr'.ue and correct. 

Executed this lst&,ty_ofFebruary, 2021. / ·- . 

William M. Windsor · 

) I 

,' 

5 
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,VERIFICATION . . ~ 

I:, 

· . Persona.Hy apperu:ed before me, th~ undersigned Norary Public .duly au~horize¢1 to 
' ) 

administer oaths,. William M. Windsor, who after being duly sworn deposes; and state~ that he is . 
\ 

. 
. 

authorized to make this verification and that the facts alleged in the foregoing are true and 
. . . . 

, 

correct based upon his personallmowledge, e:xceptas to.the matters herein stated.to be al~eged . 
· on information and belief, and that as to tho.se,matters he b~lieves them to be true. 

· . I declare under penalty of perjury that_ the foregoing is tn:i~ ap.d correct base& upon my 
. . . 

, . . 

personal knowledge. · 

. This' 1st day ofFebruary,.2021, 

··,~·,,:' .. •t•.•,,:'1Lt 
C 

, . . . . . . . 
. . ' ~- . . 

William M. Windsor·. · 

. 
- . . - . Sworn and subsct.i~e4 b~fore me this l~t daypfFebruary; f021; by means ofphysical : 

1 I 
,· 

. 
• presence. 

·~-

· . ./ 
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to: · 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been funiished by Electronic Mail .. 
. .. . ' 

' .. 

David L Wynne and)Scotty Astrin 
. Law Offices of Scott L~ · Astrin 
100 N. Tampa Street; Suite 2605 

· . Tampa; Florida .33602 . 
david.wynne@aig;com, tarnpapleadings@rug.com, . emily.christopher@aig.com, scott.astrin@aig.com S-13-526"'.0559 - 813'-21'8-3110 

Fax: 813-649-8362 · 

This 1st day of F~bruary, 2021. 

William M. Windsor 
l00East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3 · 
Leesburg, Florida 347 48 
.352'-577-9988 · 
bili@bWwindsor.com 
bill~,i~dsorl~outlook.com. 

7 
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, IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 
FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA . . 

WILLIAM WINDSOR, 

Plaintiff, 
CAS£ NO. 2018-CA-010270 

vs. 

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS . DISTRIBUTION, L.i.C., a Foreign Limited Liability Company, 
Defendants. 

VERIFIED AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM M. WINDSOR 

I, William M. Windsor, the undersigned, hereby declare under penalty of perJqry: · 

1 .. · I am overt~e -~ge of 21, a living person, am c.ompetent-to testify~ and have 
personal knowiedge of the-matters stated herein. · . . 

2. I object to the Court's plans .. to hold a·,h.earing tomorrow that I will be unable to . , , I ,, 
• 

attend. 

I am 72-years_;old. and in poor: ·health since the Defendants' rn.:.wheeler hit me at 
70-miles-per-hour. I am i'n constant pain from nine herniajed disks in my neck and back, and I , • • 

walking is a problem. I was in excellent shape before the accident. I am currently experiencing 
_- • 

' ' • 

• 

I 

several medical. emergencies .. 

4. I broke a tooth, ancHt is extrein~ly painful .. I'm hav~pg serious problems. with my . . . 'ii·- . . ·--left eye. And I m:ay be having a significant sfde effect from a COVIP-19· vaccination:' I find this 
Court's void of compassion to be absolutely unacceptal)le ~or aiiy humaribeing. 
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5. As 1 have previously cprnm1;1nica,ted~ I received notice from the Court's Judicial · , • 
', ,_ ···:· •• .:_.-··· '\':" _; __ • ··: < • 

' • • 
• 

Assistant too late tq ~repare for a 2/2/21 hearing. · It was impossible to meet the d~adllnes s~t ty . 
. ·the Judicial Assistant in a command sent'to me, As f communicated to this Court by motion,' I. 

also need to ~bpoena ~e attorneys for th~ Defendants prior to a hearing on attorney's foes. Pro 
.se parties do not have subpoena rights, so I.have to- drive to Orlando to obtain subp?~nas from 
the Clerkof the Court. The attortieys for the Defendants have ignored iny requests to take their 
depositions. The attorney for. the Defendants recently filed an affidavit that requires 
investigation. I received it too late to do anything about it. The examination of the attorneys is 
lik~ly to take several hours. I have found the attorneys to_ be extremely dishonest. '.fhe attorney 
for the Defendants could not have spent more than.JS miI1:utes onthe moyonto compel that. 

' ~ ' . . 

resulted in sanctions. 

6. · I have:essential1y no l)loney. ,I have been dedared indigent by the Texas Supreme . ' 

. . Court andthe United.States Supreme Court. :EXHIBIT A is rny motion for .in form.a pauperls 
approved by the U.S. Supreme Court. My d{!~ts' exceed $1,109,000, and I hayen't been able to 
p~y creditcard bill~ for o:ver a ye~, My total debtr~duced from _$1,500,000 to $1,16?,090 since 
tis was prepared due to ,~ettlement with Se~ti D .. :Fle~ing for $1.and release of my claims against · 

\· hi.th. My· total monthly expenses at present ar~ $83,527 if I ~ere.to pay all my past due credit • I 
•• • • 

card bills. My only" assets are $1,000 eqqityin my vehicl~ and $60,000 in a. condo, iny -
- . - • . 

. 
. 

II .- - · .. - . homestead. My secur~d debts ~x9ee~ my assen. I bflieve alr ofmy assetsl:lwill be protected in 
bankruptcy~ OI believe the condo a~sociation will try to forecl~se as I·haventi,paid the $600· 
.monthly :i'dues;' for four months, If that happens, I ""ill have to file bankruptcy. I have been .: . 

--. ,. 
. j --working to stay afloat until I receive a large financiafa,ward from the jury,in tlti.s case. 

/ 

2 
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7. Sanctions are supposy4tp,be b~e1 on.an ability to pay; I have no ability to pay. 

I will begrudgingly agree to have $100 ded11;cfed fromthe payment I receive from this la~suit. 

8. · . I filed a·motion to have Judge Ashton reconsider the outlandish orders of iudge 

Kest. It was just.demed. I fin:d this outra~eous. 'It seems Judge Ashton is just as biased as Jtidge 

Kest. Denying_this motion without considering .the evidence or holding a hearing'i~ absolutely 

improper. 

, 

. 
9. The Fifth District has made it cleat that the trial· court h'as the inherent 

discretionary power tp reconsider :my order erite.red prior to the rendition of final judgment in the 
cause. (Arnoldv. · Massebeau> 493 '80. 2d 91 (Fla. 5th DCA 1986).) .,(See also North Shore 

. . Hospital,·Inc. v. Barber, 143 ·so.2d 849 (fla~l962); Commercial Garden Mall v. Success 

Academy, Inc., 453 So.2d 934 (Fla.4thDCA 19$4). Cf..Associatec/Medical Institutions, ~nc. v. 
' lmperatori; 338 So.2d 74 (Fla. 3d DCA 1976); Rubin v. Baker, 276_ So.2d532 (Fla. 3d DCA' . ( . . . . ~ ! . I, / 

,. ! . 1973).) Tlie onli1reasori I can think ofto deny-the tnotion andLdo so without aheadng is ,, ·i. ' , ' . . . ' 

i prejudice. The only reason I can think of to deny a continuance,.of the hearing set for !2/2/2021 ·· · 
. ' : when l cannot participate is extreme prejudfoe. Judge Ashton provided NO reasons for his . . •_. I ··.. , . . , :' 

orders. The U$. Suprenie Court stated in,9orcoran v. Levenhagen, No .. 08~10495, decided 

October 20, 2009~ that courts should explain their orders.· . . 
'. . •·. . . ~ . 

10. : I object to the hearing and being denied my rights to have the corrupt acts of 
1Judge Ke~tand the m6nrime~tal wrongdoi11goftheDtf~ridants and tlierr..attorneys prop~rly . 
considerdr by .1:lus Court; I object to the deriial, ofmy ipotion for rf)COnsider~tion of the corrupt 

acts of Judge 1<.est. 
: . . ··. / . . 11. · I_will file a motion to disquali:fy J.udge Ashton, an,d I will;file an appeal;, These 

are my legal rights. 

3 
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\. .. ·· .. 

12. In 2011, I had two cataract_,~ger,ies. The surgery on both eye~ caused problems, . 
including a hole poked into the retina ,of my)~ft eye by the surgeon. I began ·"seeing things." It 
began with what could best be described as a fireworks sho'3/ "in my eyes" when my eyes were f 

. . . . • ' • ~· 
• 

closed in bed at night'.. Then I sawbig flies. and eve:µ bigger roaches all around my desk. At first; 
they $eemed real. Next came a curtain closing backand forth across my field of vision. It 
started as a shear and ended up a soljd red. 

13. I raced to the eye doctor hf Atlanta, Georgia. The doctors discovered a hole in the 
retina of my left eye. My ;Jeft eye was quickly scheduled for surgery. I was sent home with eye 
patches to cover both eyes, and I was instmcted to do nothing but recline with my head.in a 
slightly-elevated position. Both eyes were done a week apart. The left eye had the retina 
repaired, and both.eves had a "vitrectomy,'' surgery in whic~ the vitr~ous gel-like substance fa 
removed. It is what fpls the middle portion of the ·eye. .I believe my gel was replaced with saline. 

'1 

solution. I used to have floaters, but they we~e re1novdld. The ~trange visio~s went away, but it 
took ~ long time to re~over my reading ey~sight. My Jsion has been 20/20 after the cataract-. 
.replacement lexises were implanted in my O)'es. Ipr a week or sp, niy Jding vision has become 
,-

i I \ I poor. 
,1 · , 

14: In 2016, I was diagnosed with Glaucomtt. It had .been at least two years sin<t~ my· r •• ,• ' ' ••• 
• 

eyes bad been exam,in~, and [ lost so~~ of my pe4phe;ral .vision due to th~ Glaucoma.· ln 2d 18 
and 2019, I had two more eye surgerie~ iµ Leesburg with Dr. Stacia ·Golde~ of Mid-Flor1da Eye . 

. . \ ·. . .. , \) .! :1· . • .... ~ 

Center. 

15. Last Friday, I had the firstCOVID""l9vaccination. 1lhat nigJit. l saw a ghost. Pd 
never seen a ghost before, but I saw a ghC>st'., It was ~ slender brunette, very iµrlmated, talking 
with someone in the Jp.tchen .. I was not asleep or drea:mh1g. I "saw" this while. awake at night. · I 

4 
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snapped a photo, and, i~ is dark and spooky:cl90Ipng, but doesn't show a "ghost." I would attach, 
it, but it's just a dart blur. 

16. The ghost did not return the next night, so I ch~lked it up to perhaps some type of 

reaction from the vaccination. A few days later, the ghost returned. Same woman; same outfit; . 
• ' ·- i' . . ~ . . . . 

same place iri the kitchen. I snapped a photo~ ~ut it doesn'tshow a ghost - just a squiggly green 

neon flash where the :ghost was. I would have bec,ntotally freaked qut from all of this if it 
wasn't for my experience following eye surgery in 2011. 

17. This all sounds pretty crazy, but Google reports that "halh;rcinations" are a side 
effect of CQVID-19 and the COVID-19 vaccine .. There are some bizarre videos on YouTube 
with people telling their COVID hallucination stories. 

Ht I have become concerned thatthe problem may be ,related to the retina in my left 
eye.· My left eye has been cloudy and moderately painful of.late. My vision has become very 
poor out of my left eye; and the imbalance betwee1:,1 my eyes makes me dizzy. Unfortunately, 1 
missed my regular Glaucoma check-ups due to the Pandemic; I'm supposed to be checked1 every i 

' ' 

six months, and it has been a year. I tried on Friday to get an. appointment with the eye doctor I ; \ 
I • \ 

·• 
.. ' ,t 

· . l1 • .. • had used, butshe does not accept the Cigna HMO Medicare Insurance that!I have as of January '·· ' ,, 
··,,, 1," . " 

1, 2021 without a referral from the primary care· doctor; T,hat priml;ll')7 care doctor is new; l have 

never seen him, and I was u1,1a~le to get a ref7Jial without first scheduling a full physical. l 

spoke with a nice lady there this morning, ,and ~h~ isn't sur~ tJ;iey accept my; .insurance. ~he • ~ 
I • 

' ' • • 

·asked me to bring•fue insurance c~d to theitqfficy to check, so Idid. They do accept my I . 
' . . . . 

insurance; but .the first avail~ble appointment i~ 7"1
1

ru-ch 23. . 
19. I called Cigna to see what I cari,. do .. They Were of little or no help. They referred . . 

. . me to Dr. Courtney Bovee, an ophthalmologist I have seen before, a doctorl really respect and 

5 
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like. I called Mid-Florida Eye CentertoJeapi s_f!e is no longer.with them~ and they do not take . ,, .. ,, 
,·, I 

my insurance; The surgeon who operated 6n,.µiyey1/s twice, Dr. Stacia Goldee, is m/Iongerwith 

the firm either, apparently retired. I have calJed and left messages ~th the· office of Dr: Anisha 

Patel, the last eye doctor I have seen. 

20. I have been on hold with Moderna for a halfhour,to report my potential-sid~ 

effectfrolll_ the-C_OVID-19 yaccine. I was:justcutoff•and had to le~ve a message. I'm supposed· 
' ' 

to hear back in 24 hours: 

21. 

22. 

I 
, 

I see Dr. Golub at 10:30 a.Ill. on Tuesday and go to the ~ospital at 11 :00 am. 

I have been approved by. Cigna to go to the Emergency Room, and I wi1l be there 

Tuesday mor.Q.i~g at aboµ~ 11 :00 a.m. My eyes w11I be dilated,
1 
and an ophthalmologist will• ( ' ,. , . 

examine my retinas. The concern is that Ihave a vitreous detachment. ·Overtime, the vitreous 

can shrink and slowJy det~ch from youf retina. Posterior Vitreous Detachment can cause health · I , 

issues and can lead to permanent vision loss. This canfcause a teadn the reti,na or .a hole in the 

eye nerve. th9se ofus who are nearsighted; haye.had cataract surgery (~dI've had four), or · 
i 

who have had Jome kincl of trauma to the eyes are a,t a higher risk for PVD. I am told that this is 
. I 

very ,common ~t ~ge 72, _and I am in a high-~isk catego~. This is not something I can or will 

ignore. 

FURTHER SAITHAFFIANT N01'. 

Sworn under.pe:n~ty of perjury thislstday ,ofFebruaty., 2921, 

· .William M. Windsor 

6 

< ~, 



235

..... VERIFICATION. 

Perso~ally appeared before ine~the oo.cl~rnigned Notary Public duly authorized to. 
. 

. . . 

administer oaths, William M: Windsor, who after being duly sworn depos~s ~d states that he is. 
·. . . . i i ' 

authorized to make this verificati.on and thJt th~facts alleged,in the foregoing are true and 
. correct b~sed upon his personal knowl~dge, ex~ept as to the matters her,ein ~tated to be alleged 

on information and belief, and that as to those matters-he believes th~m to be true. 
1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is tn;ie arid correct based 11pori my 

personal knowledge. 

This 1st day of February, 2021, 
, .,,J~-.. .. a~.,, 

Willia~ M. Windsor 

,I 

• 

Sworn an~su~scribep.b~fore me this 1st day ofF~bruary; 2021, hy me~s of.physical 
presence. 

I . Notary Public · . 

j. 
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· .·rNTHE 

. SUP.RE.ME cou:wr OF THE UNITED STA,TES 

~JL,LiA-A ,.,._, vJfA.Jf?Sqft_ ~PETITIONER 
· (Your Name) . . 

-MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROC-EED IN FORMA PAUPERIS 
. . . . . . . :. . ,µ...A--~A~..s 

. The petiti9n:~ ask!:!· I eave to . ffl_e the. ~ttached petition- for a writ of Qe!l!'"Me!l!IQA: 
without prepaynient·.of costs and- -t~ proceeµ _fn, fo1rrria paupe.ri$. · l44to · 
. . .. • i 
. -:Please check th~ ·appiopriate boxes: . 

' • • • ., I • 

MPetitioner ha~ previou_~ly be.~11-l~anted le~ve to proc~ed in .forma .pauperis in. the fc>ffowing court(s): · · • ,i . . . . · · · . · . · · . · __ .---c.¢'f-4:r1 ~~M-~ e,p.·_ .MP.e+~s- j - • . .• 

.. · ·_·· _ ... ---C~k"7 .. -SvA'/rL~~: ~-
• I 

D Pe.titioner · has . not -previously b,een . granted le.ave to ·pro~ed. in fo'f'!!'ba 
.pauperi8' in any other-court.. · · · 

O Petitioner's affid!lvit. or· declaration in ~µpport of this· motion_ is attached hereto. . : . . .. '\ ,·. 

D P~titi~n~i::~ affidavit o:v· declaration is. n9t :attached be~.ause the . c~urt below 
. app!)iP,t~d coun~el .in the curi·eri! ·proce<:idfug; ~,d: .• . . ' . I . . 

.• . • , ._: ' "{ ! , -l 1 • . ·, ' . ' 
□ The appqintment was made unde:r t:h~ ,following provision of law:,..,.._.---'--'-. . .:· .. · •·· .. •·.. ·. .· ·.,:···.. .·. : .... . . 

I, 
. . I . . . . 

□ a. ~opy ·of.the or,de:r o£·appointment ie appended,:. . 
. . (. . . . ~ ~-. ~ .. 'd.J 

(Signature) 
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AFFIDAVlt OR DECLARATION •. .. . . .. IN- SUPPORT OF MOTION .. FOR: LEJ.\VE ·TO' PROCEED .IN FORMA PAUPE;RtS· 
. 1,1/JfUfM.-#- .vJi/JOS,04amtiie petitioner in the .above-entitled case. I~ s~pport o~ .. ·•·· _my motion to proceed -i1i forrna pauperi~,. ~· state that because of my poverty I am unable to _pay the costs .of·this -case or to ·give security therElfor; and I. believe· I am,.entitled to redress. 

· 1. For both you·. and y9ur ·spouse estimate .the·· averag~ amount of :money received from ea~ of the following. sources during the_, past 12_· ;months. .Adjust any' a.mount that· was received weekly, 'biw.eekly,·.quarterly, semian:Q.ually, or annually to show the monthly rate. Use .gross \ amounts, -that Js; amounts befor,e any: deduetions for taxes -Or otherwise. . . \ . '. ' . ' . . . . 

Income source . , . Average monthly am~unt-d.uring • · 
·. · the. Pi_lSt 1-2· _months. 

Employment 

Self~employment r 

lricome froni real· prop~rty / 
(such as reritaf irioome) 

lnterest.-and d.ividends 

· Gifts : 
I . 

_. · Alimony-
. . . 

·: :child ~4pp<>rt, 

Retirement ($uch ;.as social 
·:security,._ pensions, · · 
annuities, .insurance) 

You 
~ 

Spouse· 

.$ -0 
$' 0 
$ ·o 

• i 

. · Disability· (such as s9dal . . -$···() O· 
.$•-~--,-· s~cu_rity~ insurance· payments) 

Unempl~yment ~aym~ht~. 

Public-assistance· 
· (such_ as welfare) 

.. 
· Other (specify):•-.·-----,-

.. ·. . Total .month~y Income: 

$ .·. :'22 _· 
:.$,_ ·O.· 

$ 
O.; 

\ 

:$, (fJ1 .. I 

~'-0 
·o· 

$-~--

$ -·o· 
. . . 

~-:0 ,...Joli...C@ ~'--~~--- '·2i '.%Al-\:.~ 
'l___ ::,. ')• 

Amount expected 
next month 

.Spouse~ ::):t~l You· 

0 0 $ $ 

$ 0 $ D 
$ 0 .$ 0 

1) 0 •, 

$ $-

0 ··O $ $· 
. . 

$ () $ , .. ·o 
~ o· ',.$, O:_._:;:.··. " •' 

I 

$ ~ ~~8 $ 0 

D Q. 
$_..;..·_.__ __ 

$ ·0,. $ .... ·():·: ... ::·:·: 

$--'--1) _____ ·_ . :·.·:·o>:: ·_· 
$ 
... 
. . 

. ·'·•·•:· .. ;. ...... .. o-· ... ·o··· 
$ .. 

$ Ji 

· ..... 
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2. ·:List you:r.e.mploynient history:fof:the:past't'w:o y~ars~··most i,ecent :first: .(Gross ·mo~thiy pay •. is before ta,xes or 0th.er deductions.} , •· · · •.· .·.··· · · . 

Employer 

rt/1 
Addr~ss ~,* < #/l'r' ··~ 

.,,,. ?": . 

Dates of 
e~[,±nt· 
·.;e./.+·: 

. Gross .monthly .pay 

:·-~~-.. ·.__.,,..: ___;_ 

. $=. ==·=o:. •. : .. ==== 
8. List your .spouse's e1n;ployment··h~stofy for th,e :past ·two. years, most recent employer :first.· (Gross-monthly pay is before taxesJ>,r ·gther.¢led1:1etions.) ., · ... 

. . 

Emplo er· · · 
No . ·e ·oates Qf 

· Emplo ment 
Gross monthly pay·. 
$ . ·o 
$ >o 

... · . ·. . . t>'~' .· . ·... . .$ "'. 0 . .. 
4. How :µ.iuch cash: do you aaad lE~r.r. Sf!OiiiN J1ave? $. a a. . . . . . . . . Below, state any money' yo~ ~vr ~:t:st> have in bank ·accounts or in any other. fi11.ancial institution.- · ·. · -W""-,,,. ·· ·. ' . · .. 

. ' 
Type of account ($.g,, c!lecking or savings) Am~~~llave · 
t_iidA6:_. _...· -.__,.~....;..:--•-~-,-: _•_· · __ · _ _,_·. ___._· -...--·. !'~>. . 

:. 

· 5. · List the assets, and their values, wliich you .own or your. spouse o-yvns. Do not 1ist clothing and ordinary household furnishings. · · . . , 
~Home . · . i. · . . ·. \· . , □ Other real estate . 
. Value bO QOo · I · · V~l:ue :0 : .. . ,. · .. 

-S.\)l7 ~:;:rz:~~c~!1oa~~{c~~ . _D:~::~~!t~c; !~ci~l --~O~i(5':::· .. ·:.··: , : . • . : . I . . . " , .. ' . ' ... ' ...... •· . ... : . Value • ,,. OO(f.: · · · · .. , . · · Valµ~ · · _Q . · 
, I . , 

; :· □·Other. assets . . · .Deseription_-'-· __ _:._;.:._ _ _:.::_;__-::.:. ___ ~ _ __:_ _ ___. ___ --,-'-__ ~ 
Value .{) 1:· I ..• · 

I . .J •• 
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~ 6, State· every: person, J:>.usi_ness{ 01:' o~ganizatfon owing you . t1,1 yow. 9.PJbsc. _ mone~ and the·· - amount owed.'.· · - ·- · / . . · . ·. · ·, ·· · · .- · · .· : 
Person· ~wing iou or Amount owed .to you.' ' Amount owed to Y<>Ur s~ouse ' .· you_r spous.e money .. 

A)()JJfe· ' 
·$--,-~t)'----,--. -~O~Ct. $ ·,(J $·· 0 . µtJ;Ue. . . $ -. , rJ - . . $--__ -=--o-_. -

,· . ·-.·~--7. State. the persons. who rely on you 8!:I yeun spCMiij@ for support. For mino:r children, list initials inste~ of names (e.g. "J.$.'!ini:lt~ad of "John Smith;'). · 
"-Nam':.--- · ~!riship Aiie 

,r /J<JN\t!. ~J.' • ; N/k 
,&()iu_~ . · . .&-jA:_ qA· _-. ·.u OLI (! · :.,v} A: .A.ii].,(- .··.·• 

· 8. Estimate:the;·av:erage monthly expe:hses of you and yom· f'a~ily. S~ow separately the ~omits- ~::i~i~ . . paid );>y ye>ur· _spouse~ Adjus_t :any payments: that are m~cle .weekly, biwe~kly,: qu,artei·ly,: or · annually to show the monthly rate. · · · 

Rent or home-mortgage payment 
(in.elude lp~: :rented for -mobile home) . .. , .. 

. A:re. i:eal.J.atate' taxes included?- ' ;"'Yes·,·- Qj!o.. . .. Is property insurance mcluded1 0 Yes•· 9(-l'TO- _ ' . '' ' ..• I .. ·._.. ' 'II , .. ' ' . . . ', .· .. / ' '' ' . 
Utilities (el~ctriclty,- he~ting ~el;· 
water,; sewer, ~d--.t~lephone) : . 

Home ni~tena~ce.-(repairs and upkeep). 

Food 

Clothi:tJ.g · 

· You - ~--
·• : ...... "'- . ~ . ,:so .. ·$. ___ _ 
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.... -

• I. 

.You· 

. Transpo~tati9n (not includin;g mQtor ~ehiel~ payments) $. -f0O_-
Recreation, eliter~~~~ent, newsp~p~rs, -~aga?..ines,. etc. · _$. __ <o=---. . ~ : . 

Insur~l).Ce (-po~· de_~ucte4-fyom. wag_es or inclu(ied ·•in mortgage payments) 
. Homeo~er's · or:r.enter's/ $ 0 . ' . 

Life· 
$ o. 

Health·. 
$ .'O 

Motor Vehicle. $ . .JoO 
Other: $ .o ( . 

\ 
Taxes (not deduct~d from wages or in~luded ~- rn,.o:rtgage payments) . . ·. . . . . . ' . 

(~pecify): ----------'-- .$ 0 
I:nstaJI:ip~nt payments 

. _, I .. 

. . ; : '. · MoMr Ve1· cle 

· .. Credit car . .(s; . 
... . '· . 1 · : 

. . i .' Pepart~ent ··store(s) 
. , . I • . • 

Alimony, :rnaintenan~e, and support· paid to- others .' ·,• . . 

Total moiitlily.· ~xp-enses: 

~rl~ .. $_-71) .. ~ . 
~-~4-\~~f).A-lt . :~#J.O•_: _.,lei..,• I· ~•A • .·ltf!d!,·. ~C,,. -JJ 1U)c,·. ~I~ -~::~ ~ ~--' : - -, . T. . .. . . -' '.. . . . 

.. ··,. 

·$ -·3$.0 
·. $~!-12!~ 
-~-~~~

_.$-. _O· _: 
$._· _·_0--'--. -

-$._· ~0-

o·-. · l· 
. 

$ O·. 
$ o· 
$ o-. 
$. D 
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9. · J?o !.?~ (.)xpee~ .any ma~~r ·chahgeefto your monthly income or expenses or in your assets. or liab1bt1~i:J durmg the. next 12 m«;mths? · · · --
. ' If yes, d~cribe on an attached sheet. 

10. Have you paid_, hr will you be p'ying ...,_an attorney any money for services in connection -_ with this ca!3e1 inelud~ng the com»letion of this form? . □ Yes ~No · - , . If ye~, how m:uc~? -· _ _,,Q __ · _-_,_,_-'--..;._--
If yes, state the attorney's name, address, and telephone number: . . . /'I[~ . 

11. !Jave you paid:.:...or will you be pa.ying-:---3,nyone other than_ an attorney (such as aparaleg~l or . . a -typist) -any ;money for ·services in connection _with this case, including. the contpletion .of this · 
form?· · - · ·· · 

D Yes -. _¥'No· 
If yes, how mu.eh? ___ ___;O;::;._ . ...;..' -,...,-'--'--"'---

If yes, -state the person's- _name, address, and telephone number: . 
. I #/.f 
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· .. Pei:sonally·appeared 1'e:thre me. the Ul.1-~rsigned Notary Public duly authorized to 
-~ster. o~ths~ Willi~ M. Windsor, whc(a.ftetbeing duly sworn deposes ~d states that;l1e ~s 
. . . 

'' ,_ . . 

. . . 
.• \ authorized to-~aj(~ this verifi,cation andJh~t th~.;facts ~lleg~d in the foregoing are true anq . 

. correct base4 upon his personalknowledge, except,as to the matters herein stated to be alleged· 
. . . . : ' . . 

-·· . . . on in;fonnation and ~lief; ~d that as to those matt~rs he believes them to be true. 
. . . 

; ' . 
' . 

I declare un,der penalty -of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct based 'upon my 
-perso~ knowledge. .. 

This 51:Jl day of January, 2021, 

I tp!M.-:t{lµc; I).? 
I. Williairt M.-Winds()r I I . ' . ·, ,, 

. Sworn and subscribed before me this 5th clay of January, 2021~ by means 'of physical 
presence. 

. \ 
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INTIIECIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 

FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

Case number: 2018-CA-010270-O 
DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR 
AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES 
AND COSTS PURSUANT TO 
OMNIBUS ORDER ON 
MULTIPLE MOTIONS 

COURT MINUTES 

COURT OPENED 11:03 AM on 2nd day ofFebrua:ry, 2021 in Hearing Room 1100.01 
This case came on this day for Motion 
Honorable Ashton, Jeffrey L, presiding 

William Windsor 

Petitioner I Plaintiff 
vs . . ': 
Robert Keith Longest; Boi~e Cascade Building MaterialsTisibutioh Lie 

Respondent / Def et;idant · · I ' 

1. !', ! I 
I . ,, 

Parties Present: I, 
\ 

'I 

ASTRIN, SCOTr'IL,
1

! 
I ''I 

Esquire ' 1

1 

• 
1

1 

WYNNE, DA vm 'j 

IRWIN, JR, Esquire 

- Court reporter: n/ a 

Court ~eputy: Y. Y I).Oa 
i I I 

' 

Attorney 

Attorney·· 

Hearing held via: Micr~soft Teams. 
:11 I I 
1,, I I 

The ~lain:tiff failed to appear. 

j 

'I 

: I 
'' , I 

Court's Ruling: The Court finds the fee of $2500 to be reasonable and grants Defendants' 
Motion for Award of Attorney's Feesand Costs Pursuant to the Omnibus Order on 
Multiple Motions filed November 24, 202Q. The Court orders the Plaintiff to pay within 
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60 days from entry of the order by certified check or money order. Violation of this order 
may result in additional sanctions. Counsel shall prepare an order. 

COURT RECESSED at 11: 18 AM on this the 2nd day of February, 2021, subject to call. 
Filed in Open Court on 02/02/2021 · 
Deputy Clerk in Attendance: s/Lajuan R. 
Office of Tiffany M. Russell, Orange County Clerk of the Circuit and County Courts 
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' : I 

Filing# 120648535 E-Filed 02/02/202111:03:51 AM 
1 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
' 

IN AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

WILLIAM WINDSOR 

Petitioner, CASE NUMBER.: 2018 CA 10270 
I 

vs. DIV 45 

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST et 
al. 

Respondent. 
_______ ___;_ _______ _!! 

ORDER DENYING PETITIONER'S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE 

This matter comes before the Court on the Petitioner's Verified Motion/ Affidavit to 

Disqualify Judge and Incorporated Memorandum of Law. The Court finds that the Motion is 

legally insufficient as to following issues: 

1) Adver~e rulings do not support a re/lsonable fear of personal bias. Rivera v. State, 

717 Sq. 2d 4 77 (Fla. 1998). 

2) Claims that the Court has fanned fixed opinions on an issue before it do not support a 

reasonable fear of personal bias Rivera v. State, 71.7 So. 2d 477 (Fla. 1998). 

THEREFORE, were this the first Motion to Disqualify filed in the case the Court would 

deny it as legally insufficient. In that this is a successive Motion to Disqualify, (Verified Motion 

for Disqualification of Trial Judge, Ndge Munyon having previously granted Plaintiffs Motion 
1· · ' i · , • 

to Disqualify), this Court makes the following ru1ings: 
: 1, ·1 

) h · b1 f: . d . . 1 . 1 h'' . All . . . d 1· a T at 1t can 
1
e air an 1mpart1a rp. t f' matter. op1mons expresse. or ru mgs 

made have been based upon review of the files of this case and arc not based upon . 

any personal bias agair1st the Petitioner. 

Page 1 of2 
201 0-DR-008280-O 
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THEREFORE, the Court rules that is does stand fair and impartial between the parties 
and shall proceed to preside as Judge in the matter pending before this court. 

DONE AND ORDERED at Orlando, O.range County, Florida on this 2nd day of 
February, 2021. 

. J effre)f : Ashton 
Circuit Court Judge 

A true and correct copy was delivered to the below parties via ePortal on this this 2nd day , . 

of February, 2021. 

Page 2 of2 
201 0-DR-008280-O 
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I , 

Filing# 120882942 E-Filed 02/05/2021 09:59:02 AM 

IN AND FOR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR 

ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

WILLIAM WINDSOR 
Plaintiff, 

vs. Case No.: 2018-CA-010270-O 

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, 

And BOISE CASCADE BUILDING 
MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION, L.L.C, a 
Foreign Limited Liability Company, 

Defendants. , _____________ / 
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND 

COSTS PURSUANT TO OMNIBUS ORDER ON MULTIPLE MOTIONS 

THIS CAUSE having come before the Court on Defendants' Motion for Attorney's Fees and 

Costs Pursuant to the Omnibus Order on Multiple Motions, and the Court having conducted a 

hearing on February 2, 2021, and being otherwise fully advised in the premises, after consideration 

of oral argument and review of evidence, it is here by ORDERD and ADmDGED said Motion is 

GRANTED as follows: 

Hundre:::::;::::d::;s and cOstls in the amount of $2,500.00 (Two Thousand Five 

Pllintiff, William Windsor, shall obtai a Certified Check or Money Order, made payable to 

National Union Fire Insurance Company of Pittsburg, PA, to be mailep to the Law Office of Scott L. 

Astrin, 100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605,Tarhpa, FL~3602, withinsixty(60)days from entry of this 

Order. Failure to comply could result in ad<l,itional sanf tions with the Court reserving jurisdiction to 

consider them. 

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers at the Orange County Courthouse, Orlando, Florida 

this ~ day of Febrnary, 2021. 
I 

'1 . Ashton 
CIRCUIT JUDGE 
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Copies furnished to: 

\ 

A copy of the foregoing has bee~ electrpniGa11y:(iled,with}pe Clerk of Courts by using the Florida 
Court E-Filing Portal. 
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Filing# 121358829 E-Filed02/14/2021 02:13:45 PM 

). 
• . C · •.. 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
. NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCuiT, IN AND 

FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA·. 
, • . I • 

WILlIAlvt WINDSOR, 

Plaintiff 
. . '· 

CASE N0.2018~CA~Ol0270-0 .. 

vs. 

ROBERt KEITH LONGEST, an individual) and 130ISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS 

DISTRIBTJTION; LL.C., a Foreign Limited Liability Company, . . . . . 

Defendants. 

. j 

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION . 

. OF FEBRUARY 4, 2021 ORDER OF JUDGE JEFFREY L ASHTON 

. . 
. . . 

COMES NOW William M. Windsor ("Windsor~' or "Plahitiff'); arid files ~this Motion: for:: 

. I . . . . / .. I . 

Reco.nsideration· ofFeb~4,_ 2021' Orderiof Judg'e Jeffrey L .. Ashton and _shows the_ Clburt ~S. 

follows: . · . · · •· •. / · ·· .. 
! .J . 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND i .. . . .· 

'·· 

1.. ·• . On May 5, 2017, Win<!sor 'Y"S hlj ran 18-wheelerat 70bmiles-per-hour. His~ ; . 
. . . . ·; '·, ':-1 '\ ·. ! • • • • • 

was totaled, and he was disabl~d-_· Windsoir/suffered fo~ herniat~ddiscsinhis.bapk, :five .·· ' 

· . . . · · · ' . .· Ir· · · ·. i · : . . . . •. · .. 

herniateg di~cs in hf neck, aJ?-d an all~ge41Y inqBerable abdomin~ injury_~-. Diastas1s Rectt .· .. · .... · 
_,· • • • ·: I 

• ··_.,. I'. . ·: ·: • • . • 

. 'Windsor-is in constant pajn. ' He can barely walk; He ha~-falleri Many timesi He \1S~S a cane; He 
. .· . /. .' ,. : ·- -. .· .. ' 

Cl),ll bare,ly sleep and never more than.a fo~ llollts.at a tiine. Whidso~~s only hope for some relief ... 
. ' .. . ,.. ' . .. . ' . . ·. . 

will come :fr<~m this lawsuit as his personal insurance coverage ran.out long ago .. Winds.or's ·. : : . 
. . '. ' '' ., .. -! . . 

. I 

.. quality of life was rpmed by tne Defendants. 

• I 

1 

/ 
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2. This case ~as instituted in the Ninth Judicial Circ~it in Orange County, Florida on · 
. ··::t:.\i••: .. 

· Septem~r 20,2018. It was filed by Dan Newlin & Partn~r~ ('~Newlin"): [ APPENDIX 1 :] 1 The 
. .. 

case was· assigned to Judge Lisa T. Munyon. 

· 3. · · Plaintiff's Request for Admissions to Boise Cascade was filed on 9/20/2018. 
: . . .. ' ' . . . 

[APP¥NDIX 2.] Plaintiffs Request for Adniissions to Longest was fil.ed on 9/20/2018: 

[APPEND~ 3_-] Ph\intiffs Interrogatories to Boise Cascade w~ filed on 9/20(2018. 

[APPENDIX 4.] Plaintiffs Interrogato~ies to Longest ~as fiied,.on 9/20/20ls.[APPENDIX 5!] 
. ' 

.. , ) ·. ·. . ' . . . 

Plaintiff's Request to Produ~e to Boise Cascade was filed on 9/20/201 s·~ [ APP~NDIX 6.]. 

Plaintiffs Request to Produce to Longest was fileci op. 9/20/20t8. [APPENDIX7.] 
' . \ . 

4. · The DEFENDANTS filed their Answerto Plain~if:fs:Origi~ Complainton 

10/10/2018. [APPENDIX 8.] 

5. On A~ 29, 2019, Newlin filed Plaintiffs Request for Copies'. [APPENDIX 9.] . 
i . . . . . . . • . 

. ' , I • ; • • 

: · I i 

These docpments ~ve 1i1ever been prodvced. · , '- . 
I ,: :_,-., , ·1' ,' , . . . 

. . . ~ ! . . ( : I • 

· .. ·. , .· · ·. · ·?•' . On Mai f 6, 20\9~·P,av~d L Wypne ('~'Yynne'? became~~ attomeyfort~e 

D.efendant·
1

·• s:. [ APPEN/jD/f 1011 On ~ch l?i~~-9_. ·:.Newlin w.a~ tenninat~d by :W.indsor.:, , . _· . . 

. . . . . I I· . I . . . . I . . ... ! •.. • • 

[~PENI?IX) l.l JW~! tas because "Jhldsor::w.r: completely unhappy '1P1 their work Fd lack of 

i ! ·•· 

work. · I · I · ·· , · 

. . r , r . , · I , . . . -

7. i: . Windsor 1,egan.represeh.ting hitns~lf pro se. • He is not ari. attorney, but he has . · 

, ·!,'.• _' ·1. I • ,: J· ·. ·,' 1·· i
1

• !•· ·. · · 
I, • I i : I I i I • I I • 

independently stu<:ii_··ec1 lai and has re~sent(id:hlm_ self in various actioris-for over 20 years; . 

. ;_·· . . _i 1 · ' ! ; . . . / 1 ,, Ii .• 1 .. , I I . . . . . II . 
. 

• • I' :· I j i 1·1 ,, I . 
. 

including ~~veral petitioris to the.Unitecl Statesr ~ikpteme Court. 
1 

: . I . . 'Iii, I • . 11 . ii1_··.y1, I I I ·· 1 I •• 

-· . . 1
1 . .- ], , i1 .l \! 1 . , 

I 11 :II;, 1;;11 I . \ 
i' .I I, i! i .. ,] i 

! : :1 i1 : i 
: I ·I !I; i i , 

1,Exhibits ·uotedas APPENDIX are in the ,s\.pp~ndix to th.e P~tition for Writ.-of Prohibition: 

2 
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8. When Windsor obtained the files from Newiin~ he discovered that Newlin had done · 
' • 1: I a\, }> ',i <.·/i~/~~?i~'< • \ • • 

a horrendous job. He ·began work on problems with motio!lS tq compel iriterro~atories, compel .. 

productio~ and ()bjectioµs to adnn.ssions: . 

9. · Plaintiff's Motion to' Cqmpe,l incomplete;Ans.wer to Jntert?gatory was filed ol) . 

6/3/2020. [APPENDIX 12.] 

( 10. Plaintiffs Motion.to Compel Production of Purported Privileged Do~uments 

was filed:on 6/~/2020. [APPENDIX 13.] 

11. . Plaintiff's Objections to Robyrt Keith Longest' s Answers to ·Interrogatories ~d· a 

Motion for Sanctions. against Defendant Robert Keith Longesf("Longest''),was filed 6/24/2020. 

[APP;ENI)IX 14.] 

12. Plaintiffs Objections to Boise Cascade's Answers to Int~:rrogatories: signed by 
. ' . ! . . . . .. . 

Ivan War Laster<"'1drotion for f 'P'ctions ~~r~ 'oise Cascade ("Bo~ 

Cascade'? was fjl"t1 ~~/20/W. lAF~E/'ffilX p,] I . / i .. -· . · · · I 
. 

'' ! 

_- _· _ 13. , . Plaintiff:nfotior to °.~ t Su\ficie!lcy of the Answers f<J Req\Jests for 

· Admissions to Defendant RI: ~bett KeithLong~.st !(';Longest') was filed 6/24/202(); [APJ>END1' IX 

I . :, ' 
··1.i i 

16 .. ] · I ·: ,I, . · ,:'. 
' ... ~: ' 

. ' 

14.
1 

• Plaintiffs MotiontoDetermihe the Sufficiency o~the.An.sw.ersto Requests for · 
I . • .•• . . • .: • '. . ]· ! -·I: . . . . ., --. . ·. . 

I . . ! ' 

Admissions to Boise Cascade wa~ filed 6/24{2020. [APPpNDIX} 7.] 
' I ' 

• 1· 

15. Plaintiffs~ Motion£!(' SfID~1ons agairtstj Longest was filed on 7/1/2(JJ.O: . 

. [APP~NDIX 18.] . .., . : ' . 1 : . ' I . . . .: ' ' . ' . ; . · .. 

1.6. Plaintiffs knended M~tion ! or8anciions againsi Boise C~cad~ was; filed.:on . 
. . . .. . 111 .•. , I . . . . . , , .. 

7/1/2020. [APPENDIX 19.]. 
1 I 

3. 
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· 17. .The DEFENDANTS responded 1Jy filing ·one of the most frivolo~s m~tionsjn the 

history of Florida civil courts -~ Defendants• Einergen~ Motion Requesting the Court Determine· · . 
. ..· ; .·· . . )' .:. ,_:,: ·:·::.-_:\,:; '.:: ; t•.:L:;f, . . .- . . ' ·_____ . ' .. 

if Plaintiff William Windsor is MentalIY t'8iii.p6t~Atti:>ltbifes·ent Himself vyas filed 7/'20/2020. ·. 

[APPENDIX 20:] 

. 
. : . 

18. -Plaintiffs Motion to Cancel August 4,. 2020 Hearing and Motion to Strike wa,s 

filed 7/27/2020. [APPENDIX 21.] 
. 

. 
19. Plaintiffs Motion to _Cancel September 29, 2020 Hearing and Motion for· 

. Sanctions·was filed 7/27/2020. [APPEJ'IDIX 22.] 

20. • . Plaintiffs Motion to Strike Confidential Information and Motion for Sanctions 

was filed 8/412020. [APPENDIX 23.] -It was ignored by Judg~ LisaT. _Munyon ~dJudge Johtl 

Marshall Kest. 

2L . Plain~i; Moti~n to Find Boise Cascade in Co:11tempt pursti~tto FJoridaRules 

. . I . . 
. . 

, of Civil rrocedure.<"~f c~p ~~(e 1.380 w~s r lef ~~ 8/4/2020; [APPENDIX24;] _. ,_ . 

. 2,Z. . Plamt1ff's Motion to Compel J?epG>Sitlons was filed on 8/4/2020. [AJ?,PENDIX 

'. . . I I . . . . .. . . 

. I 

. 25.J 'l' .·_ -·• . . . I . II ' . . . . ' : J . . . . . . .- . . . . . . 

· 23. ·-_Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Defendant Bois(;! Cascade to Produce Documents · 

i . . I ... I ' _; .. I . . . . . 'I . ' . 
• • 

I • • ' 
l 

. pursuant to FRCP Rule 1.380 was filed on 8/4/2020. {APPENDIX26.] _ _ i1 

'.2~. - . Plai~tiff's Mqtion to Compel I)e
1

f~nd~t Longestto Produce DocumeJts-plttsuant 

· . ! - _ -_ ·. - . · · - I - i I . . - . · - . _ · - - . · , 

to ~RCP);Rufe 1.380 was filed on f 4/2020. [A)~ENDIX 27.] _. · · __ • . __ -_ _ _ 

. · · .1~s. ! Plaintiffs Motion tb Comp(lll SUil?P_.•oena for1Docµments frorp.Dr. Stepien.Goll, 

.. ' . II . . .. ;! I' ·!· :•· . . . . . . · 1 

: ·. . ! :: i'! 'j:, . ' ,· . I 

pursuan,
1

to FR9P,includingRule 1.351 was)fi~ef 8/4/2020. ~APPENDIX28'.] . · [ _ 

26. Defendants'· ComprehenSivd1kqtion for Protective Or4er on All Discov~ 

Pending D.etennination of Competency anJ Di~missal was filed 8/4/2010. [APPENDIX 29.] •· --·' 

4 
f 
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There was no legal l:>asis whatsoever for the motion to dismiss.,. The Defendants filed it.to 

defame Windsor with the Court and to make· sure Judge John, Marshall Kest was aware that .··. 

i 

Windsor had been a leading activist on Jµdicial co:t,TUption. This established extrajudicial bias 
. . . . . . . . 

. ' 

against Windsor, someone who would fight dishonest and corrupt judges.until the cows come 
• • • . I• > • • 

home. 

27. Plaintiff's· Amended Response, to Motio1 for Prot~ctive brder and Motion to 

·· Strike was filed ori 8/11/2020. [APPENDIX 30.] 

28. Plaintiff's Request for Findings of Fact and Conclusions of _Law on Order 

Granting Prot~tive Order was. filed on 8/19/2020. [APPENDIX 31.] 
. - . 

29. The Norce of Appear~ce of Scott Astrin was fil~d on 8/19/2020._[APPENDIX 
{ ~ . '. ' . . 

32.] 
I 

30. Plaintiff's Request for Findings of Fact and Cotlclusions of Law on Order 
· I · · I · · · 

Denying Mption to Exceed 30 Interrogatori~s and 30 Requests/for Admissions was fil¢d on 
, . . I . : . 

8/22/2020. [APPENDIX 33.] •. I ' 
! 

· 31. 
1 

. Plaintiff's Request for Findings of Fact and Ootclusions pf Law on Order, , 

. -D~nying Plaintiff's Motion to Strike DJendants' E111erge~cy Motion Re4uestirig the Cow-t ... 
, I ··· ··· · · i ·. I . · 

Determine if Pro Se Plaintiff William Windsor is Competent to Represent ,llimselfwas filed on 
... • . 1, ' i i •• J. . ' • , ' • i 

8/22/2020. [ 1 PENDIX 34.] . .· . . , . . . 

32. Plaintiff's MJion for Reconsideration of Order on Motion for Sanctions Against 

· Defend~t Rd ~rt.Jeith J~Jgest for Fraud on tJe. ~ouh ~as filed Jn 8/23/2020·. [APPENDIX . 
·1 ' . I i' ·. i ; I . I . ' 1 i .... I . . I; ; . . I .I . 

' 
1 i · I . 

3S.] 1 I / 
' . 

3 3. . Plaintiff? s Motion for Reconsideration ~f Order dn Motion for Sanctions; against 
. . 

Defendru,.it Hoise Cascade for Fraud on the Court was filed on 8/24/2020. [APPENDIX ~.6.] 

5 
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34; . Plaintiffs Verified Response to Motion to Dismiss · Motion to Strike and Motion 
. • . f ' ,. , \ ' 

.;·:--'.::::1'.t: 

for·Sanctions was filed on 8/25/2020. [Al'PENDIX 37.] 

35. · Plaintiffs Response to Motion for Competency, Motion to Strike, and :tyi:otion for . 

Sanctions w~ filed on 8/25/2020; [APPENDIX 38.] 

36. On August 2~.' 2020, Windsor filed a Motion to Disqualify Judge Lfaa T. Munyon.· .. 
. ,: ·; ' ~ , . . . . . . 

rhe Order.Granting Windsor's Motion to Disqualify J~ge LisaT. M~yon was filed on 
. . . . . .·. .. . . .,··.' . 

8/25/2020.[APPENDIX 39.] 

37. . On August 25, 2020, Judg~ Jolµl Marshall Kest (" Judge Kest") was riamed to . '-· 
' . . . ' . . . 

replace Judge Lisa T. Munyon. 
. . 

38. Plaintiff sent a letter to Judge John Marshall Kest.on. 8/2572020 requesting i 8 
. 

. . .· 

. . . . 
. 

motions tp be set for hearing: [APPENPIX 40.] Plaintiff's Third Amended Motion forteave to . 
. ' . . . ,' . . .. ·- . 

file an Amended Complaµ}twasth~ only motion setfor ahearing., 
, i I . 

39. Plaintiff'siMoti~n for Sanctions to $trike the Answer of Robert Keith Longest for· 
. · ... ;. . . I. . J : . : . . · . 

. Fraud rjn the Court; .Motion fot'Sanctions. for Violations of the Rules; ·and Motion for 
~ . I . .. I 1 • 

• • • 

E;identiary Heating was filed on 8/29i2()20. { APPENDIX 41.]. 

·40. Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions to Strike the An~wer of Boise· Cascade for Fraud 

on the Court· Motion for Sanctions for Vi.olations of the Rules; and Motion for Evidentiary. 
. ·' . . / : . . . '• 

Hearing was filed on 8/29/2020. [APPENDIX 42'.] 

· 41. · .J?laintiff sent ~ letter to Judge Jopn JvI shaU Kest requestin~ two motions for 

:fraud on the court to be set/for e~dentiary h~ai-i~gs; his wb sent on ·s/Z9/2020. [APPENDIX .. 
. . ··. ·. . ' 111 . . . ·. . .. . . . . ' . . 

43.] ·Neither
1

was s~tfor.:hf.;1ng: .. 

6. 
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42. - - Judge John Marshall Kes~ i~s~~d Elli "~rd~~ ~equiring Compliance by Attom~~s . 
. ,'.;/:•• , .. ,, ·.':\-0:})?'\\}\-:f../''. l;,/•!,,/.;·.,,•j:C··_:,.-~:;,.•,':. . . 

and PRO SE Litigants wjth Procedures_ and Adntinlsirati:ve Orders on,Sept~rilber 1,-202(); 

', 

fAPPENDIX:44.] This Order states: 

"1ttop:ieys·ar1Ci pro.Se litigants re reminded that all atto~eys andp~o-si's m:ust,.comply -

· with, and follo~,.the Administrative procedures, Administrative. orders, Uniform• _____ -

Administra~ve Policies an4 Procedures of the Courts hi the Ninth:JudicialCircuit,: as well 

as the Guidelines of ea~h in<lividual judge before whom ,a party. will- appear. -
~- . . . . . . 

"For example; Administrative Order 2012-03 requires that a mand;:itory meet arid :confer -

be unde.rtake11 before a_heaHng or motion is. scheduled. -It is the responsibility o(the .. : . -

party scheduling the hearing to arrange the cp:p.ference. Failure to "ni.eet.and·confe~'; __ 

on each motion will result in a hearing being cancelled if.it was scheduled and/or -_ 

sanctions may be imposed." [emphasis added:] 

43. - Admirµstrative Order 2012-.03 states:_ 

"A mandatory meet arid confer p;ocess is hereby e~tablished, ~s set forth below. for all 

motions to be.set for hearing in {'1e cir#.uit_ civil division and to· occur before ·schedtiliilg 

_ the hearing except for the following tnptions: injtll}ctive reli~f without notice; judgment -

on the pleadings; ~unimary judgment; -br to. pennit :maintbnance of a class action. -

. - ; - , JI ·, , -, . : -. . •-- . 
"Counsel-with-full;authortty to resolv~ tp.~ matter shall confer before_ scheduling_ the __ 

' hearing bn the motion to atteiµptto resc,lve or othel)Vis.e:IlaITOW the issu~~-:ptls~d. in the 

· motion,.and·includy.a Ce~ifidate o~C6mpl~,m~e (attach~?J1ereto as-_"E~bit-f'") that~e • 

· •conference has occurred_ m ~e Notice ofI:I~anng filedl rw1th the qourt It shall be the -

' • resporis_iThility· of coutis~l who' sched~e~ the b~aring to kil:rM;ge:_the ROnfet~nce.' . ' : -_- -_' 

. · • "Tu.term ~.oaf et" requires ~ .J.18lliiw converiatioll mp;nOn or by teL,j,hOne in . 

' a good faith effort to resolve the motion lVi~hout 'the nee':1 to sclledule a hearing, f.Uld 

- does not envisjonJ an exchange. of ultfuuttrims by fa~, e~mail or le~r. Counsel who _ _ 

--- merely attemp('to comer have not c_onferre,d for purposesofthisOrder.-[einphasis· 

_ added.] - - - I -- -
"Counsel must respond promptly _to inquiri(?s and communications from opposing counsel 

who notices _the_hearing and is attempting~ f;l~hedule the conference. If counsel who 

nciti~es the hearing:is unable to reach ORPO$lllk counsel to cbnduct the cd:nference after 

thre~ (3} good faith- attempts, counsel wJio *otices t}:ie. hearikg nuis.t ideri#fy m·the .. ·_ -

-_ C¢rthicate bf Compliance the ~r· e~ and_l ii~_:es.·1 ofthe effort_ s mad_e 1to contact opposing_ / -

counsel. _ ': - - · _ • _ _ ___ · : 'I ' _,,. · · · _... -f · : · 

' I ' ' ' --· .I !', ,,_ ' I ' 

__ "Counsel shall inclµde in ~he Notice _ofHe.~ng th~ Certificate of Complianc,e·certifying 

_. -that the meet and confer occurred ( or ¢lid nof 09cur and setting out the good faith 1:tttempts -__ 
. '~ .. . . . . . : . .. ' . . . . . . . - . . . . . 

7 
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to schedule the conference) and identifying the-date of the conference; the names ofthe 
·particip~ting attorneys, and the. specific results obt~ined. .\ · · · · · 

,'\\'!.;:-·;~•••.',,'.·•_; ~ .i.'-~ ;,.", ,-,,:. _:, ,., .· ;;i't;. . ., ;, . j. ,i•'f->_; 

"Counsel who notices the hearing shall ensure that the· colJ]t and the court' sjudicia_l 
assistant are aware of any nairowing.ofthe issues or other resolution as a result of the 
conference." · · · · · · · · ' ·· · · · · · 

44. · The Ninth Circuit doesn't even address the lowly pro se parties, but they_ have· . 
' ' . 

. . . . 

done ~ brilliant job of showing Jµdge John Mai;8:hall. Kest to be dishonest. Judge Jbhn Marshall · · · 

Kest lied about the orders. 
. . . . 

45. An Order Denying Windsor's Motion ±:or Sanctions to S~ke the-Answers-of'. 
, . . . . . 

Longest and Boise Cascade for Fraud on the,Court; Motion for Sanctions for Violati<;ms of the 
' ' . 

Rules; and Motion for Evidentiary He~ing was filed on 9/2/2020. [APPENDIX 45.] 

46. 
i ' ' . 

On 9/2/2020, Windsor :filed aJviotion for Reconsideration of tp.e Order .dated 

9/2/2020.[APfENDIX46.] 
' i ' 

Judg~ Joln1
1

Marshall Kest h¥ hits first li;e iriteraction with Windsor at a Case · 
· , · ; · · - : ' . : ,. . · . 1 ·---. 

ManaiemeptConfetence on 9/21./202(). _ _ _ ! ' 

47. 

· 48. ! ''/:On 9~21/2020, David :Wynne;filed a documbnt titled "Defendants' Il~sponsbto/ · 
! , , , i , . ' I . . . . ; i , •. 

PRO SE Plbintiffs Motions for Reconsideration." [APPENDIX 47.] .. 
. ',' . ' 'i : . ' ' _· ·.. . '' ' ',· ·._. i ,' . i ': ' ' . ' . ' ' 

49; I Win~or crune to the tealizationlon 9/21/2020 _that Judge John Marshall Kest was 
• •, • 1' . \ 'I •. • ;1 • : 1• '! •• • • 

prejudiced and biased. Win~sor sent a letter to Judge John Marshall Kest advising that he was 
, . I 11 • 

I ' • 

filing a m6tion to disqualitr him; this was sent on 9/2~/2020. [APPENDIX 48.] . 

I 
, I 

I . 

50 -On 9/27/2020 Windsor filed a Motion to Cancel September 29, 2020 Hearing and . .. . . ' , ' .. ' . . . ·. . . . ' . . 
" • . •• • ! • 

'I • . • ' ' ' . . :. . 

Motion for Sanctions. [APPENDIX 49. l 

51. On 9/28/2020, Wind,sor filed a-Verified Motion to DisqualifY Judge Jo~ M~hall 

Kest. [M.PENDIX 50.] 

8, 
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52. . On.9/30/2020, Judge John Marshall Kest entered an Order denying Windsor's 

Motion to
1

Disqualify. [APPENDIX 51.] 
. - . . . 

53. Ori 11/19/2020, Windsor filed a Se~~nd Motion to Disqualµy Judge John Marshall -.. 
• • • J • • 

· Kest: [APPENDIX 52.] On 1 l/20/2020, Judge John Marshall'Kest ente;ed an Order denying 

Windsor's $ec6nd Motion to Disqualify. [APPENDIX 53.] 

54. Windsor's Supplement to Verifiecl Motion to· Disqualify Judge John Marshall 

Kest was filed on 9/28/2020. [APPENDIX 54.] 

55. Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsider~tionofO:rders of Judge Lisa T. Munyon was 

filed on 9/29/2020. [APPENDIX 55.] 

56. .An Order Denying Winds~r'.s Verified Motion to Disqualify Judge John Marshall 

Kest was filed-on 9/30/2020. [APPENDIX 56.] ·. : 
I . • . 

57. An Order Denying Defendants' :Motion to Dismiss andEJJ1ergency Motion.to 
i I i I . I . . . .. . . . , . 

Determine Competen9y fF filed on 10/1!2p2Q.·[f~PENDIX 57.] · .· 
• . • . . ! • I I I . . . . . . . 

· . 58. !_! Orders!onMultiple ~otions r. ;etle .. ,fi.fell0/20/2020. J~PENDIX s_s.] 'The_· 

"Omnibus Order" awarde4 attorney's foes ~dcp~ts lflllder Fla. R. C1v. P; 1.380. • . 
. '• I '.. . . I . I I . . . . ' . . 

. . 59. 
1 

Judge f ohn Marshall Kest ref;e,tefYi,~aid pro se Windsor:wa.s subjecUo t~e 

Florida Bar Rules of Professional Conduct, but he i~ not. The Rules are very clear:.attorneys·. . 

I 

. . . ·.· . . . : . ·1 ' 
• ! • 

. 6p.. Judge John Marshall 1(.e&t plc1:ced aone-,hour limit on··wfodsor'sdepositions. . 

There was no explanati9
1 

ff for~s, Jacertajnly ·n'o ba~s. 
11 I I I 

61. Pl~i~till:1 ~ 1 Motio~ fOJ' Reconsi1derarl0Jl of Orders of Judge John Marshall KOSt ~ 
filed on 11/3/2020 [APPEND!¥ 59.] . · 

I 
I I 
I I 

62. Plaintiff's Motioh for Reconsid~ratjpn of Orders of Ju<.tge John Marshall .Kest 

dated October 20, 2020 was filed on 11/6/2020. [APPENDIX 60.] . 
. ·\ ,.: . .. 

9 
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. Plaintiffs Second Verified _fylotion to. Disquajify ·Judge• John :Marshall Kes~ wa.s ·•· · 
.. ~ }f}··;~t-: ·;~?::,,_·,:·1·<:/~]...):·(;5~~?f(? ::~-j::~·;(:(,::;: _:·- ' 63 . 

filed on 11/19/2020. [APPEN.DlX 61.] _· 
. . . . . ·.. . 

64. · ·An Order Denying Winds01;'s·S~qond Verine~ Motion to DisqualifyJudge Jqlm 

. Marshall Kest.w~-fil~d on 11/20/2020. [APP_ENDIX6i]. ·. 

{_ · 65. · : · J?efendants filed a Motion for Attorney's Fees. 011.1'.1/24/202q. [EXHIBIT 1-.] 

' 66. Plaintifr s Petition for Writ ()f:Prohlbition.:vas fil~d-;ith this Court against Judg:e. _• 

John Marshall Kest on 12/21/2020, referfnced atld i~c()rporated herein. ·. · 

\ 67 .. ·. This Court denied that Petition on 1/29i202i, refe;re;nced arid incorporated hereiti.: · 
. . . . ' . ~ . . . . 

68. ·. ~he Pl~intiff filed an Amended Motion for Recon~ideraticm. of Orders of Ju.dge · .. · . 

Jo~ Marshall Kest inth~ _Di~tri~tCourt at 3:34 p'.m. on 1/31/2021; [APPENPIX 64:] . 
.. _ . ... . .· . . . 

. ' 69; Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton denied fhe Plaintiff's Amended Motion for . ·. · .• · ·. · . . : .· 

R<lconsj~on Of 0rd¢rl•~· of fodge John J1~:Jji e~tin.~e Dfatrict,Cq~ at: 10;•13 ·a.m. on .•. 
1·· ·1. . Ii '• ' 

I 

' I ' I' : . 
.' 

2/1/2021. 1 [APPENDIX' 65.] . Evlfyn Wood in. her prime could not have read the docUIJ;lents in 
• • I I I . ·, I . I 

I 
• 

thr~e-hours-andithirty-nihe-min res. . . I . . ' 

: I 'I I I . . . . . 

: .. .· ... ·. 1o;- .. ·.· ·.-The Plairitifffilefa Mo~i.on toDis~~lifyJ11d~e. Jeffre! ti Asht~n on-2/1/2°121 i~ .· ·.· .. 

the Distri~ cotk: tAPPJNDIX 66.] It inclu,ded William M. Windsor's f\fficlavit of Prej"!ldice :of 
• • I •• I ' : I. ' . . .. ' . . . . ... · ' ... · . . . . . . . 

Judge Jeffrey _L. :Ashtoh>[APPENDDC67].~dilla ~,~ificate of Good Faiill [APPENDIX.68]. . 
I I 

I I • 

71. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton denied the Plaintiff's Motion to Disqualify Judge-Jeffrey 

I I 'I ·1 I • ' 

L. Ashton on 2/2/2Q2~; ro:
1

rue Diltrict Courh[~,~~DIX ~9:L .. • .. , :_ . . . ·• ·. . . _._·· ·. · .. 
.. . . · 7'2. · .. · <011 112t 1/izi; Wi~ fil~~ ~.f1l!PJ!l~ Mo~O~ for. sr and/or5o'f'\Ul!Il~ 

until the Fifth bistrictlrtfled on the Petitiori(()1{Writ o£·Prphibjti,on:: [APPiEN.DlX 70:1 i_ · · : · .. · . 

·. . •. ·. : I . •. t ,, l 1 ' / I 11. ' I • • • . • ·,· : •• 

'i3; . On :1/28/io:i 1, J~dge Jeffrey L.
1 

Ashton
1 

denidi_wilidsor' J;Einer~-~~cy 1Motion foi . 

Stay and/or Contin~ce claiming :it was moot, y,rh.ich it was not. [APPENDIX 71:] Upo:n .. 
. 

. ' . ' 
. ·• . 

lQ 
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riilfotmation-and belief,/udge Jeffrey L. Ashton eith~r didn't read Windsor; s P:etition 6r didn't • · 
:_;.:t/j~'.: -~::·,::: ... { :;·~"t )..-·. _:. _,,_,:.)"\ i:r.(). . .. 

care, or both. 

7 4. . . On l/27 /2021, Judge Jeffrey L. Ash~on' sJudi~ial-Assista:iit :Keitra·Davis emailed . . _·. 

. . . ' ,., .• . . . . . . . . _,, ' . . . .. ,~'. . ,; . -. 

Wi~sor for the first µme to introduce herself. [EXH_IBIT 2.] She stated that "Hearing . r 

. Notebooks;-meniorandums, and case l1:1w must.be ptovidecf at least five°:(S}busfoess days pricirfo ._ ... · 

. . . . : . ' •. . . . . -·. ·.. ''. -- . . ..... . 

-the hearing.'•'. the hearing .was only four { 4) business dais ·away, sc> Windsor :requ~sted that the::. · 

• 
• 

• • • • 
). . ~ . ! . • . : .. • • • • • 

· 2/2/2021 he~ing b~ re_se~ for another date as the docun{entatiot1 c6uldnot 6~. timely submitteq> · 

This was in4icated as. the necessary procedure in the einair front KeitraJ)avis. The~e was no· .. 

. 
. . 

' . . . . . ·. 

response to this Request or: Windsor's emails •. \Vin~sor filed aR.eque~t for Cancellation of 

Heaµng. [APPENDIX 72.]: . · · . . .-_ . · / · : . , ·. 1 _·. 

·75. . · ·on l/28;2021, Windsor -filed a ·Motion f'or 
1

Re~on.sideration of the Plaintiff' j · 

Emergeruiy Motion for Stay and/or Continuance. [Af'PENp)lX73,} Th~e was ;re~ 1Q 

•. this ~otiOlllw\ndooe~ ~ils. I • . • ••• •• I ; .• • ·. < jr' •.. · i ! > .•.. ·. · ....... · ·•• I > 

· 76'. , Oril/30/2021;Wjndsorfiled a. ~econdE:rnergericyMotion,forStayand/ot . 
.. ··. -· -··· . : . . . •:.· . ·. . .. - ' ., . : . 

:• • .. '• ! . • .• ', .• .• ' • •· ' .. , . ••· ' I, • ·. . . •• ·• . • 

··: ·continuatlce·i [APP~It 1f .J. ffudsor prefented s?me niedical histpi-yregardwg~8.,~1e! and ; ·: . 

. · exialned thlJi be_...,as ~ ~• perhi,ps~•¥1zy his vaccinati"'t J),rCQVID-J.? or by ,a · .• •.··•·· 

. . ·1/ ..... ' ... · . . . . . •·. . ,· · .. · . . . . · ... · .: •.... ·. _:· . 

detached r¢tina;. · W~dsor s~ent a,Jl day ol} 2/~/2021: ~t4_doctors;. a:n.4 ~¢,wr:unabl~ to ~ttt:,nd t~e . 

hearing. Eiglit Ii= were spent while "'Ftted to thyent IIea)th W~ in Tav~s, F/ori~ • • 

The doctors did notifinda detachecl retina.or anythi*g iWfongwith: \y'inqsor's ey(.}s·excepr ·. . . 

. · .. · • I · · · ·· 1, .. · · · · · · I !/ - . 11 ·•: · .. _ 

sigmficailfiy elevated pressure onth~ optic nei:ve fro:m: Glaucotn~. ·. w
1 
i:dd;sorthen spei1~ ~n hour ,: . 

. · .· ....• I. I •. •.·· y I!·· 1 < / ... · .. · 1 · ·, i-f ....... : I ••••• 

on the phone with Modeib t~ ~~Na~ :what:l~ad hap,pen~~i.. Itse~msl~'h~Ht}cinatio1:1~"-~~ ?ea·· ... 

· ·- · · · · · ·. ·_ I · · ! ; · · , . · · 1 - • · :. r . : · ... ·_ ·. -_-_-·. · · 

COVIn-19: side effe,ct. · · · · ' · ' · · · · · · 

11 

, 
I 
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77 .. ·· . Ori 21! /202l;·Judge jeffrey L Ashtpn 4enied ilieJnotion for stay with6u{ 
. ; •" • • • • :• '('.·f•)o?';~•"--'?~/.< .. '.,';\(;?;•>:·,/:f;\\·::_.\ .. t\i:?{'J., J • •.• •:; • • • • .•• ·,: .•, • .: 

e~planati◊ii. .[ APPENJ)IX 75 .] . . . 

. ) .·· 

.· ·1 78 .. ·. On 2/2/2021; Judge Jeffrey °L. Ashton.purportedly condm~tei ahearing\Vithdut . 
. . . . · ... · ·. : ·. . . . . . ....... •. :·' 

Windsor,. [EXHIBIT 3:J Windsor· w:as. denied the opportunity· to diferid· ~elf arid.to: shbw that, . 
. . . / ', . : ·. " . ..· . .,'' . ,· .. ,"" .·: .·: .. ·,:" .. . ·· : .. · ..... ·.:'·" 

the attorneys for the' l)efe:ndru.J.ts had likely, committed fr~ud .upon the court with their outrageous .. · . ·.. \ 
. '· ••'•. . .· . : . . .· . . ;.· '·,: . . . . •' - .. · -_·,, ... •· . ·:·. ·- ·· ... ,'· . 

request for attomey1s fees. Windsor was cfo,nied the:right~ examine th~ a#omeys foi the. . . 
. ' ·- . . . .. . . .. .. ,. ' ... ·. . ... • ···, : . .: : . . 

Defendants; ru.J.dhe,was cfonied,the right to question. the f~tasy of the billing rec9rd~i. lne. 
. . . ,\ .... ..· ' . . . . . ·. . ...... · .. · . .-:, .. · .:"•, \"" •' ., .. ,·· ... 

"Minutes'' indicate thattl).ere was no testimony, and there was no evid~nce presented; Attoniey . 
. . . . . . . . . .. . ..... , ' . -~ .. 

, Asstriti filed ap; afli4ayit claiming his request for $2,500 .wa,s due to time expended to prepare . · .. · 

· responsive pl~~dings.to. address each motion :fileq. by the Plaint~ff; f[e ~aid. '~numerous motions.'': . 
• • ,. • • • . : • • • . • • • • I ' • , , / : . • -·.· . :~ • .• • . • • • • : ·. : .• • 

But.Judge J◊hn Marshall Kest only awardeda~omey's .. fees ·ontwq.motjbns tbcompel. .Judge .· 

. . . . . I . .. . . . .. . . . 

Jeffr~y L. Asht~~ ~llowed Asstrin- to inflatethe bi~~ a.µd he/did ;notliav,e to pr:~yid~ :1Y ~rcmf. · . 

· · : ·'. . . .. . . · . . · I J . I. · . · . . . . · ' .. ··.·· · · . 

·.· ?_9.· · · ,On,-2/42/202 }, Judge Jeffrey·_ L .. l\.sp.t911 issutd ~ :~)J:-der granting,Pefe.nda,tits; · ·· ... , .. · : 

. ' . . . 

1Y1otionf{)tA~omey's:)?ees. [EXHIBITA.l ·;1 . . ... ', . . . . . . .·. : <r 
· . ·. so· .. : Windsor.filed.aMotfo;n forissu~Je:ofa:WirittenOpinioii,R,ehearing,:aµ.4.ror. 

. • . • . ·,c •. . ,, ;" . . . ; . ,. ·• '.. . • • C •• I . :1 •• ·'. . •1 . ,, . . . . . .· i • • • ·1 • ·.;. • • • ' • • • 

.... R.ehe~ngBn~ane:~itk this Court (r:gaid~ lu1ie•fo~ farsfutllKEist) :oil 211612021,·1 · · .. 

. ·• . . . .· . ·.·· . I . · .. • : . :·· . < { .. ·. . . : . . . . •i r \ . . . . .· I . . . ·• l : . '. '. .. ·. . . . . I 

referenced and incorporated herein. I ·· · . . . 

. . .· .· · .. i o : . . ! ,..- . . .. ·.• · ..... I .. · .. · .. · : . •·.,. , .. 

. . , . 81. · .... Windsor fileq i:i.;J?etitionftir Writ of:Prohibition ag~~t ~effreyL. -k',&hto:t1\0rt . 
. . . . '. .. . . . . . .. ". . ' 

211412021-;: . · 

. ARGUMENT: .. 
. . . ' .· .. · . . ...•. · .· . : ii . . . . . . ;· :- . · .. ,. . · .. 

. · WINDSOR\WAS nENIEDA·ID?ARlNG ONATT~RNEY'S:FEES:· 
: . . . .... . . . . . : . . . . . .. , : . . . . . i'' : 'ii : . . . . . : ·-. .. :. . .. _: .. ~ .... _:-- . ·.: -··. ··: · . ·_. :: .. , .. 

82. : Qn 2/2/202 l ~ JlldgeJeffrey i,; Ashton purported1:Y ~ond-,;Lc~ed a hearing with.out 

WindsQr.· [EXHIBIT:{] .Windsor, was denjedJbeopportµnity ro ~e~ep-d ltlmse.lfa1.1d t? .~ho'\Ythat .· 

12 
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. ( 

the attorneys for the Defendants had lj~:Ir~,f?~PI!~~d]'t~~~ :IPOfi the C(JU~ withtheir ou~~g:et>us: · .. 
. . . . •:, ·: ·,! .·,:-: <·; :· ',". '.' :·,·, '' ·._,_··: .: ·-. ; :: .. . . . / . ··. 

request for ·attom.ey~ s fees .. Windsor was denie~ the right to e:irn;111i11e the attorpey~ _for the. , 

. Defendants, and he .was denied the right.to qu~sti~n· the fantasy of the ,billing records. : The ·: . . . , . 
·. .· ~ . . . . . . 

. "Mtnutes" indic1;1te that' there was no testimony' and, there ~as n~ evklence presented~ A~~rney·, 
. . . . . . . -. . . .. . . . . -.. -\ ·•'. 

Asstrin file.d ~ affidavit cl~ming his request for $2;50Q was du.e to tiJ;rle. exp~nded ~ .;r~pEJTe 
. . . ·. . . . ·. . . . . . ; /'. ..' . . 

respo)Jsiyepleadings to.address each.~otion fi.l~d by the Plaintiff. 'He said ~'nllinerous:m9tiop_s.:" · 
... {. , 

But Judge_ John M~s~allKestonly aw.arded attorney's. fe~s on t:wo m◊tfons to compel. ';J:udge' .• ·. 
• • • • • • l • • • • •• •••• • • •• •• 1._ • 

Jeffrey .L. Ashton allowed A;sstrin to inflate the hill, and he did not ha_ve to provide an; proof. . . ·• 
. . . . . . 

83. 
• ·• • • • . i /'/ •• • • . • •• • . 

Judge John Marshall Kest had awarded !;l.ttomey's fees_purs11ant to Florida Rules •· 
~ 

. . . . . . . 

of Ciyil Propedure Rule 1.38.0 (a) (4): · 
. . . . .i. : 

· · 'fA w.ard of-Expen~es of Motion. If the ~otion is gr8:1rted an4 after_iopportunity f.or •.. 
hearing, the court shall require the parfy or depone11:t whose cortd~ct neces.sitated.1;he .. 

•· rii.otion or the party or counsel advis1~g the_ conduct to pay to-the. mov~ :party the . 
· . r~asonab~~ expen~

1
es incurred in obtai#~g the 9rdetth~t may inc!ude attob:leys' fe7s, , . . .. 

. ·. 'V11~sstlle.co~_ffds~tthe fl?OVflllt/~1t~cltocertify_~-t!1~-mp~c>n that a g?~~;fa1th · 

. ·. etfo~ 'wEi8~3:<le W o?-tam~ the; d1scot~ 'J'i1t11put ~◊~ l:tc~on, thattpe,?ppos1t101;1to the . . 

· ,◊t1_on \V3.;8 ~t1bst)fltially_Ju~tifi~?.,.W:~~t\o~er firc~strr,cysim~e 8f.:a"':~d ~f •·: • ._. . . · •· 
. -expenses um.Just. If the motmn 1s denied.I and after .oppo:numty f?r. liearmg;. the court . .. 

: .. sliali·ieqlii~e th~llmovfug' party fo!pa# to the party tlr ile1foneiit who opposed'the'' :·: .. ·. ·,, . 
-m:otfon th~ reasohabie expenses '.in~ur~edi in, opposing! the 1rtoti61fthat ma'i iliclude , : 
·, 1'ttomeys' :fees~ 1!Ullessthe court'fin,ds:itj~t~e rnal~·jn~0fth6 n1oti~n:·;w~s:su'bsta1.1.t~any•.•~·•· 

1~:_:_;-~~d1_•:rp:_ \:J_ ;~-.

11

_··•·•~.e.Jtc:n.in =a.11

a.
1

n·rr:_ Yr,._:~~-' 1~~:;:~_/:6_µn_4_,t:_•_··.•.:~t!•=onis . 
. in.curt. e'.das;a:r. es~. _1_:t or_, makirigthe mption •. i:·among tt: r_ pI11 

_ ies·andp. rr_to. 1;1s~T[em~~asis . . 
added.] • )j , . · . . 1 jj- . · · 

1 
· ·. • 11 .. 1 .·• . · . 

. ·· ... 84.r .. wmdsor t ~~ ihe~~ + Jud$e J*e IL. A~ht~Nl~offition rfflori~ . 

. Rules of Clvil~~rr• J.380 (a}(4f J,te !~ 1Lrn ain·fail~d 1j' 'i)ake a . . .. · .. 

finding as ]o _the reas°-1ibre ,~enses incurredjln .: . op~osing;,hel motiop, !t:tear reqµfr~meht of~s. 

Rule; {EXHXBIT :4.] . · . 1 • • f 

/ 



269

,,.,.,. ... , 

,. . i . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . / , . ' . ·. : 

. JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON IGNORED WINDSOR'.$ INABILITY TO PAY 
,. . . . . . . . . . ... ·,··-~-·:,..: :/-.:.·.:>>"''.',,~~_:/\. "1-' ;~•'i••l::-. ··/-,:,·-.'.-\/1·~\'-:;. ·. :_- :". ' . . . . . : .. · 

ATTORNEY'S FEES, DENIED W:iNDSOR:DISCOVERY; 

AND DENIEDAi>EOUATE TIME:ATA HEARING. ' 
' ' ' 

85. ' Ori 1/27/2021 inhisEMERGENCYMOTIONTOSTAYAND/ORFOR .· . . ' . . . . . . . . . -. . 

CONTINUANCE, Windsor. s~id: . 
. . . . . ·. . 

"Wipdsor iS 72~y~a,ts-old, divorced, and disabled by the Defendants. He i;pr.o se and has . · 
absolutely·nohelp.with his legal work :Windsoes.sol~source.ofinconie.issociaf . .. . 
secm.-ity, and he is $1,SOO;ooo in debt. He camipt afford an attorney qr 11 sanction> He:is · . 
in constant pain from the:Defendants. He cannot afford surgery or medi~al treatment; h1.s" · · . 
auto in~uran~e coverage has expired. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

"Windsor requests a stay until the Fifth.District rules on·the Petition: for Writ .of · 
Prohibition. Tllis· short delay will. not affeqt anything in this cas~. . . 

• • •, •, I •,. 

"Windsor als() needs to subpoena the attorneys fo~ the Dyfendants pri()rto the ·he~g OJl 
attorney's fees. Am. affidavit was just fHed. that requires investigation. ·The exatnina,tion, 
of tlie attorneys is likely to take several hoµrs. Windsor ha$ found :the attorneys to be 

.· . . .I ·. · . .1 .•.• 

~xtremely disr01:~;es.!· The half hour: set by we '.Qef~ndants for 2/2/2021. is, insufficient.'~ . : . 

86. Upon !nf tm,ation and belief, Jud1¥,fe!'fryy L. lh\on ilj"-ored tJ:iis bec,a~ of his 
I . .._ 11 .. 1, . 

. blatant bias again~t Windsor. 
· : ,' ._-·. .• ' .... 1 l , 

, . . , ... I . . . . . ... ' . . ·., ·, • .. ,. •. . . 

· JUDGE lJEFFlREY L. ASHTO'.N·VIOLATEDF I ORIDA STATUTES; . 
· · · : • · r . · ; · • , · · · : " ." · ·1 · · : ··,.j ·· ·: ·" ·. '· ·., 

.AND EXTENSIVE CASE L~W ON ATT(])RNEY'SEEES. · .. ' ' 

· 87. )udge JeffreyL. Ashton made ~e> findings co~cerning the npmber ofp.oµrs . 
. . . . . , : . . . . ; . . . . . I .· .•· 

reasonably expended ~d ,.e reasonableness of tq.e E1;ttom~y's hpudy rate. The ORDER must-be 

. mJn::::ll. Aci, 24 So. 3d 75P w~ 24 DCA 4009), ~-?-k ~J fum ·. · 

the ,J j~•S ajJ•of attpriiey's f- J:~~or of Ace is fundatrieJ!tally emjllO<>~ ~ Its 

face because it do~s, ~ot c~ntrun specific findings co~cernj.ng the numl:ler ofhours re1;1sonably .. 

expended and the ·reaso~ableness of the attorney's hourly rate. Sye Markovic'/:i v; M.arkovich~ 974 · .·. 
. . . ,,: . . . . ·,· . 

14. 
) . 
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the. requ:i,:-~d findfugs in-the written order renders tb,e _order :fundamentally: erroneous on it~- f'ace ... 
. . . . . 

. and thafilie lack of tr~cript 'does not ptecl~de appellate review.'. Harris _v. McKin~ey~ 20 
. . . . . . . . 

So.3d 400,° 403 (Fla.· 2d DCA 2009} ( quoting Baratta-v: ValMy Oak Fiomeo.wn~rs' Ass''n ~t the .. 

Vineyards; 8-91 So.2d i063, 1065 n.-4 (Fla,2d PCA~004).) •. 

· 89; · Windsor has ar~ed that the .attorney's (ees co~l~ not.be m.ore tb.aff$100. 

Windsor could ~ot dispute the nuniberofhour~ because.no evidence was submitted.· 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

90. . Winclsor was denied the ability to present evidence or case law. ~APPENDIX 72.]. -· 
. . . . . 

91. ·hi.Dr. Gai~ Van D,iepen, PA v. Brown,55 $0. 3d 612 (Fla.'5tliDCA201 l), the ... • • 

-. . . . - : I . . - . - · ... - . . . . . . _· -- . i • . . . . , --
court said it is the party s~eking attorney's fees on multiple claims who has an affirniativ~-hqrden 

. ' .• I I . . . . : ' . / . . I • 

. . ! . . . . . . . . . • 

t? demonstr~te what port~or of the eff.o~ w~. e0pended on the clailll that.authorized attorn~y's: · 

fees. See Rockled0 e MaN
1

1Assoc., Ltd. 1-11
1

• Custo-h'l Fences oifBrevard, Inc., 779 So.2d 558, 559 
• ·- I b ' I ' . . I : •.. 1·. ' .. . T . ·1. . 

·, : . . . . . !!: • . - i i ... . •• ! • . • ' • • • • ..\ •.• 

\ (Fla?th QCA2001 )·· ~ f rorn Cus.toT r oTe1 the.second_ distr!~ held ~hat; "[T]h~ party · __ .. 

~king ff has the b": !~ lallocate :f'°'t1r ~fS110S fof }ch fees pre ~le orto 

show that .:the.• issues we e,

1
. so. 

1 

i 1/· ritertwin~atha.J a1_n
1 

'':x~at. ion is pbt feasible;" I;.,ubke:y v. (:,ompuvac 1 ... 

.. - . , : - .. ri: •-. - ,: .. · I ·•- .. . l - . · 1 . -

~ys., In~ .• ;857 So.2q 96~,~ ?~~ (Fla. 2~):pc1 2op3); see alsQ 9cedn ClubCmty. Ass '1: v. Curtis, . ·. 
:I, '• ' • · · '.I · · - · · · 

~35 So,2d 51~, 517 Q;HihtcA 2~06) (hOI~ that t ~ seer, M award of Toy's ... 
fees "bears 'an affirmative Tuurden to demonstrate w

1
. hat.portion of the effort.was expended onthe· 

. .· . · ..... 1r i ·I. i . '! I r .. I ! . , : I .... -

cl~m which allowed ~tt~in~y's feesr "( qupti11g! flhck:ledge J:vfall Asspc$.~ 
1

~Ud. v .. Cuft01(1:Rences 
i • . . , i . .! 1:r 1 : .. . . •

1 

-1 • , ·. • . - i ! : 1 :-· .. · - . , .• . . -

P_ if Brevar_:~_ ,_ .. Inc., 7r,9.!so,,:~_i!:2d_, 558, 559 (Flar ~t~l1,D,C14Q01).)~ Crowh ,.c. u_}o.ni Romes~ l~- So.3d at . 

. •• I;. ·tli ; [ '.·. ! 11 • ' I • ·-. 

740. Many other. cases ar_/: k to the same: ~ff?cj::./s~e~ e_,g., Oc?i:m Club, cm
1
!ty. Ass)i,' Lu.b~jv; : - · · •. _·_. 

' ·. . ;, • .·. ··1 - ·1 '· ';:J' 1': . . . I . - 1·!r'l ·· .. , ·• .. . ... I . . ' .· : - - I • . . 

I ••• ;: ' ' • • • ; ! :;),, i' .. 1 , '':' 1' ,' ·: .• ; . •1 ! • : . ! 1. •,; . .. . . , 

Compuvac Sys., Inc.,' 857! So.2d 966,968 ~la.,~clipCA 20'Q3); Salisbury~. Spictv°"g~l'i ·;4s,1 $o/2d 
, • ; • · 1•' · I , " ; 

.15. 

J. 

i 
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. 974,975 (J?la.Ath DCA1984); U~it~d S~fiS; (1~tg. 4;~~.'1J,if:s1Kfibler~ 364 So.2~rsi'(Fla 3d DCA . ·. 
: .. f'. · ... -'_'. -_i '·. _:•'•_;' .•-.:::'·: -',',.\·,: ·::(·:-- .• _: · .•. : : • :. • • ·.# . . . . . ·. :" 

1978). 
\ 

· 92. . JudgeJeffrey'L. Ashton made nQfinding~sto 1:hert;laso~~hleri,ess ofthe.charges .. 
. ; . . . . ., ·.. . . . -· : . . . ·-

and failed to address whether hdurly rates were reasonable;. Smith v~ Sc:fwol Bpard of Pabn . .··. 
. . . .·.. ',· . . . ': . . . . 

Beach County,. 981 So. 2d 6 (Fla. 4th DC:A. 2007). 

93.· There was np testimo~y, 111uch less expert testimo~y in this mattef. Ther(j:w~s ~c{ 

evidence and no time .records;· 

" .. ~wefind er.ro.r \¥as~ommitted ~h ~egardto the·aw{U'q ofa~om~'y's fees to.ie.wifo. 

· The.only evidence presented regarcHng attorney's fees was the fort11er wife's testimony . 

that she had agreed to pay her.attorney $75.00 per hour, an.d she estimat¢d his fees would .· 

be. $4,000.00 in this ·case. The attorney r~presenting tlie:wife di:d n~t testif,f norpres~nt ·· .. 

~vide~ce as to the rumber of hour~ sp~nt on ,he c~se, p.1r was an~. expert witness called 

to te~tify as to the reasonableness of tq.e fye~ Case~ are lfgion that expert testimony is 

req~" (Mar_kll'wn v. Markham, 485 So. 2d 1_2~9 \J:1f 5th O(i:A 1986).) · _ • 

mAn1award of !attorney's· fees .requires coi;np,etent;andisubstantial ~vidence. Competent· 

· . evidence iriclu~es µivoices, recorqs aµd oilier iriftjrma'.t~pn detailing the services proyided 

as ~111 as thJ.tfstipiony from the *ttorne)'.: m: support ?~ii the fee.' Brewer v.· 'Solorsky, 945 

So~l2f 610, qq (;Fla. 4th DCA i006) (~*atibn 9mitted)\1This court has held tliatlan I I 

attqmey's time rbJords, in their/~tirety,, ar~ ,cri'.tic
1
a~ t~/,feterminirig the p,roprietj ofjthe 

hours expendJd on a client's behalf. Tucker v. Tucker,, ~13 So.2d 733, 735 (Fla12d DCA 

1987:); see a~sJ f arner v. Warie~, 69~ ~o.~d 266:, 
1

~~8 tFla. 5th ?.<;A t/997) ~~}~g that 

toles~blish ~ award of fees, a papy m~stp:i;esrn~:fv-1,nce deta1prt~ exactly "]i
1
at1 

set¼ces wer¢ pdrfprmed); Carl~on y.j <Jaflfqn,:6p9 ~Q~d 1091',, ~0910 ~1~. 4th[rqA, · 

.t9p4) (holdmg·tha~ the trial courtlerre~/in ~ailing~ F~ findings det.m!mg the , 

breakdown pf reas~nable hours expen~ed arliong tlie var1oµs. personn.el m attorney s 

o~ce)." (f tttl'.lv Braswell, r SoJ:7t ~ 911a. 2d DPA 2~~)-', _.· i . . .. . . . 
9~l i. i ());19 thi~gj.i1:s for.;sure. ;Attorp.·~·ys W,~lpn~

1

_:andAsstr111 arr. p
1 

~uck. ers: 
• i : r r·-:T ·: I ' . ' ' i : ' • . ' I i 

",. i -~~berr ~~~cM~d fr?m thtr. air cqid st~ciing ~lone 'fH1 ,~ot sl~~port. a fees ~ward." 

(!31:'iake v. 1Murphy,f7361So. 2d) V45' (!Fla. '.3cUDC:4'\.19990;) I 1'• I I , I 

': 1 'Ii / 1 ' 1 I. ' I 'j' : l I 
I 

I . t I 

"k fee "awkrdihuit He:~upported n✓ e¥iderl:ce :detaili~gi~e nature and extent of the 
I I .. I I l1~ 11 1 1 11 I , i 1~{ ::. :·I· 11 11 I .. I 

1 ,,, 

·services permnne<ll and by expert testimo:ny; reg:;rrrung th~ reasonableness· of the ~- • • 

Morton v. 
1 N'eatlic6ck~ 91'3 So.:Zd 66Z, 1669'(Fla. 3d I>CA 2005); s1ee Fla .. Pati:ent'~ Comp. 

Fund v. Rowe,A12Bo.2d 1 l45, 1150.:(fla:19~5) (''Florida courts have empliasized the ... · 

. · itnp;ortance of .keeping accurate and cm;r~nt records of work done cu,id ti~e SJ?fllt ~n i:r 

· case, .particularly when someone oth~~ tbari the client may<pay tlle foe. To 89CU!ately · 
. . . ·. . ' -·.: ·:.,· .. ·. 

\.__. 
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. ~ssess the labor involved, the att9~~yJ~.~ ~PP,Jic~tshould prese:nt record~ detailing 1:4~ . ·. • .. 
am~nmt ofworkperformed.,,) (citafi..911s''6mitted);Brewer v. Solov.~ky,.. 945 So.4d 610~ 611 ·. 

·,(Fla.4th OCA2006) ("An award ofattorn~ys' fees requires qompetentao.~ substruitial . 

· evidence: Competent evidence includes .invoices~. records. and other. informatio~ detaiiin:g · ·· 

· the services pro\rided as well as the. testi;mony from the. attorney in ~uppor(of'the fee.") . . . 
( citations omitted).:While we recognize. that wh~re aniattomey has not kept. . . . . . . 

· .contemporaneous thne records, a fee ~ward may stj.U be· secured on a recpnstniction of:•. , 

time expended,. the wcoristructi':}Il m:ctst ,C9'ns·ist of"sqniething\more tlian wild guesses~" .. · .. 

. Brake v: Murphy, 736 So.2d 745, .747 (Fla; 3d DCA 1999);: seealso Cohen &iCohen, P.A.· 

· V. Angrand, 710 So.2d {66, 168. :(FlaJd DCA 1998) {corifinp.ing thadvliere~ no time . . . 

rec?rds have been kept, it is pennissiblff.or ~ recoristru<ttion of.th~ time·expended may be ·. 

ptepa~ed)." (Trumball lr1s. Co v. Woltenarski, 2 So. 341050 (Fla; 3d DCA 200:9).) .· · ... ·· 

95 .. · The Fourth.DCA has stated that "Flori,da courts have reqil:itecl testimony by the .·. ·. · 
. ' . . . . . . 

. attorney performing the ~ervices (f~riwbich the fees ~e sought)and testimony by ane;pert foes. 
. . .. ! . . . . . .·· . . . . . ' 

witness as to the value of those servi6es." (Island Hoppers, Ltd :v. Keith, 820 So. 2d 967 at 970 
. . . . . . :. ' . . . . . ' .. · . ·. 

(Fla. 4th DCA,2002). 

. . ·· .. ,., .. ··: . . , . . ,•.·. . I . , . . ., . . .. 

JUDGE JEFFRE¥L. ASHTON HAS F1ALSLEYAND .MALICIOUSLY .· 

1 · .cLAnfEDHR;11ASARI4~T~OSA~CTJ:O~.t~soR· .. · · ·l·. ·, · •. · 
· lFORNON~PAYMENrr oF l.\'i'ToRNEv's FEEs .. · · · · ·. · · 

.. _ -__ -•· %. . J~O ~r-Y L. ~n or#,lkwj111~ «) pay $2,s9ojnat1omeys; ~[ i and __ 

- . -costs l.n21f /2021.1J'l~.-ordtt sa~s Winds,\~;11att SanC!foned ifhef fID't p~y. w~~4.J _ 

. rr~e ''Onmihus Qrd~r'; ~warded .atfofey's fe~s and/ ~osts under Fla:~ Civ. i>; 1.380, .andthe~e is . 
no provi•iol roi furtheJ :.~ons fo~ non:p~ymerrti. upon infotmlltion imd belie!; J.;qge 'ffli'.eY 

. 

1 

.. i ··r , , . , . . . • . . . . . 1 . . 

L. Ashton is inventjhg: :: . , e~ and la~s to further inflic.t bis bias against.Windsor~ . 

_- - ' _-- - --_ -_ ii u I I ; .1. -· ' ' I I i . ' -. -_ i ' -_ - < -.- - -• 
. JUDGE.JEFinm"tJ )1.,.ASHTON HAS THREATENED "1i1NDS0R; PRESUMABLY . 

Wl~HINCARd~iilTIONl ·iliHiii ]){)ESN'ir PAY·TltE ATTORNEY'S FEES •.... : .. · 
.. '. . . , ' ' .. · ·'P 'l I· 'j ' . J ., ·1. . , . . : . .- ' _ii I ,_ •• I • :,. ' ' . .' . • • ··!·' I_:: ... : . . . . .: ' 

. i97 ~ Judge Jeffrey L'. Ashton thre~tened Windsor ~ithout a l~gal pasis .. if Wi11:d5.~r · 

doesn't pay,jt seems Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton fa "coming after him with a big stick''- .. 
. . . . . . . ! . . . 

. 17 
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98. There is ho legal authority forJudge Jeffr~yL. Ashton.to structure. his ·order ~th. : 

· a threat, pi:¢stitnal?.1Y tqe threi:tt of jail. IfWitidsQr gets se~t tojai(,he will die th~re.· . : . ·. · .. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . 

. 99 .. . This ab$olutely vi~f.ates:the Cod~ of Judjbi~ Conduct~ arid WincJsor.will file ~ . 

Jud,icial Misco.nduct Co~laint against J:udkc\Je(frey 1 .. Ashton;.·. 
. . . . . . . . . 

. JlJDGE JEFFREYL.ASHTON HAD:ALEGAL OBLIGATIONTOREVlEW.THE :. 
. . . . . . . . . . 

· .. ORDERS 9F JUDGE JOHN MARSHALL KEST,AND HE DIDN'T~ 'IFHE·"1AS ,,· 
. . . . . . . . -·· . . ' . . 

100. But he is dishonest, and he didn't. 

101. · Judge .John Marsh11K.est'claimed there ~as no valid legall,~~is t? ol?j~ct to : • 

, , , : . • , • • jl • • • . ., •. ~ • . ·, • , : . . , j . . . . • . ·. : . , ,· . . ... ·. ; . 

Longest'~ answers to ~rflue~rfor 4dmissions. · FRPP l{ule 1/:31q ( i;i} provid~s the legal au:1hotity · 

. • . . . . .· . . . . / . : I . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . : . . . . ~ ·. ·. . . ·. ' . . . 

that Win4so:i; citeµ. · T~e ans,~ers were false, and Longe$tkn¢w they were false;- Thei~ ·'Yas: , · 

. . . ·I I .· i . . ' - I . I f ·. . . . . ; .- . . " ,i ... ·· ... · .. 

perjury_ P'Of ~! r RC~ ):?io FIID;es("The Mrer shall "!'®i6cally deny the in~ ""$_et forth ' '' ·, ' 

in detailth~;rlasbn~· wh~: the:answering p~ J~qttrut fuUy admit-orieuy the rtl~tter. A:. . . .. 

. deniaI$b~~ifirrl~ meet ~e .. substance of ~e feJt!sted ~- ... ssio~,: andw~~~ :goo~f aithJ¢quir~s· •. 

,·.·_ .•. ibatl~~~ .4swer ?' ~y .only Hf or~ after of~ich ~-~~il · .... · · .· > · 
-~ ~eP~ 4 ~ SQ ml!Cli of lt'i is u\ue anp.~uai\fyor dOJ!Y the~:,, 

: FRCP 1.370/prbvides "ie pkzy who has req~es~d the admissions may ~o~e to deterinfue'the 

• I i . ' . I/! • J " I 
. . - . 

sufficiency of'tfle answe~s or obJections. · . 
. I ,/ •,J, , 

:I 

.. 102, . The ~t o! ijongt,i;I in tbiI~ !,ave been J,rin>d;,Ieni Lor~J,its fil¥ a • ... · .. 

· frauduleni answ~r ~aisi!Vvom answersto i~tirrog~tories, falseanswersf~·reqtiestsio\· i /. :. , ·.•:i •.· · ·. 

. . : ':- I i: .• •.· I . • I. 11 i . . . . ', .. ji : i I .· ·. . 

. a~si~rts.; ancth~fa1slielt iJ'ts dep~sitioh1~nd:iJr~p~irt[~'.PENDIX 4L) !JuµgeJ,ef#ey L'. .•. · '• 

- . • • • 
• • • ' 

. . • ' I ~ : i l . , . . 

iAshtori-igno:r~d it ... He· daimed·in his o:rder[A,PPENDIX:69] that h~ had_ te~e\Vedthe ~1le~ but in.· . 

. . . 
. ·. . . \. . . ' . . . .· . . . 

a few hours, that •'Wa$ physi~ally iJ;npossible .. U:P9n guormation an:,d belief; he LIED, • . · 

. . . . . ., ·.· . . . . . . . . . .. '• 
. . 

18 
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(' 

103. · Judge John MarshallKest's d,~nial q(alJ Qbj~ctions to Boise Cascade's Answers 
._,, , "' · .. ."·'.· ,, . ·.: ' .'·' ' . ' . ••. 

to Interrogatories and Motion for Sanctions agains; Defenda~t,. except· 15 an'.d 24, were similarly . . 

wrong. [ APPENDIX 58, P ... 5.-] Judge Jeffrey L'. .Ashton ignored.it. .He clai))led in his order that • 
. . : .. ,··. ' . . 

. . . 

he h~ reviewed the file, but.in a few hours, ~11t was. physically impossible. Upon i~formation .. i · 
and belie~ he LIEDto inflict his bias. [APP.E~pIX69.] · 

· 104. Judge John Marshall Kestclaimed.ther~is no valid legal b1:1sisto:object to Boise's . 

answers to request for admissions. [APPENDIX.58, P. ·6.] · The.answers were.false,
1

and Boise•·· 
_./· 

knew they were false. FRCP 1.3 70 rt;,quires: "The answer shall specificaHy deny the matter or. 

set forth in detail the reasons why the answering party cannot truthfully admit or deny the matter ... 
i . • . • •. • • . ,. 

A denial shall fairly meet the substance of the r~iuested admission, and when good faith. requires 

. ' ' . 

that a party qualify an 311swer or deny only t,1. pa~ of.the matter of which~ admission is 
. ! ! . .. : . . . . • . .. 

fequested, 1he j,arty ., specify so much of ltas /' true.and q\lalify or deny the remainder." . 

FRCP. 1.370 ~vides T part~ ~o has "'l"~sted 1:\te admissions_lllaY m~ve tp de~~~ 
sufficiency of the answers or objections.'' Ju~e:Jeffre L. Ashton ignored 1t. He cla1m,ed m his · 

' I • I . I '. ·. I . . . 

order that he had reviewed the .file, but iJ a f~w hours, that was physicaily impossible. Upon · : . . .· I . . · 1 · I : . I I , . . . ·I . . 

information and belief, i··e LIED to inflict hi~:bias. [APijENDIX 69.]. : 
I • 

105. Considet this one example in Windsor's Objections and Motion for. Sanctions 
I / I . , 

regarding Interrogatorids: ''Interrogatory .Number 5: 'Pespribe. in. detail how the in~ident 
. . . . . 

described.in ~e Compli"tl'f'pp~ed, ;°Jµ4ing j1""iions :~en by the you~. prev~t the 

accident' The omie't '481'°~ of Lo~~ r 'De~n~ant y»1g:t ob1ec~ to lntetr<)g,lllory 

No. 5 as overly broa1;·tdulf burdens~me 1t1.nd t°I ~e extent1treque~ts 1~ormat1on prQrcted ·• · · · 

from disclosure by the attorney-client work ,priyilege ~d{or attorney work product doctitne: 

19. 
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Windsor doesn't believe it's possibl~ to have a n:mch,n;ior~ ()µtrageoris "answer." 'How.in God ~s • 
. . ,·, [ ' -,,,;,•,:·, .. · /,: ·'.'<:·,':[- ,,, . .,.1,j,;,·', . • '. • • - ••• 

name could an.. honestjudge claim there is no vaiid leg~l bfisis ~oobje~t. A~.honestjuqge cannot .. 
. . .. ~ . . ; . . . . ·, . . . 

106.. . Judg~ John Marshall Kest claimed Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctions to Strike th~ . · -
·. . . . . . . . ' . . ·.. ' . ) 

Answ~r of Boise C;ascade; Motion for Sanctions to Strike the J\nswer ofLong~st; Mo#on for : 

. Fraud.on the Court; Motion for Sanctions ·for Violations of the Rul¢s and Mbtion f6r Evic.lentiary 
. . . . . . . , . . . . . . -. . . . . 

. . ,.. ~ . . . .. -- . . . 

Hearing did.not p~ovide, evidence. [APPENDIX 58, P'. 7.] .- Thyre_is massive evidence; .and the: 

_ court would have beeµ reminded at the requested evidentiary hearing that ~a~ ri~vet held. Judge . 

. John Marshall Kest has amazingly _said that Windsor is ~bligat~dtp ~o~ply with the Fl~ri~a Bar 
. Rules of Professional Conduct, which the law. does not provi.de, yet he clajms there is ho basis 

for the Qourf to sanction attorneys for _violatingd1e Rules. And~ he ha~ ordered sanctions against· 

· Windso~ pursuant to th~ rules of civil pfocedure. Tpis is prejudice and bias .. Jq<lg~ .John.,· - · 
·.:' . . . . . . ! .. :- ·. !: . . . . . . . . . ·. . ·: . •, :· . 

MarshallKest is dishonest and likely .corrupt. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ignored-it. He clainied fu . 
. , - - . y . -·I: :' .1. . ·-: .. :· •• . . ·_ - . - - . - . - ·_ 

his 0"'9 that he had reviewed th'ifile, but,41a l f 1'011:", thai wasphysil imJ)OSsible. Upon . ..• . 

. . I . . . . I I i' i ·- • ·. . . . . 

informa~~on ·Fd belief; he LIED 1o inflict hlsJ>.if · ~A.PPEND1f 69.] :: 
1 

_. • _ . __ --· 

.· .. • · · .. it·'!' An obj~~ o~f er, lay obset11and/Jr ~~ o~er musi_¢tertrull . 

si&ni/i"m ,:Ubl of the ~ty ofJudg~ JeFe,i L' ~n, A reas,,Jlyprudent ~n . .· 

v.ill be in!fear rfnot 41 a fair and im~lni. . · · .•. . _1 . o• • ·• 

10,8. 'iOrde;rs of Jludg~Jobn Marshall~e:,~t4ftn()llStrate s1lgmfil~antP.ryJUd1ce and b:cas,- . 
I I • :1 I ' .. 

and he hJ-ignbr~ the law and the rules. [A.
1 
PPENDJK 44, 45, 5.1, 53, 5_6J 57, 58, 62.] Judge 

I I 11 ,I I ]• , . 

Jeffrey.L. 1 As~ton embr~
1
1d that prejudic~!I .~l~ias. 

1

:~e plaimed in his orde~ Jat he ha~ · 
,: I I I ,' I -I 11 I! I I I 1 I· . . : 

reviewed hid :ii.le, qut in a few hours, tli~i ~ p~yjiek1Iy1I impossiole. Upop in~ormatiort and 
: Ii I I I I I I I I I I _;;I)/ 1 ':I I I :

1
1 / ' ,' 1 i I ,· 

belief, he LIED to inflicthisjbias: [APPENPIX!99.] 1 
'

1 1 

. . I " 

I 
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109. Judge Johi1 Marshall Kest falsely Stl!tteci that many of Wi~dsor' ~ motions are not' ·. : 
• . .•. ··.:J• '-. :'. ,/ ·.·:,;·,... • .•..•.... , 

based -Qn statutory or Florida case law and some are not legally suffi.¢ient; [ AJlPENDIXS8:J 
. ( . . . : . : : . : ,• 

Judge John Marshall Kest did not identify thes~ .. Windsor asks this Court to review each motion .. 
. . . , • t ,._ .• ·• . . . . ,,/ • • • . • : . : ' . . ••. ~ 

to· see this. is false .. Windsor has complied with all ·stat~tes. and Rules~ ap.q, his motions ,are legally. . 
. . . . \ . ; ' . . . . . . . 

sufficient Judge John Marshall Kest just wrote this to :inflict his prejudice against Windsor. · . . .. ·: ·. ' . .... . . ·- .- .. · ... : _.._. . 

Judge Jeffrey L Ashton- embraced this~. He claimed in his order that he had ·reviewed the file but 
. . ·' . , . . . . ·. . . '. .'· . 

in a few hours; tli.atwas physically impossible .. Upon info~ation and.belief,.he LIED to in:fli~~:- . 

his bias. [APfENDIX 69.] 

110. · An honest judge would have striqken the pleadiJ;igs of the Defendants·. 
• I · ••. I . · 

[APPENDIX 18, 19, 3~, 36, 41, 42, 45.] Judge John Marshall Kestis.n:ot honest; Judge Jeffrey · 

· L. Ashton is n~t honest. · 

111.. · Judg~ John iMarshall Kest objected to Windsor :filirig·.so many motions. The only 
· : 1r 1· · · · · · · · · 

reason Wind,sor hasJiletl fuu~h of anF'ng ;was th~ ~origdoing of the DefeµdantsJmd tJ:+e . . ·· 
. I I . . . I : . .· I '• : . .. • I • . . ·• . . . . . 

, judgei: +gefob1} ~141 Kest is termmaJly biased. Ju~ Jeffrey L. ~•hl!>Ii ignoted this .. 

He claimeo in his order thati-he hld reviewed the file, but in ·a few hours, that was phy'sically ' . 
,• . . ' ! ·. . ... ·· i :1. ·: : ! .· 'I 11· . . : . . '.· . . •. : .. ' . : · ... : . . . ·. 

impossible. Upon inf'<j>n:n~t\on and ~:elief, he LIED to inflict his bias .. [ APPENDIX 69.] . · 

, l ~2~ Ju~ge u~ MarJa11 ~es; did n~~µg about d1e totally·frivtjlofu, Defendants'. . 

. motions foj cotr1pe~~ ~ ~o~on to disntlsJ ~mds~;,s mf,non ror-s..J~Jn. wasl9NORIID. . • 
I • . . I ,I . i • I . , 1 / . ' . • : ' I •. ! .• 1 . . . . . . 

Judge Jeffrey IL. Ashton ibored this. iHe cl~' 1.ed in his ord~r thaihe nad J."evfewed the fiie. but 
...• ! • .. ·. l: ... ' ! i I : ! i ', .· I Ii 1· . . .'! I ·.• ·.r: . 

~ a ~ew ho1''r'tbat w,as,p·.::.Tu:. i ysiplly ,·~••. _ibl~-1 Uponj~ol\ ·and bell.· e·; .. f, be LIEJ?.:i.f inft 
.his bias. [APJ.:>ENDIX 69::] : .·. : . ! •.... · . · · . >\ , , · · ·· ':' . · ., .. · • . . . ' . , ,, i, , •, ·.1 , i, , ' . I ,, , I , •I , I• , '., ·: '. '• , , 

. 113. 1 

Judge .Joli1i M~shalll iest depiJ~ Winds~r• s m~tio:i;is t~ corilpl;'l thJ ,Def~ridants to . 
. . .. ' ' '• . . . . ) 

produce documents and_ for sanctions wi~qut a h~arjng. (APPENDiX58:] T_his is .· 
·: ·., . . . .. · ' . . .· .. 

21 
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OUTRAG?OUS; · There was nothing improp.er ab,out th~s~ request;,: _Jud.geJeffreyi-. Ashton ._. 

ignored this: _ ~e claimed in.his :order that h~ ·had revfowed .the file, but in a.fe\¥ homs, that was '- . . 
. . . . .. . . . . . ·- .. 

· · physically impossibl~. Upon information ~dbelief~ he 11liDto iriflict his bias. -[APPENDix· 
- . . . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . 

69.] . 
\ 

114. . fadge Johnc·Mar~hall Kest has.)imited Windsor to one hour·per denositfon, .-· 

apparently as~ sanction. ·[APPENDIX 58, P; 3;] This is totally inadequate as.ttj the two.·· 

Defendants. Windsor has nev~r taken adepo~itiort;and he isdealin~ withliars; .Judge:.Johtl·.:. •·· 
·"c 

Marshall K:est wants to do whatever he can.to screw Pro Se .Windsor as he retires: Windso; wilL 
. . . . . . . . . 

file aBarCornplaint against him: JucigeJeffrey L.Ashtonigncfred·this. _He,claimed_itihisorder 

that he_.ha?reviewed the file, but in a few h9urs, that was physicalJy iinpossi~le. lJp~n . · 
. ' . 

informatif f"1 beli~ he LIED to inf!iCt hi~ bias. [APPENpIX 69:} . . . .. . ·. 

1 lp.. Judge Joltn M.arsha~l Kest awarded attorney's fees- put$Uatit to Flo.rida:~u1es of · ·. •· · 

. I . . . 

Civil Pro9edure Rule 1.380 (a) (4):- . · 
. • . ii . · ·. I 

,,• -: . . - . ·. _: . . .-,,1 

'~A\v~d of :Bx:p¢nses· of Motion. If th1 m9tion is gran:ted and aft,~r opportunity for : ·_ 
. ·•he~g, the c9urt s1?-aJl require the patf:Y or deponentiwhose. ce>rtdu,?t .necessitated tlle .. 

0 m~tion or the party o~ ~?un~el: a,dvisi~~tlle f0Aduct. ~o fay to!~~-111.Qving party .the i • 

·te~s_9iµble,_e;xf¢nses mcurred m obta1~ t~e,ordef ~t-~ay,m9!ud~rattom~ys-' ,feys,. ... • 

. i lll1"less thepourt finclsthat the lllOVW}~ fa1lti,4 to cerf:1fy 1r,i.tlie ip.pt1on that a go(?<i f~th. . .· 

. e!:fort was made to obtain the disc0~efy 
1withoritcdurt abtion,! that 14~ · opposition to·the > · · . 

. mption was sµbsiJilitia1ly justified, ot:tha~ other circum~tance~ make. an award_ of _ • · : · _·· · · . 

exrie~es unjust: il~ the motion is denied and afte~ opportunity for hearing; the cburt shall-. 

:;J:: ~b~~fu:;i~~'~:~#e:;;~ ~:t~ ..... · 
unless the court-fin.ds that the maklllg! o~fl+e motion w~s s11bstantiallyJustj:fied or that 

o~er ci~b~s~~Fs piakb -~ award O.f em1rnr9s unju.stj lf th,e. motio~.~s granted /in.Part -·•· 
. ~d .4e~eq.Jn ~~; te ~qurt may l:l~P?f~Off.the.~easpn~b}e ,e~pensfs lllflllTed,as!,1:l r~sult •· .. _. 

of• makhigitheµi_o_i_._ .. _1qn_ -an1_ongth __ epart_!_e•·•.·s_,1_1an_, __ • d_pe,rson_s;''··,_I · __ :·>•1 _·._••·-· .. · 1 ·- ·: : __ : . ·-· ... _. 
I' ·r . u,,., · 1. . I . .. . . I i •• , • .. • / . 

1 il6
1

J . Jutl~e 1!Mi Ivfars~all Kest deit6J ~indsor,J ~otioh fo Conipel~ut,po~das for ·. 
,. ' . ·'\'!;I' ' I 'i ·,1,' l'i._-· ; . , . I' . : . l .. I' ·. . .. ii .. 

. . . . ·. :-. ·. . /_ .. . . .. . . . . 

Documents fr9m Dr.·$tephen Goll.[APfENDJX.58; P. 3.] The Motioti fully explain,s:th~ need,_ 

-but Judge John Marshall Kestfeigned ignor3:nc~'. [APJ?ENDIX28.] pr. 8t~~heii G~lir~Hedon ... 
. . . I· , - . . , . , . . , 
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the notes he made w,hile exanuni~g Winds~r,, ~d tliese ~e discoverable: • Judge JeffreYL : .. • • • .• , • ' • ' I• • ' . • • • • • • . • • :. \~ . ' • •' 

Ashton ignore~Lthis.. He chihned in h1s order iliat he had reviewed the file; but in a few hours, .· · • • , • • • • • • • • • , • • • • , , • . • • ·.~ I , • , .• • • . • •• 

that was phy~ically lrnpossible1· ~pon inforin~tiori'and b.elief, he LIEQ.to iirtlicihis•bias.'. ·: • • ·1 • • ' ,. ••• • • • • • • . 

, :. [APPENDIX 69.] · 

· U 7. • ·' /~dge, John M~shall-:Kest outrageously denied. Windsor's Motion for. Sanctions 

against each of th¢ D~fendants _for Fr~ud onth~ Court. :He denied hearings .• He 'Claims the .... . . . . ·... . .... 

fmdiJJ.gs· of the prio! judge are valid, but.sh~ did not addre~s the issues. that :were clearly st~t.~cL . 

This sin,acks o:fcomiptipn. Perhaps· Judg6 Joh~ Marsh~l Kesthas ~een paid Qffby th~ attorneys • ! . . . . . . -· . 

. for the .Defertdants_,to· issue such ou.trage9us 'orders. Judge .Jeffrey· L. Ashton ignored this .. Ile .. . . . . . . ' . . ·• ·- . . . . . . . 

claimed _fu his·.qrderthat ·he had reviewed the file,. put in a few h9ltrs~'1:hat ~as-physically 

impossible. Upon info~~tiop arid belief, h~ LIE::O .to inflict ltls bias: [ APPENf 1x;69.] The_ . : .... 

Defenchurts could be lo1king at a :tnuJti.miJlio)1'<1ol~ dama,ie awatd to irr, m\fif woutd, be 

le~s. expensh~e to them to,pay off one or bothj:µdg~S.!-
. ! ! i ' ·j I . . . . . . . ' . I ! . . . . . ,, · ..... · .. ·· 

. ·... •• . . 118.-.. i.' . rudge. Jo .. 4n_ .. Mai;s. ha.UKest e. ,stab• .. li~hed -~-·cle~ly·fi .. ,_xed vi.ew1.•about. supstantive. . . •,' . i; ·• . . I i I' '1 .• ·, . ' ' : I ' I i .. : . . I I . ' .. •. ',. ; . . · I . . •. 
. . . •·p·' ending' ttfal 1nattei:s~ sd this ~irustraise ,clncbs ~bolit the· "apJearanc~ oiimp~opriety /1 a. . '.· : .· . . . .. , .•.. ' '· ' 1· •. . . . , .. ·. '1_ ::1 .. ··•.·· 1 • . 1· : .·. ·. ·.. ·1. I 'i I 1· . 

sumdan\ tlia! m~ ~ J~e~µm<led ~der ~~~ab\e'f'usaJ 11\Wi Ju~ J~lL ~wlb4s . 
. . . :1' 

donethet, ·. . •· •• . . l•: .... · ... · 
1 

•• • ••• •• •· •• 

1 l9J . ·on 2/1/20~1; Judge Jeffr.eyL~ A.jspt9n denied Wllld.sor's Am.t,nded Motion for ·•· .•·· • j· . . • • • • 1', . ' • ' • ' ' . ·. , ·.- · i _··' • 

ReCoµaideratio11 of~~er of ,ludgeJohnJITTf Kest [APPf]DC 69_;1·• He <l~ed 11 had· •.• 
reviewed the file. Windsor believes this is ifi;ilsl.b~cause .no hop.estju,dg~·: c.oµld reyjew th;e·file .•. 

andni>t·~onsider4eo{~~uso,¼
1 

i ll\L i · ·• . • ••• • • . • •.... 
120. • Jud~ijefftey :L·Ashto~ h~s e,ffect~yely_denied Windi:.or's:right~. of equal 

! 

_protection; under the)aw und~'r Article VI oftp.e· Constitµtion. . ·.. . . . •. · . . '. .•.·! . ''·· . ·. . 

. \ ... 
· 23 

; 
.•./.. 
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121.. Judge Jeffrey L Ashton's acrri()llS;~wve}llat hf has exercised his powerin this: .. 
. · . ' :.·:: ·. :.i;'·'.·:\'· .;.· ;,, : . . ' . ·, - . :,•· . . . . ., ., . . 

civil action for hi~ own personal purposes.rath.er:than the will of the law .. 

122. . Windsor bas not received fait arid impaitial treatment with Judge ieffrey L. 
/ 

. Ashton. He is pi:ejudiped ag~t Windsor .. :the~e is no wayJudge Jef:trey· L. Ashtcm is ari. .. 
. . . . . . . . ·. . - . . . .. 

honest, imparilid judge. Windsor would haye been better off if Longest mid com~ ~oth~r: foot .. 
. . -- . . . · .. ··. ·,_, .·.··· . . -· . . . . 

. -.. 

into Windsor's larie after:he lifted Windsor's tiny convertible offtJ:ie ground. \Viridsor would he· . · ·· 
. . . . ' . '. ', ' ~ :· ·. ·: -. . . .. . . ' . . . . -. . . . . . . ,, . 

dead, but at least he wouldn't h~ve to endure the intentional infliction of emotional distress. 
. . . . . .- . . . . . 

123: All Wind.sor wants is to have somecme fafr and impartial witli ,an ·open mind to . • · · 
. . 

listen to the facts and revi~w as much o;f the evidence as i~ needed to prove ·each of his cl.aim~ .. It 

. 
' 

. 
. . . 

-· . 

' ; . •. .· )' . . ..... · . . 

. is,obviousto Windsor that Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton;doesn~t care ~boutthe,facts imddoesn't.want 

• •• • • . •• • • •• • • • • ! • • •• '• ••• 

to applyth~•Jaw. 
' . 
i 

24 
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128. Ther~ are a host of reasons why a11yre.aso11~blf:Prudentperson would be in fear. 

of noti-eceiving a fair trial in t4is case.·. · .. . . . 

I .• 

i 

a. ... Judge.Jeffrey L.· Ashton had· his Judicial Assjstant send an email with . 
. . . .. . . . .... _,}· . .. ·. . .. 

. reqajrements to the parties pii()r t~ a hearing~ aridJhen h~ v,ie>late·d :tu~· o~ 

rules. while denying Windsor the abiiity to ·t~ese~t ,evidence arid case law. . ,. 
. .. . -· . . : . . . . ··. . . ' . 

· b;. Judge. Jeffrey .L Ashton d~11ied;reasonable r~quests for~ continuance.: 
. .. . .. , . ~.. ' . . . . ,, . . . . . . •:, : . . . . . . : . . ' 

c. Ju.clge JeffreyL~ Ashton ignored Windsor's hospitalizatioh·at the tlme6fthe· . 

2/2/2021 hearing and purportedly held a he~ng without hhn. · 

d ... Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ordered $2,500 in "sanctions'' againstWi11dsor 'when 
. . 

the approj:)ri1;it~ amount col,lld not h~ve been-over $100;, 
I • • , • • •• 

. I . 

e. Judge Jfffrfr L. Ashton ~ed Windsor, and he had 00 legal basis to ·do · 

so. I . · 

L J~ J4r L·Ashton "'.oI~.; r F!QJ;id,l ~1\"'5 ~f Cifil J'.roced""'. ~ I }~O · 

(J) i( 4) 1 . • · · : : . · . . . : 1 · .·. . •.. · . 

r:!. · r · · · . · / : . ·_ • · .. · · . · ·.· _.· ._· - .. · 

. g; -J.idge Jeffr~y L. Ashton fal5.ely cla,mied he h~d reviewed the file in tlJ;e case. : .. 
j •" 1. . . '.: • ·. . . .· . . . · .. · _· .... .- . 

h. ' Jhdgeief~ey i,: Ashton ~iolated ~ell~established: law :oruittomey•.s. fees .. 
1 · .. ' ', ·, . . . ";: . . .· . ·. . . 

. i. judge.Jeffrey L .. Ashton has shown cont~mpt:for Windso/ as ~ pro sej,arty -
' . . ,, . . ' ·.. . .. ·:' . . . . 

~d. as an activist w~o lias ~ipo~ed judici~lc\)rrilptioµi • f.[opestjµd~es bav~. 
I _.ii: , 1 : • !:: . . -i . ·:: ,i. . : · i • .. • 

:p~ised-Windsor's effo1.t~:: . ~ishonest jud?~s,like Judgr:)~ohn)Yl~hall J(~st •· 

· ·. 1 :t .. : II ; , • I'. ( I II. ·. ·. · i · •· . . - I J: .. ···- .. :·_ -.. -
-:' _· . an~ Judg~J~ffr.ey L. Asrto1, gol whatevep~ey c~ to ;~,~trpy Windsor.; . 

. _. :, I . ' ' II ·. .! I I. I ... : ... •.: . •· :j: I -. : •..••• ·.·· .. -

-·_ 129~·- · To.fa.cpn~id~fation·is easy'oYil:1R~l4!1?-_ g atwha~JudgeJeffr1~ ~- A.sht<:m-.~~d whe~_ ·. 
I . . : I 'i I II . . .· I' Ii[, ' I I • i I'). .· . '; . ·.· 

ignoring sanctions' against the D~fendaI1ts. I · · - · · · 1 

., 

1 

• • · . · · 

25 
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/ 

130. .· Windsor swore under oa,th undei;pen~lty of.perj~ that "Lie~, conspir13,cy, false 
. . .. . . . - :: ... . . ·• . . 

statements to law enforcement, alleged bribery;. :fraud, attempted fraud, false pleadings, a host of 
. . . . . . . . , . . . . . 

discov~ry violations, nume.r.ous violations of tll'( Florida Rules of Professional Conduct; · 
. . . . . . ,_-. . . . . _- --. . 

concealment of th~ key evidence; concealment·e>f the identity·of on7 ofthe\:ey fraudster~,· 
. . . . 

perjµry, alleged fraud by a pai~ expert witness, violatio~ of a·court order, contempt, malicious. 
. . . . / . . . . 

· prosecution, and fraud onthe.Court. The Defendants and th¥ir attom~ys have.done itail.": 
. . . . . . .· . 

Windsor presented Judge fohnMarshall Kestand Juµge Jeffrey L. 1\shton wiili:298 c~uses.of 

action for sanctions, .[APPENDIX 18 and 19; APPENDIX 34 and 35; APPENDIX41 andA4.] · ··· 

131. Surely 298 violations are destined for the Guinness Book · 
. . . . . .. . ! ... 

132. . Judge John Marshall Kest denied the m.otions withput the requestec.l e:videntia:ry .. 

. hearing claiming they were motions for "reconsideration/' . And Judge J effiey L. Ashton had to . ·. 
. · · · i ' I ·1 : . .· .· · • , 11 · • . . :: . . . · · 

acknowledge this was nJt recon~ideration, but he didn't. [APPENDIX 45, :page l .] oh · 
. . ·,: . I . ! . . ! ! . . . ' . . il . . . . · .. 

September 2,21~~' Jud,e' John Marshall K~tis~~ed r "9RDER ON M():f IONS FOR . . 

RECONSIDER-f\TION,jREQUEST FORHEA.iRJNG }\NpDIRECTiN"G ;' 13FENDAl'U TO 

FILE A REr~~SE." dJPENI)fX 451] 11H°f :B~ ~ absoliy false) clainiliigtheA~gust 
29, 2020 m~tions filed JY ·Whldsor were "m. 

1

otio :.s forlrepon~ideratipn.'' [~: PEN~IX45, ,P. 1.] , 
• i .. I 1.· I 1-' I . '. '•. ·1: ,.'. ·1 : .. '1, I ', ' . ,,1., . ! 1.1 .· . . •:. ' . . . . 

! ! I I : I • ' ii . I •:· • I • • i • • 

'The op~nhlg paragraphs I pf the ~otions stat~ piatj on Jr1~24, 102p,. Wind~orptig~!Jy .prr-sented 
! . : : .. ! ·: i: . : I I ·1, : 1-,. ; ' : . i . . ·: . 

• ' I : I . I I .· : I. I . I ' • I • • ! . 

98 counts to show FR.AUD ON THECOURTb)ieacli, o:ftheD.efen~ts .. And thatY~inc~ the·98 
:.· . ·• •. . ', i ·. I . . . . .. ·.• .. · ·... .. . 1·.··. . .·. ' . .··. ·I 
i . .: I ! . . 1 . 

1 
, • i,. . •1i !1 . -

courits were fll1 ~je<l, fhe Defentjants:~ ITg at¥ney~ ~• "ach rrtted ""1f 1 s1 ! · .. 

coun,.ts ,.· Fraud. i: on the co. u Jequiresl a.clearlian···. d· 1.l lclnvlin .. • cing·j· shJw.· ing, so tliisj.MMotionfuc' ['
1 

u.· cl.

1 

es ail 
1 

• 1 .:' i 
1 

1

1 1

1 · 

1 

i ·,1 :'; :iir :·· :! . Ii .· · · i :1 . ·. ·· .11:ir1 . : 

o.fth.e co\µ1.·t· ~ that at. ·.epN-t·o· fth~·scliei11 ... ~:" llA.·1 ~ .. :.,P. B ... ·•.N .. ~.pc 41l' 42. ,.] 102.n~v.r. c ..•• bun.ts ag.a in' ~t.: \he:':··.·•· 
·. 

1 I :'Ir:/ 1 · I,· 1;1 i · ·• 11 1 I: di I ii,! 11· /: ·· 1 • · , · ,· 1,i i ·. : 

Defendants does not constitute a "i:notion for reconsidera,tibn.'~ This i~ .fo.excusable. ·,. ArillJudge 
. . .. . . .-· . . .· . · 1· ' . . . . . 

. . . 

. . Jeffrey L.. Ashton made the same r_uling by re:fµsing to reconsider. ., · 

,26. 
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133. · While this alone should, be enough, Judg~ John.MarshallKest:oµttageqi,sly : · __ ·· __ 
. '. ,,,., "· . . . . . 

sanctione.d· ~indsor . .[APPENDIX 58.] There is'.Ii~ logical explariatfon fo~'the ~tions ci J~dge .. · 
I . . . . . . ... . . . •. .. . ·_ . . . . . . . 

John Mars);J.all Kest. Hejs clearlyprejudiced. He:may have othe:i;·probleins. Judge JeffreyL. .·. . . . . . . ,•· .· :· .• . -. . . 

. Ashton pick,:ed up the corrupt ball and ran with it. 

134. . Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton held a Kangaroo. Court on 2/2/20f t · Jie held a hearing in .. . .· . .. . . . . . . ... 

vtolation. of his o~ rules when Windsor's. hospitalization prohibit~d hiril-from attetiding; · :_ •. . . . . . . . .,. . " , .. - . . . . . 

·. (Pasha v. Siate, SC13~1551 (Fla. 05/11/2017).) 

·. 13'5. . Upon information and beiief,JudgeJeffrey L. Ashton.is a prejudicecl=bully who 

c~mld care less about decency? honesty, and fair treatment. 

. 136. A reasonably prudent person would NOT be jn fear_of receiving a fair.trial. . . ' ~ . . 

They'd be scared to d~ath! . 

.1...· 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
I

. .. I .. 
• . _; . . . I • / • . 

1.37. ·.· Wherefore, Windsor move.Sthe Cotuttovadat~ the order ofFebqary 4; 20tl; 
. . • . I ·- • I 

sanction:the Pefeil~ants by strikingtheir pleadings;Teciuse himself; ang gran{s~ch other ~d 

· further relief as is deemed just and prop~r . • :. .• • • • • • • , r 

This 14thday ofF~lJruary,2021.. 
. i' . . 

27 
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· 1 declate·un,der penalty. ~f perjury. that the- fo.r~goinK is trµe and co:g.ect· bas~d upon my :· ... 

pers6nalknowledge, except as to the matters her~instatedto be·alieg~d oriinfom1~tfoli ari4•· ·. · 
. - . ~ . . . . . . . . :. . . . . ' 

belief, andthiit'as to tii<>se matters,1 believe .them to be t111e .. 

. This.14thday o(Febrtmry.,2021., 

· · William M: Windsor 
'• .. · .. 

i ·1 

/CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE · 
. : 

. I HEREBy,CERTIFY ~at~.~opy of :the foregoing -~_.been·furni~h~d' byJ3,~¢ctronic·Nlail .. · 
. . . . . . . •,. ! .· . •, 

to: 
i .. 
I 

I, . 

This 14thclay ofFebiuary,2071. 
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Filing# 117238271 E-Filed 11/24/2020 05:23:09 PM 

IN AND FOR THE CIRCUiT COURT OF THE . 
NINTH -JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR . 

ORANqE COUNTY~ FLORIDA 

WILLlAM WINDSOR 

Plaintiff, 

vs.· Case No.: 2018-CA-010270-,O 

· ROBERT KEITII LONGEST, an individual, 
And BOISE CASCADE BUILDING 

,MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION, L.L.c;a. 

Foreign Lhni~d Liability Company, . 

. Defenda.nts .. ____________ -------,-;/ 
i . . . ·. . . ·_ . . . ( •· 

DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS '. 

PURSUANT:TO OMNIBUS ORDERON MULTIPLE MOTIONS 

\COME NOW. the Defendants, ROBERT. ,ITH, If>NGEST & • BOISE (;AScAD_e, .... 

BUILDING MATERlAT;,S DISTRIBUTION, LLC, oy and thrJu.gh their undersigned counsel-, and, 
. · . . , 1 . . : . . . .II 11 ·· . . · . . 

' : . . . 

hereby file their Motion for Award of .Attorf ey'i F~es and Cojsts Pursuant to'Omnibus Order on 

Multiple Motions, and states as follows: 1 
. 

1 

I I •• I 

., . 1. 0~ October 10, 2020, the Cof enrerjd its O~nf us Order on ~ultiple Motions (the 

"Orde~") (Exhibit A). The Court citedseveral it1stances wherein prose Plaintiff, )Villiam. Windsor, 

. 
. 

should be assessed attorney's fees and costs. . -· . · · • . · 

. 2. . . First oJ ipage five of the Order, co11cerI1irig Piain~iff s Objections (sic) ;o Robert 
. I ]·I, . . . . . :II. ,·_ ,1. _.. ·. . I . . . . 

.- . . _, , , I . . . ·1 1' •• 

• ,, ' , • • • • I 

Keith Longest' s Answ 1

,

1ts to Jnte-,,rogatori,eslar11iMJtionfor Sanctidns akain$t·Defendant;Ro,ber( 
• - .' i: , ; · , · l · -· _-. ! · I . - -_-· -:" ·· 

Keith.Longest, it was helq that "th~ <rolfl-1 finds t~at try.ey have not bee? ma~€' ,~n good faith, ,finds_that 

plafutiffhas ~iolated tJ~ ~les. and shonld be a~s~ssda attorney1k fees ~nil~sts under Fla. R Civ; p: 
. . . . ... - . _- ... , ... _. n . .. I . !. I ,. _· • ••• ·_•-. . . 

l.380." . '. , . . . 

FLTA01803 

) 
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3. Second, .on page six of the Order, concerning Plaintiff'i Motion to Determine th~ · 

Sufficiency of the Answers to Requests for Admissions to Defendant Robertl(.eith Longest, h was 
. . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . . 

· · . held that ''The C::ourt finds there was not a v;:ilid basis to assert this motion, and the attorney's fees · : 
. . . .. .. . -~ 

may be appropriate which will be addressed at a subsequent time.;~ 
. . . . . . . 

4. · Third, also on page six of the Order, concerning_Plaintiff' s Motion to Determine the . ·. 

Sufficiency ofihe Answers to Requests for Ad-111.issions to Defendant Boise Cas~ade, it was held that 

"The Court finds there was not a valid basis to_ assert this motion, and the attotney's fees may be 
. I . 

· appropriate which will be addressed at a subsequent time." 

5. Fourth, o_n page seven of the Order, concerning Piaintiff's Motion_for sdnhtions to · 

. . . 

Strike the 4nswe-; of[Joise Cascade Building Afaterials Distribution, L.L.C.; Motion for Sanctions to· 

Strtke·the A~ .... of Def'"jt Robert~tth ±orst Motio~f' Fraudpn the. Court; and Motion 

fer Sa,wtionsfar Violti/iO'F, of the Rules and !Jolt for Evidentiary Hefing, it was held~ '.l11" 

Court r~serves on the app:opriateness_ of imposition of fees under both thl e discovery rules and Fla. 

Stat. §57.105.". · . · . 

. 6. ··. 1h the precbding ex~mpl6s, Plai~tiffis litigation oo~duct rompted th~ Court to state 

• . . ' I I . ' . I . ' I •· . .. . . I/ .· . . . 
attorney's fe~s a~d-costs nia,)1 be appropriate in np less than fo~ i~tancrs· · Tb tliaterid, Defep;dants. 

j • I!' I I . . : I' . . . I ! I • ·.. . 

respec~lly~i anawno,fue '°'i~ie j:ofD~? ~s .aMcdstsift~ by Defen~tn 

connectto1 Wlfu $e + vrtrenr nr r ~,~ff, m~l4~ ~e nme for rev;°~ 
respondi1tf1 • and/or partlf "'ff'f in ~fllj r 1 ~e ~'!Ill•, . · ! , . · · 

1 

· 

7: ·Defendaht~ Jni present sdkpj~' i mental · materta1J rekardtng the ·calculation of 

. :1 I I I :11 I'! : . ' : I i' I • 

' I I i I ' I ' I' I 'I' 'I . 

reasonable attorney's fee1s andl costs. 1togethJr 1with any necessacy stipporting documentation, in 
. I I , I I j I 'I~ 1]11 ' : I' , ' j I: I . , 

I . I. I I I '1 I I' I ' I I I . 

advance of a hearing on 1;he present Motion, which will be set at the next available date . 

• j 
I-

. FLTA01803 
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'WHEREFORE, Defendants,' ROBERT KEITH;' LONGEST & BOISE CASCADE 

BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION, LLC, respectfully request this.Honorable Court ent~r 

· an Order granting the present Motion for Award of Attorney's Fees.~nd Costs Pursuant to Omnibus ... · · 

Order, and imposing sanctions as' set forth therein, an,d for such .other relief as th~ Court deems ju~t 

and proper. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE · 

I HEREBY CERTIFY (hat a true and correct copy of the foregoing has .been furnished by 

electronic. mail on this · 24th day of November, 2020, · to: __ . William Windsor, 

billwindsorl@outlook.com and bill@billw~ndsor.com (Plaintiff Pro Se). 

,· 

FLTA01803 

. I . 

SCOTT L. ASTRIN 
Florid~ Bar N~mbcir ?'0845l 57 
. • .. I, / . 

ISi 1)4Qi4 'L 1(/epme,i p,i, 
I, 1 ' ' :·•, ' Ii . I I • 

DAVID·I. WYiNNE,JR. · · 
I ' II , 

Florid::i Bar Number 326290 
' · I ii i, Ii · · · 

· . ~a"[ ~ffices o~ Sc9tt L. Astrin · · 
St~fflkttorney~ fo~.AIG .. · 
:io,d)~JTam' paJlst.r~et, Suite,2' 605' 
m,· .·aitt~~; .FL 331602

1
1 ! .• . · . . 

1 I ILII i I ~I . ' ' · 1 · i,hbne:,,813-:2ll8i~110.; • .-
'Rhk:- &13-649J:s3~2 : ; · ·. · · 
,:I E ·1 ,II l ad.. @a' . 
. ~rimary ma1 : t~pap e rugs, • 1g.~on:i · 

. ~Jbond~ Emai1
1
tl scott.astrm@rug.com; . 

anandiri.i.maharaj:@aig.com; david,WYline@aig.com 

14 .. tto~by. for De:fif I dants . j 1 

I I II I 

I' I ··I i ' i 
I.I I ' i ' : I 
l I II 

1[:"1.! ! 
,, ,, 
;1 
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. r~~:•iwn•~~~1?~t1•1\R! . 
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Re: DIV 37 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES (revised 01/03/21). · 

William Michael Windsor <billwindsorl@outlook.com> · 
Wed 1/27/2021 7:59 PM . . .. ,·. 

To: Davis, Keitra <ctjakd3@ocnjcc:org> , 

Cc: ~y~ne: David <-D~vid.Wynne@AiG.com_>; Astri~, Scott <Scott.Astrin@AIG.com>; Christopher, E~ily .· 

<Emdy.Chnstopher@a1g.com>; tampaplead1ngs@a1g.com <tampapieadings@aig.com> . . · . . • . 

Thank you, Ms. Davis. I just received \,our email at 7:52 pm. I w;~ un~ware that you were handling this 

until I checketj Judge Ashton 1s page online. I was unaware of the judge's policies and procedures ... · · 
' •. . . . . . . 

I have not provided Hearing notebooks,, memorandums, and case law. It is past 5 business · 

.. days., so the hearing will need to be rescheduled. I-have just filed a motion for· a stay or 

continuance, but this adds another reason. · · · 

Thank.you. · Please· stay safe. 

Wilt~am Michaei Windsor 
billwindsor1@outlook.com 

: .. . .. -•'. . 
. I 

.. =hum.,,• """"" '"""'"=• .J."'m"''"""'•·•"'"""''•' "'""-·-"'"·*-·•"·· .. s.=mT '*'· • 1· ==•····-··•· . ••"'.'" "'•····• ·' "" ,1., "' "''"'"'"' """' T"'"" m;,uc """ 

F.ror: Davils, Keitra <ctjakd3@oc.njcc.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 7:52 PM 
• ' .,, I 

To: William Michael Windsor <billwindsorl@outlo0k.com> · 
' •• · 1 . . . . . • 

SubJeg:: DIV ~710LiCIES AND PRClC/EDU RES (revised ~f/03121). 

Hello~ · , 
1 

, • , • • , • • 

I 

. . I . . 

Judge Jeffrey L. A.$hton ~s pe¢n assi~ned to pircuj.t Civil - Divisiob. 37. Please 1b~ informed 

tha~ 0~ office, opera1tes ~Hmrtny tpr9µg~, epifils.1Vfah;y ques~ions bah b~ answy;re~ by I .. 

reviewing JU<ige f~~ton'~ /Pfc;>qedur~s f9r:~?ur~proc1e?4rgs .. ~lef~e f~ad tpe;Gu~~~lme~ and· 

Pro~e~ures for.- D1~s1-on ~
1
7 • ~i;i. ~the. Co~~-if si Wt?q131te a~ :www .nuiit~Circuit.?rg, t11cl~d1ng tne 

Jud1c1al Autom.ate.9- ell al~;qdap. ~g s. ys .. t~. ~.. :WA.ii .. e•:.::s).1. . i ii; ~.Ii' j I i ·1'.
1
1 I ~. ;/ / 11 };1 

• ' . i ' : /: 11 I I ii I !I I I iH' ,I ,I I[,' I ' i I ' I I I 

qur office is;i durreri.tly r'~p~iving ja)ihigh ivolurn~ ~( g~ne~ttl 1inqui~y .eniails:!1;1-na ht1a.ring 

requests. I Will rJspond t~ iyou:r ~m::i'.il~s soonf a$: po~s~bie./ In an1 effol(t to.balan~~ both email 

reviews and 1
1

1othet essent~~l dU:ti,es vvit1?-in :the! div~sibn;l I vyill 1·espcmd/ to genera;]! inquir.ies·as 
. 

1'bl H ,. 1
'
1
'' I ·t ,I -i1·b 1dd.' 11

' d"" 1t~11 d' t111tth· ... 111 
• d. 

so.o~_as pos~~. e.. er~~~i'iteflUJrs 1
~.w1

1 
• r l , , r~~:s~ 1:rn 

11
e P! e

11
r ;r~ . 

1 
,e)r are1,re9e1ye ; · .. 

~1th!1n thre1: 9t1.sme~s !1t~f @f ~ere1;ptj ,r1e~si1 ~1~0~:;m~1}p It r~m~ r,~ I 1r1~eq-u.at~l~i process and 

~,· 0SJ?Ond .t?;~P ... 'fr l'eqlf.es·t·I l, ~. ~ ku. ch, p. ·.l.·Eia~ie r. eq rip ~ro.:~, ·,· 'f~llb. vpng.1-,um'(· l·i~Y .em. ail. ?.D··'·.i·:·i p.lhone 

dur1ngth1s·.'.t1,,1m.1 efr .. 8r1P~-! 1 
:.· J I .

1
' ! :, l.t1 !,: .' .·•!· ! .. ,/1 ,1

1 
i i•·~./1

l/1i .. •:,.
1

I i .... ,/· I· !·
1

. •1·. · 

. Ii I I . ,· I .. ' ' : I. I I ' "· ' i' .. I,: 1. I ! ' I ' '' ' ' ' ... ! ' ' : ,.,.1 I 

Any ca. s~ r.·~1
1
a.

1 

tediJsu.es.,·.,.··.[ric . .lu i.:6.g·
1

.' p.ro·p·
1

·~·' ~~4 .. thJhe.1

ts···•·.i~r· e.:·.!~he~t for .. Ji)'.e.
1

1';.!rin·•. g.· :1.·.a;the!.•11m.•.'u.st be . 
' 11 11 . ' ' 1111 1 : I I .· . " • I '·1 I I ,, 11 ',,III I 111 111'111. ' 'I. I ' 1' 1 .. 

sent to the following .e:tr.i!aH.laddre~s: ~g · ' • · · :, ·, • g. · 1~W~ys co:A
1
Y ttte:'.opposing 

. i · 1111 ' ' . I . ' . I' I 11' 11 1 
! I I . ' . . I . I I' ' I i 'Ii! ii I I 11 I I/Jill 11 . ! ' I ! ''i ,1 

counsrl/pr9 ~el
11

litigS: .. n. t qtl., :MI e.;. ID!:i~ls to i;ht:i .. G.•o. ', t:lff. ·o., r YOi"W{ e ... ,friflil F~[., 1., .. · ll.:le., 4~le.,:t~d/.: .:.1,. 'i . 

I I 111: .. 111 ·11 l,1. I I I I '·. ··.,I! 1ll1I ,1, I 11 I 'ii' !I 11 1 l1 .,. t: .. ' I 
111 1 /i I 

Please not~ that if iou ~re submitting doctiilientatfon
1 

ri~ iE~-Pa!rt~/Sh~rt fylatters and it is: 

less than five (5) busin~ss day before your hearing, yo:µ will need to reset.your hearing for · 

another date as the documentation has no;t been timely submitted, per Division 37 Policies 

and Procedures. . . . . . •. ' ' .. ·. . . . . . . .. 

Once a regular hearing is set, furnish a copy of:y-01;1r motion and notice o~ hearing to·the 

Judge by mail or ha~d- delivery. Hearing :notebooks~. memor~;11dµms; and case law must be 

provided at least five (5) business days prior to the hearing'. . 
. . '· '.,.:,. ' 
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I: ·, 
. . . 

Our office appreciates your patience. ) ·, 

Thank you for yol;lr. email .and stay safe.,. · · 

( 

i. 
'. 
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DIV 37 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES (revi~ed 0i/~3/21) 

Davis, Keitra <ttjakd3@ocnjcc.org > 
I . . . 

. Wed 1/27/2021 7:59 PM .· · . 

To: William M1i::hael Windsor <billwindsor1@outlook.com> 

Hello,' 

Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton has been assigned to Circuit Civil - Division 37. -,Please b~ informed 

that our office operates primarily. through emails. Many questions can be answered py · · _; · 
reviewing Judge Ashton's procedures for court proceedings. Please readthe Guideli:Q.es and. 

Procedures for Division 37 on tJie Court's website at w:xy:w :ninthci:rcuit~org, including the 

Judicial Automated Calendaring System (JACS}. , .. · · . · · . . · · 
. 

. . 

Our office is c~ren,tly receiving a high volume of general mq-tiiry emails and hearing 

. requests. l will respond to your ·email as soon a~ possible. In an effort to ,balance both em.ail · 

reviews and other essential duties within .the division, I willrespond to' general inmiiries as 

scion as possible .. Hearing requests will be addressed in the order that they are received, 

within three bus1ness days of _receipt'. Please· allow me that time to adequately process arid ·· 

respond to your request; as such, please refr~in fro:µi "following-up" by ~mail-or phone 

during this timeframe. · · · 
. ' . 

Any case rel~ted issues, h1cluding proposed orders or request for.hearing time, must be 

sent to the f~llq~ng emailladd.re~s:-37orange@nip;thcincuit.o~g. ¾l"rays copy the/opposing 

.counsel/pro se litI~ant on dn emr1lf t.o. thi. Court or your em,11 Wfll be deleted, . I . . . ', 

Please:no\e that if you'ar(p submitt~ng do~umentationfor E:xi-Par~e/Short Ma.tte4s and it is 

less than five (5) _business day b/~f~re yAutf heryi~~ you will p.,~ed to/ reset_Y?~ hearing. f~r 

another dapf as tµe 4ocumenta~1Qn h~s! no~ lbeTn t1m~ly lrub1;mtted, 1per D1v1s1on 3.7 Pohc1es 

and. Proced~res. . . : /. ; ' [ 1 

1 

., I I . . 
Once a re~lar hearing 1s set, furnish a cµpy pf your mot~on I and. ~0~1ce of hear1:ttg to. the 

Judge by J.ku or handtdelivery~ H~aririg ridteiooks, men:ioran:6.ms, and case laiw must be 
, 11 I I I I 11 I I I • I 

provide~ af lleast,~ve, (
1 

) busintie.ss tlays ~
1

~

1 

~o/ '/jr fo th_e hea,g. · ' · · · · 

Our office appreciates wour pa enc~. ; : r I 

I I I II 1 1· ! ! , : . 
" 

' ' : : ·1' I ,l:1· I 1 I • 

Thank you ~or
1 

your eniail arid stay :~af~~ ! / ! • • · 

i I 
. 1 II I 

I. 

I . , i11 
,' 

I •i·: 
(' 
i' 

,i: 

I' 
'' 
Ji. 
I 

,i ,, 
I l 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 

NINTH JUDICIAL CIR(;UIT, IN AND 

FOR ORAN9E COUNTY, FLORII>A 

Case number: 2018-CA-010270-O. 

DEFENDANTS' MbTION FOR 

AWARD 01} ATTORNEY'S.FEES 

AND COSTS PURSUANT TO 
OMNIBUS ORDER ON 

MULTIPLE MOTIONS 

COURT MINUTES 

COURT OPENED 11 :03 AM on 2nd day of February, 2021 in Hearing Room 1100.01 

This case came on this day for Motion 

Honorable ~shton, Jeffrey L , presiding 

William Windsor 

i Petitioner/ Plaintiff 

vs. 
Robert Keith LQngest; Boise _cascat ,~ilding t,1ater:als Dis~jbuti~~ Llc 

_ Respond~t / Defendant !/ ! , · I, · I 
Parties Present: 

i i' i 
ASTRIN, SCO't'f L, 

I
Bsqu.ire · . . /I · 
WYNN~,DAVp:) 

IR.WIN·;,_ JRr E.. sqbire . ,I . . . / 'I I • 

!/' . I ,, : .. ,. . 

1 . I I 

. ii 

Atto~ey 
'II . 

- (Jour:t repotteri: nu, 

i/ , 11 I •· , 

C~urt ;J)epur; rr 1

: roa ' 
Hearing hela. via: icroslft Teams. 

'/ I '11 'I I / I' 
I I I I 1

/ I ·i i 

The Plainti~ failetll·to ap ear. : , ·, -

·1 I I :11.1 I 
I . ' 

I ,I,,, ' 

I i !i / I I . . . 

ido,urt's iRJ,ling!"fhe Court find tll.e <•e of $2500 to be reasonable and grants Defendants' 

Motion for Award.6f Attbmey's Fees and.Costs.Pursuant to1t:he Oti:Utibtis Ordeir on . , , 

Multiple Motions filed November 24, 20~0. The Court orders the Plaintiff to pay within/. 

I 

• 
' 

••• • 
I 
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60 days from entry·ofthe order by certified che~k or 111oney order. Violation of this orde~ 
mayresultinadditional sanctions. Counsel shall prepare an o,rder. 

. . . 

COURT RECESSED at 11 : 18 AM on this the 2nd ·day of February, 2021, subject to call. · 
Filed in Open Court on 02/02/2021 · · · 
· Deputy Clerk in Attendance: s/Lajmin R. , 
Office of Tiffany M. Russell, Orange County Clerk of-the Circuit and County Courts•;_ 

/. 

- ) 

I· 
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.··.EX-HIBIT.·· 
4 

I 
. . i 
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Filing# 120882942 E-Filed 02/05/2021 09:59:02 AM·· 
. . 

IN AND FOR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 

NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT-iN AND FOR 

ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

WILLIAM WINDSO'&- . 
Plaintiff, 

vs. Case No.:. 2018~CA-010270-O 

ROBERT KEITH LON OEST, an individual, 

And BOISE CASCADE BUILDING 
MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION, L.L.C, a 

Foreign Limited Liability Company, 
Defendants. · _____________ ; 
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( 

Copies furnished to:.· 

A· copy of the ioregoing has· been electronically file,d. with .the Clerk of Courts by using the· Florida 

Court E-Filing Portal. . . . . . . . . . . 

i 
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Appendix 
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Filing# 121363686 E-Filed 02/15/2021 06:37:49 AM 
\ 

} i 

WILLIAM WINDSOR 
. ·' 

Plaintiff; 

vs. 
. ) 

. . .\ 
. INTHECIRCUIT COlJRfOf:THE 
.NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 

. · FOR ORANGE COUNTY;:FLORlDA 

CASE NO. 2018-CA-010270-0 . 

ROBERT KEITII LONGEST,~ individual, and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS 
DlSTR.IBUTION, L.L.C., a Foreign Limited Liability'.Company, . . . . ... 

Defendants .. · · • 

NOTICE OF.FILING PETITION FORWRIT OF PROHIBITION 

COMES ·NOW the Plaintiff, William M. Windsor ("Windsor" or "Plaintiff') and files 

thi~ Notice ~fFiling Petition for Writ of Prohibition,'attached hereto. 

Tms· 15thday 9fiFebru~, 202J. 

William M. Wbidsor 
lOOEastOak Terrace Drive,UnitB3 
Leesburg, .Florida 34748 . 
352 .. 577-9988 ·.· . 

. · billwindsorl@outlook.com · . · .. · 
bill@billwin:dsor;com .. · 

1 
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to: 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE . 
. . 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been ~isheµ by Electronfo Mail 

David I. Wynne 
Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin . 

100 N._Tampa Street, Suite 2605 
Tampa, Florida 33602 

davjd. wynne@aig.com, tampapleadings@aig.com; 
emily .christopher@aig.coni, scott.astrin@aig.com 

813-526-0559 - Sp.;218-3110 
Fax: 813-649-8362 

This 15th day ofFehruary, 2021. 

! 

William M. Windsor 
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, U.nit B3 ·. 
Leesburg,-Florida 347 48 
352-577-9988 
billwindsorl@outlook~com 
bill@billwindsor.com 

2 
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CASE NO. ~...,.......:. ___ ____ 
... · ,\ 

I •• : 

... •' . 

../ 

,•' · .. : 

•: .. ~ .. 

. , . . · . · c~s~ NO; 2o;~s?f ~l,0;1.~? i ,',,( () ,;, ';i .. ;) 
· INTHECIRCUIT.COURT10F_,1llE.'.NIN'TII-JlIDICIAI}CIRCl.ITf: ·-: . ·, 
... ·: ' . , . . . .. ·, . . :· . . . . .. . . , ..• ··. . . . ·:I . . ...... · .. ' . 

. ·. IN ~--FOllORANGHCOUNTY:,-FLORIDA . · . · . , _.· 
. .. · .. ~ ..... ' : -~ . . : . . . ' . . . 

:- •,•....... . 

·'.In re William M. Windso; -
. . . .•, -· ., .. ·. ··... . . 

. ;: . . . . . -.. - .·. , ... -. '· 

. .. . ~ .. : •, 
. . 

. ) . 

Wil~iam M. W4idsor; . 
.' _ .... ·,;. :_· .:· 

Petitfon¢1< ',:_._ .. · 
. ' ~ ..... .· . . 

. ·-? .. y._ -: ~\- ... · . ~ ;.·, .. :. -~- .. 

· ... ROB~RT:~ITII LONGE.ST,. an il}divl~ll~i, ~~-:~QIS~--¢A~_¢AriE'.BuiJ?ING~ .. 
. ·MAtERIALS.-DISTRIBUTION,.L:L:C;~ a Foreign·Limite~lLiibility•.Company;:-_ ---

.. . · ·. · .· · · . . . ·. · . . · . ~;siil~h;~is. ,::, ; ti;' <'.:"f • •< , . > : 

··: ... · ... ·'· ... 

• •• l'• • • • • •·; :, I • • . • •~: • ,' I • • •, • • • ,', •• • ••~ • • • 

:, • ; . .; - . . • . . • . ·. .• . . • . _:- . ... : . . ~ '. ·:···-~- :. =; :· . . . '• .. 

·· .- ·- ''. -- ., _ . ·- · ·- · · ·,· -W.lllia~-~:Wi~ds~} _ _ _ -,. · · .. __ 
.. :_ -·:· .. :.: ,.-,- · i.OO Bast Oak Terrac¢.'bnv¢;·UnifB3;'LeesbWg,:F~~rlda 3~748-- .. : :--- ,, _- ·i·-: .. 

--~ : ... 352~577~9.988 - billwindsorl:@o:utlook.co~:~:~ni@biilW-~dsqriC9~ ·,. ·. ·.·: ,:'.: .· 
, ... ,• : """: :• ." ~ ·• .. , .. '.·. , . } ~ .' : •. :' _ _-. ,t; ,r. • • • • •• • •• :' . :_: . .' •.• ··: __ • • • • ,;• ... .' '.' •• -· ,. ,,···.· ••• • .• • ,. : •. , , • • 

. . . ,:· - ... · .:. . ) --. ., . . ··, . 

,_ ._ :-- . _ ·, '_ ... Davi~.J.·Wyil_ne an,d.Sc9ttf:A,st~b1., : ,.. ._ -:,,.:;=·. :_/-_ .. ::., · :. ,_ 
· : ' -. , .. • ' ·L~~O£:fio

1
~$al_o£S~ott°L~.A~~-- _ . _.,., ·· .. .- _-__ _ · . 

-._· .. --·. -· . .-. · lQO. N~·Ta;mpa Str.e~t,.Suite 260:5;:_T~p_a;-<Flpri~_.3'.36().2 __ :· _: -= . , ,_. ---

da;:vid..wynne@ru.g:.;J,~:i ,h,un.pap,l~~Ss@aig .. com.,. _· 
1 

(• ·: ·. . · . . .. · 

- • · = . ·emily .qbristophe;r@~g.Qom/ ~q9ttas#in,@~g~coin:.- -. ,· : . ··: . . ... : .. · . __ . 
s13"'s26-os59 -- s13:-21s-3i10.~:Fax:.s1s-649~8362 · · __ ._ · -- , ·.- __ : 

. -- : . . . . ; -: .. . . . :.-·_: : ... _:· ~ ... . .. . . . . . . . . . . 

: ' 
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T ABLE'-OF CONTENTS :H •..• ~ .. ~ ... :~ .... ~ . .-... ~-~--~-~~., ... :; .. · ... ~ .. ~·~ ..... ~ ... .-.:: .. ~-.. ~.: ...... ~;.-.. · .. ~;: ·2 
...... · : '. '. . . ' -- . . _. . ·.· . .,./ . . . .... : =· . . - .: . .. 

J3:.ASIS.·FOR:f.NYdI<lNG JUMSDI CTI()~;~-~·-···: ... ~::·.;· .. ~·•.i-~~~.~·.~ ~--~ ~ ;·.~;-~·:: •• ~--~; •. ;. ~-•• -~ i• :4; 
. .:· •' .. ' ·-::-- :: : . . ·. . . ·.' ... ' .. · ··. . . :·,\ :·'.. ·'·. . . ·'- . '.· ; :··: y:, : : · .. :.. . . :.- · .:-._.:· ·. '.:··--:.:'· : . ,. 
·NAt.lJ:RE·~OF-RELIEF· SOUGHT ••..•..•. ;. .. .-...•... ; ....... " ........... ~ .. .-.................... ·.-.~-.. ~ ........ 4·: .. 

.st-A;.B~:~~-.THE·F~6TS,A$:pilocin~itisio~t..:::.-;u,i~: .. : . .:,,;:::· ....... ·· 

.:~AS.riNs:~ rim·:~r:·s~9\1Ln ~$:SV]3.·._.:.\' .. ~/:~.·.:\~:,:•:~·.i~·:·.~~·.·:.~:•;.~:; .• :~·>-1~: ··:•. 

ST·. 'A-'ND·:inno· F·RE. VIEW.· :_. . · · . . .·. · ..... ·· ·. . 28.:_·· 
-.. ri·_ -~:: . . . . . .. • ......... -.- •• ~-........ ~.•·······~:.;.·~.·~--..-·-. •• · ....... I! •••• ;~••;•-····~··~~ ... :•~-··, 

-CpNCLUSION 

. . .. . . . . . . - ~ 

CERTIFiCATE· -OF~ COlMPLIANCE ....... ~-........ ~-. ·••;~ -~~-.. ~ .... ; ...... r.-... :.; ...... ,.~.i •. •• ;. ·~·!'•~ •. ,o ·._ ;: . 
·:·CBil11F1cATE .. riF. SE~;,ICE ... ~·;: ..... ·~~-·.:-:~:; .... · ........ ~.·~>~o: .. .+~ .. ~:~.; .. ~.~ .. :.:' •... ! •••• :.~.:.~~·.~50·: . 
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., 

.. INTRODUCTION .·. 
,••.~.~-- .i;•::• I ,~.~=• ••~ .' • •• • . • • 

.... : ' . . : ~ •, -~ . . . . ; ... ;· .... ·., . ·' ·, .': .. ·. . . . . 

-£. ,.:· ....... :P~t-tcffl?rida R~es .. of Appellat~---ProcedW.-<f ("~~·;)Jl~e 9.. H)O,~d :thi~ : 
'·. ,. · .. ···. :: ' .; ~ '· .. ,,; .. ·~ .. :·, . -~· ·.:,. . . . ... :. . ·:·. •·. · ..... :··;. ... . \ ·_.:·· .. : ·. :.·. :.. . •'. ,: .. .... :··:•:··· . .-:,.·· : .. -~ 

. C~lll't's :h,ihei:e~t 1:''?W~f;-P~titioner,,-WILLIAM ~.I. W~DSQJ.l ewinds~r',~)~ r~~~ly :. :: . '. : ' ' .. 

·~ ~-c~ ~r \'writof~~~oire~;u~~J~·L: ~ ;~~ft1,e' ,·•. •··· ··• 
. . ;· •. . . '·. .•. . . .. ,, . . , . : . . . . . . . . ~-

~irQ~t-Co~u\of ~e :N'~~'J~diciai Q.ir~~it~-in _and for. pr,ange Co~ty._.Floiida froIQ. presiding rura . · . • 
• ,, •• , , l, .• • •. • • • ,'' •• • • ! ·• • ·s, .·:. ,".. ·. ~ /; ...... • • . · . .. ·.: .· , • "·.. . • _... · • : : ; t,,..-,, •, •: .. •. •_.·• ',, ::. ". • ·.:)'·:, :,,:• ,.'; ·'• • •. ,.·:, ·:\ : ., ....... ". 

c4'cuitjudge ~. th.e matter of WILLI.Afyf-M.,WINDSOR vs/ROBERT KEITH LONGEST . ·· : · · ·_.. 

. {"~~g~~"). and·~~I~~-~A~~~~~ ;~~~ci:M·~~~~;·:~IS~~~~~,:~,~:~/··: . ·, ·.· 
' • : . • • • • ' •: '' • •• ,.: • • ' • • •'• ." .-. • • • •.: • • ~- • ~ • l : : • • ~• • • • • ••• • • • • ~ . • • ·• • . • • • : • • • .. 

e'Boise Cascade'') in Case No. 2018-CA-01270-O. . ; . 
: _·_ .. :: •.;. . . . , , .. ,.r . . . . , • . .·. .. . ;: ~- . ·-:• .· , . . • . ·,_ 

2. Windsor ~Sb petitions this Court.:to de_cla:r~ that Pro.Se parties ate not subject·to ·, .. 
. . '· . . .: . . . . _... . _: ' /. . . .., . . . . . . . . .... , .. ' ·. . ~ .. . ~- ~ . : , . .. ·. . .. ,' . ' ' _. -. . ._. . : . . . . ·. . . :· . 

. the Fiprida Bar ~tiles of J>rofes$ional Conduct; declare that Wll).dsor has noJ1outly restncti<5n. on ' ... ·. 
: \. : ... : i. ,. . .. . : . f .. ~ : ~ • • • •• -: • :_ • : •• • • • ! .. :-· : ' .- . . _. . : } :· ,_ ·. ; : \ . -: . ,! : ·•. • -~ : # • : ••• ·.: • • • • • • • • • • • • 

depositiQ~;. a:11d order a newly-assigned:, h~ne~t judg~ to recqnsider th~ orders' of Judge: John 
. ~~_lQ~~-7

Judge LfaaT. ·M~~~~-mi~J~~~e Je;ftey'{.A,~4t~~ .. : :· ... . .... .. . · .. .' , .. _:: ·-.? ·.:, . ; . '· 
. • • • •• =· ·-•. - •• l . · ... ,i. • • . :'•! -._, .. . - . •• .. ~. . . -~·., . : . :· . ·.;:· ., 

Tp.is Petii;ion .follows :J:he .d,~nial of a tjmely-:6led motion to ~isquali.fy{APPE¥J):Q{ · 
. . . . ...... 

.,,/ . ;~'.. . -~-·. . ... 

. 66] 'in ~hich-Win4s~r ,_establ~~4~.~ ~~t .l,1e 4~ an; PPJ~~tiyetr,. ~easo~ab.leJe~. tfia~ ~~ ~ ~ot. ·. '..: 

· ·_· .. r~-ei~~1a·rmr-~:ik~ !~d~~,;~~~y_L·.~s~~o~}~d ~~e:_p~j~~~~::~~-;~cJ~~ ;¢fi!,ey·~:;.:_~htq~ .: · . 
• ·-. • : •.. : •.,. • . . . . -. • / .. •• . • • ..•.•••. !" •• . .... •.. '• ~-· ... _.. _. •• _. . ,• ..••. ' 

·. a~sutes ·ihls casei~. tnove forward with Ure ·'llllfrik.;and. ~lawful:-.or~rs of J.ridg~:Johri Mar.~hal\. 
' ...... ,... . .· .... ·. ·:,: .• . ··--~_.:.-:>·>i.:.,;,_,.>· .. >:,-·.·/•::,::.'.··.' 

Kest.·. y·.: ,:-: .~.,. · ..... '_ ... : .. ·.... . ... .--. . ... ~ . 
: . ~ . . .._,.. . . . : . . . . . . . . •. . '• 

,,. • : • •~ •• _., •• • .: • ,: .- I I ~ ', ,, • , • • • : ,•• '~ , •: • '•:<" .:' :•., , '• , , • ,' \ • ; • • , • • •: :.._, • ) •: •.::, ~ ·• • i' •• : •: •' •:; •• 

4. . . The Petition w~s premised on FRAP 2.330; }"loiida' S~tut~_;.~an4 ili:~ :Florida C~~ 
. . . - : :"" _... . . '• . ., .... : . . . ~ . . . .. . . : . . : . _.· . : .. 

. ·. of Judicial, Coridtict; a11· of which requ~te that a jridg~ disquaji:ry Jtlm.,s~lf 9µ~ ~i:P~ _ha~ : · ., · ./·: .. , : ;.: , . .,- .. ,._. : 
• • • • .. ,. •, •• 1._ •• ·:·•·,. ... • .- • • • • -·. • •• ·.\·.• •••••••. • 

1 
(7) aru.tE. ·.2· l: : :: .:. 

. ·.' 
. . . ·~ 

• • •• ·•; ; I ~ 
.. : .·-.-.... : :.--. : _., .. _ ..... ·. 

' ... · ·,•·-. ·. .·. ·. -.·. 
;. 

.3 

{ . 
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BASIS: FOR INVOKIN<i'.turu:SDICfI()N\ . 
~::~~~-:)4j1:r~--~❖!~~ ~·· f~i ~~ ;,: · ~:~h(~~- · • :-; . •~l· • 

Article V,' section 4(b )(3) ofthe·Florida·Constitutio:n :auifi.orize~ .district:~otlrts of s. 
• . . . • • \'·... ' • . {. • • • . . . . . . • • . .· I •. . • 

appeal t9-issue wri~ of.pro~bition. Se~ also FRAP Q.030(b)(3);.~.9.100; 'This.is'an -.. 

,· origin.al ac~~~ ~der.R~~e ~.l0O(a) o~the F~. ~~s ~ourt·h~--o~g~Juri~m~o~-P~~t :o: .·_ .. · -
. ' . . . . '· .. 

FRAP and Article Y, Section_ 3(1,)(8).oftheFlo,;t~ Grinstitution:. s~~ B1mdy v. Rud<!; ~66 So; 2d: . . . . . ... .. . .. . '•. . . 

. 440 ~Fla. 1_"978) (granting wri~ ~here circult.~ou,rt erroneously denied m~tion-to recuse ju4ke ).· .· .. 
. '\ . . . . . ;,.. . . ··_ ;'. . . . . : .. 

. . . . . . 

6. The denial of a motion to disqualify a successor judge i~ reviewed f~r "a'l,us.e 9f .. 
. . .. . . .. . 

. . . ,. . ·, .. . . . 
discretio~ ~ee Kingv._State, 840 So.2d 1047, 1049 (Fla.20.03),'.~d:shoulq. oillybed~s~bed if 

- . . . l . . . . . . - . 

G'the r.ecord: cl~ly r~fute~ th~ ,successor judge's d,e,cisio:b. t() ~zj.y .the ~otio~:,, fin.field, v: _. · 
. . . 

State, 710 $o.2d-201; 202 (Fla. 5th DCA 1998); see also Quince v~ State, 732-So.2d.1059, 1062 
. . . . . .· .. -·. ·.·· . 

(Fla.1999) ("a court's ruling -o;n ·a discretionary matter will be su:stamed wil~~s no reasonable . ·. 
• • . • • • • • '• , • ~ • • • • • l • • • • , .• • 

.-person wo~ld take _the·')ie:w ~~pted by'tµe co~:-"): : . . ,, . 

NATURE'OF RELIEF SOUGlIT- · 
'· 

7. ~e-na~e of the relief. s<>µgh~,inthi~ ~edtion-.is a Writ_ of Pr~~bmon p~~l~g . 
•• • • •, • • •• ✓ • • • • ,· ' • '\ 

. Judg~ J~ffrey :L. Ashtonirom·conducting propee~ngs in this_c~~- W~dsor.also s~ks 'to. have 

·.·. this: riourt de~lare tha~ Pto. se· parties aj"e llot. subj~ct to the Fl~dd~ ]3ar .i{ule;_of ~~fess.ion.al · .... 
. . ; · . . , · _. ,. · · · ·. ·. · • · I .'r' . .. . . . ' ... ·, ·. .. . .. · · .• · . . · 

C9ndµct; decl~ that Windsor_ has no _hQ~ly restriction on d,epQsitiqn~-~ ·and 9rde1: a' newly- : · 
. . . .-. . . . . . . . 

f!;Ssignef Jutlge:~ ,rec~nsider the or.d~rs ~iJ~4ge._Johri':M~hfill I<~st; J~~-Lisa T_~ :M~~~n;._and . · 
. . . ·,' .. , . . •.. . . 

. . . '. . . ",. 
· Jud:g1;{Je~ey L: .Ashton, 

., .) . 1 . · -STATEMENT-'<>IlTm FACTS:·AND PROCEDl1RAL mstOR'f ·. ' . . .. 

8. . .- . ~-Ma/s; 201 t Wi~~~or w~-ii;·by -~ 18-~~e~l~r at 7~-ttrll~~~pe;-h~~- $s :~at . 
' . . . . ' . . · .... ·. . . . ,· 

~as totaled, aui h~ w8:s di1;1a~led. · Winds~r ~ff~red fbur. bemiat~d di~cidn 'his back, fi~e : ·.: 

herniated discs in his ·neck, ·and .an a}legedly inoperable abd()minal ~jury,: Di~tasis ~ecti. · · : · 
. . . . ···•. ' ' . 

4. 
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W~d$or.ls. in cori$tant Palll:• Be ·can b~ely ·w.~; · He ha$·fallen .. niany thne~.' He-use~--a cane.· He 

can_.barely sl~p and ne~er more ·than a few··~ois ~~ a ti~e. Wind~o~'so~y-~~p~_io~ ~om~ ;elfo£ . . . .. 
. . . . . . . -. .. . ' . . . . . .. . 

will eom~ frpmthfs-lawsajt as ~s personal insurance c6verage·ran:oµt long ago.: Wm4$0r's · 
. . . . . ; _ .. 

quality ·of life was mined by .the ·n~fen4ants.. · • . ·, ........ . 
\ . . . 

9. . . . This ·pase was instituted in the Ninth, .Judicial Circµi,t hi. Orange ciunty; Fl~rida. 6n 
. . . . . , ... -·· . . . . .· .. 

. Septemb,e! _20,_ 20!R It_was filed by Da;p_ N~wlm_& Partners,{"New~~~')-J~PEN,Dp(·L].pie· .·_ 
·• •, . . . . . . . . . . . 

case was assigned toJudge LJsa T. Munyo~ 

10. · - PJaintiff's Request for Adnlissicms tQ· B~ise'Casc~4e was filed ·on 9/20/2018. · -·· .. 
l :· ,.,, ; • ., : • • • : • .' '. r_. • • . • 

. . . , ;· ·. . . . . . . ,.. . . . ·. 
: [A.PP:ENDIX :i.J. Plaintiff's Request for' Admission~ to-Longest was filed on 9/20/2018 . . 

' . ' . . . . .. '. .• .• ... 

[AP.,ENDIX 3 :] · Plaintiff's Interr6gatories ·to_ Boi$e Casca4,e was filed on 9/20/7,0.i ~- . 
·• •·• .•. l, 

. '£APPENDIX 4.] · PI$tiff'·s Interr9gatories ~o Longest-was-flied ot1; 9/20/2018. [Al1PEND!X5.J . , 
. . . . . . . . ,. . . . . · .. - : ... -. .· ... 

• Plaintiff's. Request t9 Produce~ Boise Cascade was filed o~ 9/20/20l8. ~PENDp{ 6;] · · · ·. · 
. . ., . .·. 

\._ .. 

· ·_ : Plaintiff' s-Requcst to Prodqce to, Longest was fil~d ~ni9/20/20l &. {APP~NDIX 7.] . . .. · 
• I , • • • • • • . 

. .. 
. ·11. . The DEFEND.ANTS filed thej~ Answer to Plaintiff's,Otiginal .ComplEdnt on . ·. ·. · .. 
. .- ': . ~ . . .... . . . . . . . ·• . . . ;' · ... ' . . ·.. . . -.. .,: : .. . . . . . . . •.. . . _:·.: . . . . . . .... . . . ... . · .. :· -.. ' . . 

12~ ' .. 9n April 29) 2019t Ne;wlm fiJ~d Pl$tiff~ Request r~'. Qo.pi~s·:.[~P~QIX: 9~j : . . 
. ·. . . .. . . . . . . . 

Th6se,docment$ have nevet-beenproc;hi~d. i . 
. \" ,. . . \ - . . .. 

•i3. · Qnr·Mat 16,.2019, ~avid_i"WynneJ'Wynne")-~~-c~~the_a~omey/or~e _ , _.-.··· ·. 
. . . ·. . . . ·- . .I . , , . , . ·. · ... , · ..... 

· .Defendants .. [APPENDIX: 10~] -_0nMarch)9: 2020;Newlin:was.terminat~dby·w~sor,. :,_ : i: - · :· 
. . . . . . . ·~ . • .,: . . . . . . • . -j: 

[~PENDIX 11.l Thi~ was be~ause :\Vin~sQ~ w~ ~~pletely:~~PP!·~~-.thefr.work~d·hi~~-~f. ··:- .. 
. .. . . . . . .. ... ' . ·. ··•. . . . . .. ·. . . . 

,•. : .. , . 

\ 

.. \' 

5 c.. 
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I' ,· 
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. / .. 

14. · ~ind$9r began' represe.nting hims~~ prose~. He is pot ~ atton;iey:· b~t he has 
. . . . . . •· . 

inde~ndei¢y ~ed iaw tmd. ,;ep!esented him~elf ~-yarlqus'~'t16m fo~ove~.20 y~s; ···: ,. : .. 
' . . . . . . . ~ . . . . .. . . . .. 

including-~veral petitions to the United States Supreme Court. · 

. -1~. · .. i ~en ~~dsor obtahle.d th~ f,tl~s;fro~ N:w.i~~=~e di~_coy.ered:titat;ew~-~-~ne· · 
' . . .:. . . : . : . . 

~ ho~ndo~jol?. IJ:e. bega,i. wo,J:'.k on ~oblems·:with·~otio~:t9.' co~peUnterrogatQries,'.c~p~{·:: ... · ..... 
. . . ... • . . . . .. , .... ' . ·•. . ·.. . . . ;_! • 

production; aµ.d· objections to admissiQllS.. .. 
. • . • •. • .v . • • 

16. _Plaintiff's Motio,:i: to p11p1pel InCQmplet~ Answ~ to Interrogatory was filed o~ 

6/3/2020!'[APPEN.f?~ 1;.] . . ... . .: . . . . . . . , . . 

17 .. · Plaintiffs Motion.to Compel Production o~PurportedPrivileged I)ocwnen~ 
. . ·. . . . .. .. . . . ,; 

was filed on 6/3/2020.- [APPENDIX 13.] 

· ·18.. 'Plaintjff's··Objections to.Robert Keith J;,,ongest's klswers to In~ogatorle~ and a 

. Motion for SanctiQl.1,S- against Defendatit'Robert. Keith Longest (!'Longest") was flied 6/24/2020: 
• • I • • .. ~ • • I • f • •: • • o •• • • • •, • • • • • o ' • • ,:• 

[APPENDIX 14.]-

.. 19.· Pla:h;i.tiff's. O't,jection; to Bois~· ca~?il<'f:e's Ai.iswers·to ~tef!oga~rie~. si~~d=by .. · 
. . . I . . . . : . ' .. .-· . ·.. . . . . ·. . . .' . . . -

-· -'.· _.-/iv~ ~~~e_L8$ter. and ~<ition_for Sanctions again.~t Pefend,~t ~oise C~cade ~~'Bo~se . · · .. ., 
. '• ;'. . . . ' •. \ .· .. '. '. ... 

\ · Casc_a4e~•j w~ffil~d 6/24/?,Q20. [APPENP~_ 15.]. .·. .· 

.. 20~ . . Plaintiff's lv!otio~:to Deteirnµie tl_ie Sufficiency rifthe. J\ns~ers.to ~~~es:ts·f~r .. 

A~issio~\~ Def.t Robert K~~th 'I,,ongest·(d'L~~~est'lwas file4 ~)24,2~;0, [APP~~)( 
. . . . ' . . .. . ... ,. ' . . ·. , . . . :. . . .. { . : . . . . . ~ .' . . .. . . . 

: 16.] 

.. z-t Plahltiff s :TY!oti~~ to D~t~ the $~~~eJ.?-C?Y ~fih~ ~~ f9.:~~s;for ,·.- · ... · 

Admissions t.Q· Boise Cascad~-was filed 6i74/2020. l~~ENDJX i:1 ,) 
. i . . . . ... 

22. , Plaintiff's Am.ended Motion for' Sancti~ns agaimit-L1:ms~st ~ .:fll,ed o~:Jlii-1.o_'lQ. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

' 
[APPE1,fil1X. 18.J 

·--··---
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' ·: .! { 
' . 

23.. · Plaintiff's Am~ed Motion for. Sanctions iga:inst ~oi~~::C~cade \Jias.fil~d,on -· · .· 
•, • ' • • • • l • _- • • .• : • • • • • • •' : • • • • ~ •• • • 

· 7/1/2020; [APP;ENDiX 19.] . 
'-· . 

·. 24. . The DEFENDANTS responded by filing on~•ofthe.most .frivolous motions.in th~ 
. . ·. .• . ·. . . ,· : . . . : . ~ '• . . . 

~st9ry of Florida oiyil .courts_-". Pefe~d~ts' E~ergency Motion R.eque~tfug the C~~ Detennine.. · .· ·. . . . ' .. : .. , .. ' . \ . , . . ' . -~ . 

i-r'PlaintiffWilliam :Wiµ.ds9~ is Mentally Competent to R.e:pr~sentHimself mis filed 7/20/2020. · · 
. . .. . . . . . , ,· . . . . . . . . . . . : . . .•.. . -~ : ···, . ·•. •'; ·. 

_[APPENp~ 20.]. 
l ,,. •, •.• 

' · 25. Plaintiff's Moti~il t0 Cancel August 4, 2020 H~~ng- and M~tioli to Strike wa~ · -. . ' . . ·. . . . . . . ,'• 

:filed 7/27/~02.,0.·(APPENDIX 21.] 
. . . 

26._ . · Pl~tiff's Mo~ioll:, to C~cel_ September 29;_ ,Z~20. He~ an<1:M~tiori for.: · 

-Sanctions was filed_1/21/2020. [APPEtrorx 22.] 

27. · Plain.tiff'·s Moti~n to Strike C9nfi.denti~ 'Info~tio~ ai!d Moti<>n for Sanctio~ 

was filed :~/4/2020~ '[APPENDIX 23;] It was.i,gnored by.Judge' Lisa_r. MlJl:lyon an.d:iudge· John -. . . . . . . ·. . 
... J 

Marshall Kest. 

: 28. . ; Plaintiff?-s Motion.to Find Boise Case~· in Gontempt pursuant to Flo~da Rules · 
. . .· . ·.. . . •. . . . . , ··.• .. . . .l _.· ... ·. .-, . . 

o:f-Civil.~09edur~ ("FRCP'') R~e. l.3·80 vy-as. filed on 8/4/20f0. [APPEND}).( 24;] .":' · · 
. ·:· . . . ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . 29~ · . ;plainti(f's Motio}?. to: Co~p~lD~posltions was: filed oh_ 8/4/~oio.·[AP~~lX 
. . . , ·. . . . . ,• . . .· .. ·. ' . -···.. . 

l,•. 

25.] 
.. ', 

· . 30. . .-~l~tif:r~ Motion to _Compel Def,en,d~~ Boi!e _C~c~ ~ Jlroduce-D:o~u.m~~ .. 

· pi.rsuan~ tp'FRCP ·Rule 1.380 was.-filed on 8/4/2020; :t:,.\.PPENi:>IX:26.l_< -_ · :- . ·- · - ·. · -· _ _::: · ·. · .: 
I . . . . . . : : ·: . , . . . , . : . ·. ·. . . . . _. • . . . , , ·- . ·. ·. :_• 

· 31. · ·.. Plaintiff.s Motio; to Com.pfi~ Pef~n4ant Lo~gest·t~>~rod.~ Do~erits·purs~t ·. ·_. .. -·. 
. . . .. .. . . . ...... : . ., . . ·; .· •,. ·. . •' ... :·. ·. . 

I • 

t6FRCP Rule 1:3sowas filed:ori 8/4/2020.- [APPENDIX27.], ' - . .. 
• :--.., • I • . ' 
'32·. · Plaintiff's Motion to. Compel Sribpoc:mll, f~r pi:,cum.ents :from. Ox . .' S~eJ;>~~ 'Goll, .·. . 

. . . , . . . .: . . . . . . . . . ~- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

~suail~ to'FRCP ~ 41cluding Rule 1.351 -~as :filed 8/4/~020. [APPEND~ -28.} ,,. 

. -·· 
7 

\., .. 
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I I 

.... 

... , . . \ . . . .· ; ·.··. . . ·.- . . . 

33~ · · :Oefen¢1.ants' ·comprehen~iye ¥oti9n for Protective Orqer. on AU Djscoyery· ··. · · · · 
I .. ·,. .· 

.P~ndfug Det.ennination of Competency and Dismi~salvv:as"iUed-~/4/20~0: °£APPENDIX 29.] .. 
' . 

There wanio legal basis whatsoever fo~ th~ m~tion to-.diS],lli~s. The-Defend~ filed it to· .. · '-- .. · · 
' .·-. . . . . ',.-. . . .. 

. defame Windsor with the:Court and.to make-sur~ JudgeJofuiMarshall Kest wasaw~~·tluit · · · · · 
. . . . . ... . ·-.. ·. . . . . ; .. ' . . . .- . . .... . . . . . . . . . .·:-· . . ' \ 

.. 

. Wlll~r·¥-•~en a le~ing- activist on judicial c9r;rupti~n. This es.~blls~d extraju.di9.ialbi~ ·: -·. · 
. ' .. ' 

. ~ga~st.Wbidsor;-someone-who wbuld :fighf 4ishQnest-~d co~ptjudges·.untilthe c~ws: cQihe. ·_ 
. . . ' . . ._.,. .: . 

·home., .. , 

34. .,. Piainµ.:fr s Amenqed Response to Moti9n for Protective Order ~d Moti~n to 
"I •• ·_ • . ••••• - ·- ,. ·• ' • • ..• 

. ' ·. ,'.• 

·-~ .. ,. 

3S, Plaintjff's Requ~t for Findings of Fact ~d C<;m.clµsio,;is of Law on_O~der 
) . . . . . . . :. . . . ; , . . . . . . .. 

Granting Pro:tectiv'e Order was fil~d on 8/19/2020. [APPBNDix 31 ~] 
. ... . .. . 

. . : l .. . ~ . . . ...... . . . .• . . . . - . . 

~6. : The Notice of Appearance of.-Sqott.Astrin·w~-:filed on 8/19/2020; [APPENJ;:>J:X;,,. 
• : 4 ~••• 

• ' I , • 

32.] 

37. ·., :Plaip.~iff ~ -~equest for_Fi;ndings of}'act and ~onclusion.s .of Law on Orp~ . 

. i>enyfug:Moµ~~ to:Exceed·3Q:Iµ.terrog13,tories and 30.~eques!S for: Adm.is~ioh~ was ;fi~~~- Qn.; .. ·. 
;._ . . . , . • . •. I ' •• . •. . • •.. • ··'. • .. • •• . _- . . • . . ·, · .•. \ • . :· ~. . . 

· _.i_',,.-8722/202(). [Af PENDIX 33.] :·, 

. . 3.s: . .Plamtiff'sl~equest for Firtdi~gs of.:f~<?~ and COn?,hlsioliS 9f-.Law on/circler ... 
. . . . ' . . ' ' 

. Denying Plaintifr_s Moti~n to Strike Pef~ants' Emergen~·-:M:?t~on:·Requ~ting tfie·~ourt'. 
. . .. . 

: -De~rmine if.Pro S~- Plaintiff Willia:Ql· Wi~clsor: is.Go~pe~ent to R.epr~s.ent Himself was -~le~· <;>fi' 
• ... .• • . ,. • • • • • • • •• <. • • ,... ••. .• . • • • .. _· .. \ •• ' •• '. • . ' • • 

, 8/22/2020; [APPEND~X 34.] · . · · 
. ' . . . . 

. -. ·39~- Piainti.ff's Motion for;R~c~~ideration of Order ~Ii Motien-;for- Sanctions Against. :. 

Defendant Rob~-Kei~ Lon~es~ .for.Fraud ln the Court ~B 'filed_ ~n -~;;3_~~~~~. [AP~~~-:: .... · 
. . . • I . . . . . . ·. . 

35.] \ 

8 

I. 

•' ,,· 



318

j.-,, ,. 

. ·•· 40: . Pl~tiff' ~ Motjonf~r'Recon~ideration ~f.Or.d~-~~ Mtii<>~:f 9r; S~¢ti()iis -~~t: .: · 
. . . . . ' . . . .... -.. .. .- . :·~ , .. ·. . ··- .. ·: .. ~ _· . :._ .- -~~:·· ·.. . ._ ·. <- . ~- .·_ .. ·~-: · .. 

. · Defen~t Boise-C~cade•for Fraud on the.Court.was ftle4.ion·W24/20?0..-[~P;E1'iplX~~ .. ]. '. , 
. :. . . ,·, .. ' . . . . . ·- •' :··· --•. 

. . 41. ·.. . Piajntiff' s V ~rifled .R~sppnse to Moti~n t9:i)isn:ii~S; M;otipii to Strike, .rutd·M~tfon . ·. ; . . 
for $~ctfuns\Y~·fifodori 8/~5/2020. (M,PE~J~j7:]. ,,· ,. , . . . . · .. •i'··· : .• : _·: •. . .., 

. . . . ."·,. . .,. . .. • .. ·, :·· .-···: .... 
• ,\ _, .: ,' ., = . 

. .42. . . . · P~aintiff s Response to~Jv.[Qtion- fo~ ~Co}i.lpet~ncy~· Mqtion'to:· S:trlke, and-fy.(otion for . . •. 

Sanctionswas~~d·on.8/25/29;~. [~PENDIX38.] .. , . / :·,.. .... . . .: ., .. ·, ... .: . 
. . . . . ·. . .· .•. j· . . • . . . ·, . . ·;• .... 

. • i • 43. · . On, :August 2S:; 2020,. ·Wind~or ;filed ·a.Motion.t6 Disq'tlalify Judge Lisa r: -M~yoii. . : ·. · · ... 
, . , . . . . . . : . . . ' . , . , • . ' . , . •. • . I . ", •, '. . . .· , . • : . ~ '. • ·•• . . , .. · . ' . ·. . . . 

. ~e -~4er Granting Win~~or's .Motion to.Disqualify.Judge Li,sa 1, Mmiyori. \vas-~~ ol).> 

8/25/202~ .. [APPEN{)IX_39.] 

· 44. On Au,gust-25~ 2020, Judge. John M~shall :Kest eiudge '.Kest") was na:mtii: tqi 
. . . . . . . .. · . . . . ~ 

replace Judge Li~a T. Munyon .. 

· 4;5. '- ::eiamtiff sent a letter tQ ;Jud~e J9hn Marshall K~st on ·si2~i2020requesfuig 18 :. 
. . . . . . ' . . . ·.' . . 

· · ... m,.otfo~s·to be set for hear~g. · [APPENDIX 40 .. ] . ?lai.ntiff.s Third -~ended Mo:tiot;t for Leave to 
. • . . \~) • : • . . -_ . ' . • ; • . .•. : : i. . . • .. . . • . • ·: . • : . • . • . . : . -_. .• 

. ••' . \ 

· file• anAtn~d-Complaint>was the ·<>nly motio:Q. set fo:1; a·hea:clng: 
. . . .... •,. . " .. ·. .. .. . . .. . .. 

: Fra~ 0~ the c~~;}v.fotk>n for San~tions_forVi?l~tio~ ofthe Ruies; and'Mption for·' ... · ·. 
. . . , . •. ; . . . . ·. . . . .. ' .· . ... . . . . . ... \ .· . . . ~. 

Evidentittry Hearing was fj_led; 01i'8/29/2020. lA~P;E:NDIX .41.] : . '·. . , . '.; 
,._ . •' . .·· . . . . . . 

4 7 .. ·. ·. J.>iaintif:rs Motion f~r-. Sanctions .to Strike the)\.n-s;er of B~ise Cascade :for :pi-~ud ·,. :' ... _ 
. • . . . . . . ·• . . .,. . . • ... · . . :: . .- . . . .... ; ' .. ! ' . . .· . 

on the Co~; Motio~ for Sanctioµs for Violatiq~s.:of the triles;. ~d-Motic;>n 'fo;r Eyideiitiruy ... '.-•,,, . 
. ·. .. . ; ·- . . ' . . . . . . . . . . : . . .. ~-: . . .- : ... • . •. : . 

Hearing w~ fil~ ~n 8/29/2020, [APPENDIX 42.]: · · . . . .. . . :: .· . .. : .. , . . . . . . .. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . ·.. . . ... _l . 

. r ·: 48 .. ·. .piaintiff se1)t a letter-to Judge JQhn Marshall'K~st reqµestih~ ~o}notions foif .. · :-: .· . 
. fraud on the .ooutt t~ b~ ~et-for. e~~~ary ~~~s; ~is.w~s: seni_ ~-~(~~/2~~-o: -[~P~IX-...... 

• •' • • • •• I ,, 

43.]:Neitherwas !i!~t fot·hearing. 
. . . . . . . 

. . . I . 
• . J· • 
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.... 

l 
I• 

· 49.. Ju(ige .J~hn M~h~l Kes~j~~~d ~ ;,Prder Reqtrlring· Co~pliaiioo,by· Attotneys 
: . ', . . . ' '. . ' . 

and PRO S.E.Litiga:n~ with Procedure~ ~q Adfuinis:tratlve-Otdftrs 9n ·september 1~· 2020. 
. •. . ' ' . 

[AP!?ENDIX 44:j This Order states: 

. . "~itomeys and P:O se litigants .re r;~inded.that a1i attqin:eys and pro se 's must comply 
, ;With, and :(ollow, the Adµrlnistrative procedures, Admi.nistrati:ve Qr<krs, Uniform . · ·. . . 

A.dminis~ative Policies and Pr.ocedures of the C~l,lrts in the-NjnthJudicial Circuit, as well : . 
as the Guidelhies of.each in~vidual judge b~fore ,wQom a pa:i;ty _:will°appear. . : · ,'. '~ . · · · 

.'iFor example, Administrative. Order 2012-03 requires 'th¢ a mand~tory meet .and confer 
·be l.1l}4ertru.cen before a hearing or .1:notion is· scheduled . .It is the responsibility of the·· 
party scheduling.the hearing to arra,nge the. conference~- ·Failure to "meet and confer".· '·. 
on. each motion will result in a hearing being cancelled ff it was- scheduled -and/or. . . 
sanctions· may·be imposed.": (emphasis added.] 

{ . . . . . . . . . ·- •. · . .j' 

,... 50~ Adn;rlnistrative·Or'd~ 2012·03 states: 
' ..J . ' . . ' ... ', .. ,• 

"J\. mandatory meet ·an~ confer process is hereby ~tablished, as s~ forth below, for• all 
motio~ tQ be set-for headng._in··the circuit civil division aµ.d ~·occ-i;,;r before.schepuling . 
the hearing except f9r the following- motions: ·injuri~tive· relief without notice;. j~eri.t . 
on the. pleadings; summ~ judgment; Qr to permit mmntenance of a clas~ action:· · : 

¥ • • • ··~· • • • \ ' '. • • 

"Counsel with full authority to resolve .the matter shalt-co~er b~:fo:,;e. scheduling th; 
hearl.ng:on the motion to attempt'to res,olve or otherwise narrow the 1ssues'nµsed ·u,._the.· . 
~otion; and h,.clgde·a Certifi¢ate of.Compliance.· (attached lie~eto·:8$ "Exhibi~ A") that the 
conference has occurred in the Notice of Hearing filed with the court. It shall be.the· .. ·. · 
re~nsibility ~f couns~l who sch~d:ule~ the hearirtg_Jo arrange··th~_CIDrif~ence. . : , ··. 

. ' ·. . . . ;_ . ····· ' ... 

-~'The term "confer" requires. a substa:iitive· conve~ation .in pen.on· or by':t~lephone ht. • . 
·• a good faith'effort to resolve. the 'motion ·w~thout the n~ed: to schedule .a.·· h~~. and ' 

does n,ot envision an exchange o:fultimatums by fax~ e~mailor letter. Counsel who \. 
merely·attempt to confer have not confeo;ed f~rJJUWoses pf this .O.rde]!. [einj!hi;l§is . 

. . added;] · · · · · ·· · .· •\' .. 

· "~o~l 1;nust r~spond.promptly .to inquiries and:·co~~t'iiriatio~s-fro~ f>~o~ing _co~~el_ 
: who.notices the hearing and is attemptingto sche4ule the ~onferenc~. _If _cp1:11:1~el who ·, · 

notices th~ h~i:lfing is unabie to re~h-opp~sirig· c~unsel. to~ conduct:tµe conferen.Qe iµter .. · · , . 
~ (3) gc;,cid faith att~1?1~t~; co'1flSeL:wµ? notices ·the h~a.rirtg m:®t i~~~~fy ~th~·~ . . · . 
Gertifica,te of Complianc~ the dates and times of the .efforts: made to contact ~ppo~~ . . 
CQUlls,el.· . . -~ . . . . . . 

--counsel .. sh.all biclu,dv.in the Notioe of.lle~i~ tlie.Certi~ca.k of Compliance cei;tifying ... · 
that the.meet and'.confer occurre4 (or .did. not'oc¢ur and setting outthe· good.f~~-~tt~pts · 

. ··- '. . . . . . .. , . 

10. 

i 

(· 
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' : 

·. ; . . , . . . , ' . ' . . . . . . . . \ ( . . , :· 

. _ : tp sch~dule the conference) and identifying ihe date of the, conference, the. names of the • . · 
parti~ip~ting ~ttomeys, and the specific r~sults.o'!,~ai~d.. - . · . . . ·. .. .:-- · _-· · . . 

• • . ·.1' . • 

"Co .• 1 who notices; theiearfng shal-i ensure.that.the court .. ·ari.dth~.oo~'sJudi,cial 
.. assistant-are aware of any nan:owing of the issues.:or other resolution as aresult of the· · · . 
conference;'' . . . . . . . . . •.• ... : .. 

. . ·. . ) I . • . . . 

51. : _ The Ninth Circuit 4oesn't\~yen ad.4ress ·t11elowlypro. se pm.ties, butthey have·: . -· .· ·-
. . . . .. { '. . . ;; . .. . ... . .. ·•. . . ·· ..... . 

M~l li~d.about the orders. 
. \. . ' . . . . ... · 

· 52. An Order Denying Windsor's Motj.on for S~ctions tQ Strik~ the N;tswe:rs ·of . ·._ · . 
' .j . , : . ) I • • • • '', .• '• • .• ·, • • • . • 

Longest and Boise C_ascade. for Fraud on the Cow:t;, Moti~n for San9tions. for Violati~ps of tlJ.e ·. -·. 

· Rules;-~<;1-Motlon fotEvidentiary -~earing was filed o~ 9/2/2020.-.. [APPENDIX-~5:~ .. --.-_ : : .. : _· :., . 
, . l .. , • . , • •. • •.. 

53~ . Ori/9/2/202Q~ Windsor filed a.Motion'_ror Recon~ide~ti~n of the -O~der dated'. .• 
•• •• , •·.. • i_ : ... ••• • ••• • ' ' • ; • • •• 

9/2(2020., [APPENDIX 46.] 
~) ·/ 

54. .. Judge John Mar~hallKe.st had his first. liv!' m.te~tio~ with W~dsor ~t a pa.si;, 

M~~ent C,on:(e~ce·on 9/21/2020< , . 
. < 

( . . . . . . . . . . . . : . . . . . . . 

?5~ ·. O~9/2,1/2020,_·David Wynne-fileµ a4oc'un;i.enttitled "Defendants'·J;lesponset~ _: 
. .. i . • • ·.- . . • . . • . . • , •, • 

· PROSE-Plairitift."s Motions for_ -Reconsideration/'_ [~PEND!,X 47.] .. 
. . . -· •, . . · .. 

. J 

. ·56: . Windsor. c~e to~ re~i~atfon on 9/21i2020 that Judge John.Ma:1'.sh!41 ~~w~: -· /'. : 
. -·. - . . . . .. · . : .. . . . 

. . . 
. . . . . . . .. .. ·. " .. -· . . . . . .· . 

prejudiced r:m.d biased. Windsor .se:p.t a ~t?tter t~.J~ge J(?bn ~p.all~$t advi~ing,thath~ ~: '-, .. 

nHng a·m~~\?n~~ disq~ify him; this ~s se~t o~ 9;2.3/~oio;•[ABPENDIX 48.] ·.·. :·: ·: ' .· .. -_, : · .. ·\ .. 
. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.S7. · · On 9/.27 i'4,020, Wnidsoi,- tµe4; a Motion to Cancel: S.epte~b~r--~9,: 20~() ~e~g ~d· : 
.. . . . . •. .: i • 

. . ·- Motion for Sancti_ons. ;(AJ?PEN.DIX 49, J · · : · ·. - . .. _ . 

· _:·· . ~s:• · · On-9/28/2020;.Witidsor-file4_a Venfi~~M~ti~~~ori~~~~-Jnrli~::~~~~~hali- ·. · · · 
. . . . ' . . . . : ' . . . . . . . . : .:., _.; .... 

. Kest. [APPENDIX 50,] 
. ..: ....... 

·:· . 

I_ 

I. 

11. 

·.1 
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59. · : . On 9/30/202,0; Judge Jo~:Mm;sp:all K.estenteted .an Orde~: de~yhig.Windsi>r's : . 
• , • • • > • / • • •••• " -· ' • • ... 

µotion to Disqualify._ [APPENDIX st] 

60. 9n· _11/19/2~0, Windsor fi_led a ~econd Motion to ·Disqualify Jµdge· ,~fui"Marshall . 

Kest [APPENDIX 52.] On 11/20/2020, Judg~Jobn Marshan K.est ente~~d an:Qrd.~ de*Yhig .: . 
. ' . . 

. .. ' . . ' 

i Wincjsor's.Second·Motion to DJ$qualify. [A~PENDIX .. 53.] ·. '• '_- . J -· ' 

. ·. 61. ... Windsor~-s Stipplemep.tto Verified Motion to DisqualifyJudge_Jobii Marshall. ·. : . 
{': ·. . . . : . . ' . . .. . . . ' . 

Keshy_asJll~on 9/28/~020. [APPENDl.X 54.] . 

62. ·Plainti:fr s MQtion_ fo:rReco11.sideratiori. of Order$. a'r: Judge Lisa T. M~;on w~ 

·filed on 9/29/2020. [APPENDIX 55.] 
. . . . .. 

-' 63. · · An Or4er Denying Windsor's V~lfied Motion to Disqualify J~dge ·J'ohn Marshalf 
•. • • ' • • I• • • • .. · , ._. ·:.. .. • , •. 

Kest ~ filed on:9/30/2020. [APPENDIX 56;] 

. 64. · . An Order Denying Defendap.ts' · Motion to Dismiss a.n<:l Emerg~ncy Motion to . •. 
. , .... •, . ·. . ... . . . . . . 

D-ne Competency was filed on l'0/1/2020. · [.APPENDIX-57.] . 
. . •·. . . . 

: . . . . .. ·, . . . 

.. 65. · . "Oi-ders on Multiple !\1otio:i;is were filed.1Q/2W2040. [APP.:BNDIX s~,-]: The (. 

' . '~Ontitlbus O~d.ef'·awarded attomey's:fees a:i-id-costs under 11~-~-Civ. P.-1..380. ' .. : : · .. ' 
. . ... ' : .• . .. . . . : . ~ . . .. . . . . . ,'. . . . . . 

·. 66. . :,Ju~ge J.olm Marshall Ke~t r~peatedly_ sai'd pro Se Winds~~ w~ subj.ectto. the 
• 

• l , ••r . , • 
. . 

Florida Bar Rules of Professional Conduct, but.he is npt! The_ Ru~es ~e :very cie~( attorneys. · 
. ~ . . . . . . ' ,. ' . . 

···-: 

67. . : Judge Jobri Marshall _~~st placed a one"hou:(limit ·on :W~dsor.'sidepositto~. 

• There ·vv:as no explanation for this; and Ct}nam1Y no ~sis. . 
1• '- • •.• ! .··:. '· . . . I • • 

\ 68 .. · Pla;inti:ff s M~tion for_ Reconsf deratlon o{Order_s: of Judge Join:t Marsh~l:-Kest w~ ·· 

:tiled on 11/3/2020. [AP~ENDlX 59.;] ' .· 
. . . . I . . .. 

· · 69. . Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration-o:f Orders of.Judge ;rohn Ma.rs¥,l'Kest- · .· · 
• I -... • •. • • • • • •• • • • •• .,. • • •• • • • • 

dated October 20, 2020. was fil~d on i 1/6/2020. [APPENDIX:-60:]. > . · ·' . 
. . . '• . ' . 
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' ' 

· · .. · 71. · . An.Order Penying 'Yin~~o:r~s ·seconcl.V~rified M\:>tio~ ~.Disq~fy-J~¢'..Jofui ·. · 

. M~s~U.;Kest~as ftl~&9h 1~/20/2020.'[~P~~ 62~]'..:· ·.· · > : .· . - . , . . ·· \ . . 
• • • \_ • • • ,. , . . . •• I • , • • •,, ,• • • • \ ••, 

· ·12.. 'Plaintiff~ Petiti~n•for Writ of:Probibitipn was:±il~d·.vyiththfs.Co~ f,lg~Jud,ge· . 
. . . \ .. . . ~ . . .. ' . . . . . . . . 

· .Jqhn M~sh~l l(est ~11 i,~/~1/2020, referehc~d.and'incorp~~ated he;~iti ... : , · .. 
. . r ·; . · . 

. 
1
• 73., .This Comt4enie4 that·r~titiQn on_l/~9/2041, r~~~r.e~ci'artdjncorpor,~d:~~reiti_; ... · . · 

. . . . . . . . :-

. .... 

. . : -

. · 7 4. The Plaintiff ~led an Amended "M;otion for Rec~~siderati~ii of O:rdeys of,Ju4ge · . :; . 
' . . '· . .. . .. . ' ' 

· .Jobn~shall ~tin the District Co~ ~t.3:34 p:m; on lf3l/202l.-[APPENDIX 6.4,].·. · · .i ·_ 
: ·, . . . . . - . . . . · .. · . ., . :·. : 

· 75~ , Judg~ Jeffrey L; Ashton denieclthe Plajntiff's-Amendeda'.Motion for 
. . . . . . . ., .. . . ' . . . 

·. I 

Reconsidera#on of Orde~s of.J-qdgeJohµ M~hall.K~st in the·Disttict Court.at 10:t~ a:.m. qn . · 
' . . . . . . . .·_::. ' . . .·· 

·2/1i2021. '[:APJ?El\TPIX·6S.] Evelyn Wood inh~rprime,could.nothave.:i:ead:thedoclllh~ritsin -· :· 
. ' . : . . ' .. ·.... .· . . . . . ·.. . . : .. . \_. . . _ .. :· . .. '.. ) 
. tbree-h~u:rs-and~tl:tlrty.:nine-minutes. · ·; . . . , · 

. ', ·. . . . . . 

· · 76 .. : . ·. The J>laintifffiled a Motion ~o ·Di~q~i:fy.Jµdg~_jeffrey L.-A,shton, on.-2/1/202:1. ifi:: -· .. 
. . . ,· ., ·:· .· ·:. . . . . _:. ·. ·. /' :. : .. ' ... · . . . . .-. ' . . . . ,· . . ., · .. ·._. .. . 

· the Qisttict ColllidAPPE]SfDIX 66.] Itincluded·_;willi~-M-~·Wind.s~r'-s.Affl..davit orPreJ~4ice of;, 

· : itidge-J~ffreY; ~~ A~ht~n [Af>PENDIX 67; ~cl a Ce.rti~ciite ;f Good F~th [~PE~IX ·~8); . . ; : · . 
, . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . : ' . . . ' : ·,, . . . . . . .. . . . . ~:--·-· ~. .. . . . ·. ' .... 

· 77. Judf?ie !effJ:ey L. Asht9n.denie,4 th~ Plaintift?..s :M<>tion to,Pis9-l.ialify Jn,clge-!e:ffrer: : : 

L. Ashton ·on-2/'J;/2021 in the Distrlct Court: [APPENJ>IX 69.] . . 
~ ; ' .•· . - .. . . ' . 

·73~. Ort l/i?/2021; Windsor:fi~ed_,an Eii:-er~~ncy.fy!otion fot°Stay.~d/or:.9on;tiniia_n9e. '. · .. 

. until th~ Fifth District rule~ o~ the Petitio: f~r W;it ~f Prohi.bitio~~ [APPE$~-7Q.j .. :· ·1 . :· .· ... 

. . ·; ·.:·: 79 .. · . Ort 1,is,2021. J~ge J~ffr;;i .. A~hton d~nietl"°wJcts~~~s ~ni~genJ:-Motio~'r~i . 
. . . , . . . . . •,. . . .·· . ·•·. . . ....... 

. ·. Stay and/or -Co~tjn~ce claiming. it' was m.oQt~- _-Wpicb._ :b: w~ not, -[AP:tiN'.nIX 71_~J:: Jtidgc· .. · > · .. 
• • • • ~ • .. . • • • • ·_ . •• • ' J. • • • • • • • • • ... • • • • ·: • • • • • ' • • . 

· Jeffrey .. L; Ashton.either·didn'tr~ad Windsot~s Pe'l:i.tjon ~r 4i9ll't care, 0:1;-b.oth, . • • 
. . •.· . ' . . ..... · 
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~0: · On.1/27 i202.1, Judg!:': Jeffr~y:t; Ashtpn' s ,udicial A~~stant, ·keitra.Davis, :e~ail~d ·. 
• • • • • • • • •• .': : • • '. •• • • -. • • • ·.' ',1 • ' •• • 

Wfn_dsor for the -~st-~e to intro~uc.~ herseit: .she st~~ecl that· '~Hear~ Not~book~~ 
. . . . . i. ·. .. . .· . . ' . . : . ·_.' . . . ... · ! • . . • '.,· 

m~otan.4~s, antcase ~~wmust_Q.~ pr~vid~.d.atJ~astfivy.(5) busine~s-days·prlor~o :the : '·:· .. . . ·. . . . .. .- . •. . . . 

hearing." The h~g was only four ( 4) busi~es~ qays away, so -Windsor requested-~t tb:e : -· : 

2/2(2021 ~~:be·!~s~t ior an.other dat~.as .. the d~c~entati~~-~buldnotbe tim~y·~~~~~ed.:.:~~ .• 
_, . . . . ·. ·, .. · . .· . ·: ' .. · .. ·: . . . . . . . 

. This was :indicated ~ the-necessary pi:ocedure iti th~ email :fy~m:K~ifya D~vi~; :_ There was no . 
• •• . I • : • • • • ,· • ,' • ••,: . , •• • 

response to this Req~stor Windsor's :emails~: Windsor 'filed ;~quest :f~r.can:cellai(on:·~f-·._ 
• ' I • • • / • ~ ' • • • • • • • • : • • • : • • • • • : • ,.. ., . I • 

Heatjng. [APPENJ)IX 72.]. 
) 

.. 8.1. . On 1/28/2021, Windsor filed a fyloticln- f~; Reco.hsider~t!on. of the Plaintiff's· ·-

Emergency.Jy19tion.fo.r Stay ~d/oi; Continuance.- [APPENDIX 73.] Th~r~-~ n~-r~ponse-to . . . . . . 
r 

this MotiQn or Windsor's eniails. 

82. : On 1/30/20Zl, Windsor µled .a.Second Emergency Motion for-S:tai and/or.·. . . ;._ . . ; 

Continuance. [APPENDIX 74.yWind~or.presenteq s~m~ medical ~story regarding his·eyes -~~ . . . . . . . ·- ·. ,. . , '. . . . .... 

_f. 

. e~plairiedthat he wa~ see~g-ghosts, per~ps_ ~aused PY his·~~cln~~cni .for ~CQVJD719 'or :by a~,. . 
. . . . .: ... . ··. . .' . . . . . . . . .. ·.;. . .. :· 

deta-Oh~d'ir~1:ina: -~m.d.s;or spent all day on 2/2/2021 _with'.d~~tors; a:J.?:d h~was _unab~ t~ attell.l'li,th~ · : .· . . .: . . . - . , . ._ · .. : . . ' . · ... · . . . . . 

: . :hearing .. Eightho~s were spent whlie admitted to Ac;Iverit He~th, Waterman~ Tav~es~ Flori4a:,: 
. . . . . . . ···• . .. ·, . :' ... "--~- . . \. , .. : . . . . ~ '';. . . . -. . . . . ' ;.... . . ' .. . . . - . . . . · .• •. . . 

Th~ ·doctorsidid not find a detached retina ~r anything_ wrong·vvith. Windsor's: eyes. ex()ept : . . ' .. •· . . 

significantly ·elevated p~essur~ '0~ th~ opti(} ~erve :froin.:Glauc0;11la. Winds~r ~en ~p¢11t '~ hour · .. . ·, . . ,, . '. . . ·. 
on.tiie phQ:p.e .~th ~od~na to explain °wha~·had happened._· It seems ~'hallu_~inatjo.ns'?. can.be a -. . .. 

• ' 1. '· • • • : : • ' • 

COVID~ 19 slde. e:ffe~t. . 

• · / si .· · ' On 211q021, Judge J~iL Ashton denied 1M m<>tloµfor sl/lY wlfl'8u~ 
explanation. [APPENDIX 75.] · . ' . 
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•' · .. 
. · .,.· 

.,. 
' 

.,l · 

84. . On 2/2/292i_, Juclge Jeffrey L~ Ashton ~w:port~~y ~~nd,ucted a_ ~earirig. wi.thoµt., 
. . . ~ . . 

' . . ' . . . .... . . ·. ·. . . .. . . . \ . 

. _outra,ge_Qu~ req~st for attoJ:ney's fee~. :·W.~n~s9,;:_was ~~nie_d_the·rightto exatniri~ the -~~6m~ys . · 
. . . . . : . : .. . . . . . 

for the D~fenchµi~; ~d he was, denie4the right fo.g_uestion tb,eJan,tasy.-ofttie billing records: -.. 
. . . . . . . . :, .: . •. ~ .~ . :· .. . ·. . . .. . ' . . : . : .. . . .. : .. 
The ''Mi;nutes''hl~cate 1;hat there., ~as,no.t~stimony, :a:tid therewas:noievi~enc~:preseiit~d.' !. ' . .. .... . 

Attonwy ·~~trin filed.an -~~a~t claimin~ -hi~--~qiiest f~r-$~~500 w~. d~~ :t9 ·ti~e··~x~~d~d to , .. . 
• • • r • • • • 

' • • ,•. • • ' ' • • • • •• .; : I •• • ,: • l...•_. 

prepare responsive pleadings to. address each motion filed. byJhe. Plaintiff. He:sai,d ~'numel'.ous · : 
. ' . . . . . . . . ' . . . . '.· · .. / . 

pio~ons:'~- HgtJudg~John.MarSlhaU K~st only awarded._attorney~s fe~s ontwC>motlons to _· .. 1 

•, • \ • 1 • • • , I , , , • ,'• • • 

j • • • I 

compel. Judg~ Jeffrey L. Ashton allowed Asstrin to inflate the--bill, ari.4 he: did n~t'hay~ to 
. .. . . . . •. .. .• . 

provide ariy proof. . 
! ..... _./·_ ' 

., 

.·-. 

·ss. Windsor 'filed a'Motion foi Issuan~~ .of a,"Written·Opinforl; Rehearing, .m~.d° for . ' 
. .. . . . . ~ . . ·. . . . . .. 

. Rehearing_ En-Banc with this Court (reganiing Judge John ~~h?,11 Kest) on '.Z/10/2021, 
.·. . . 

refer~:p.~_ed_ am;l iil~rpor~ted herei:q.. 

• r •' · · .. ·. REAS6Ns\viIYTHE\vmT s:u?ULD 1ss~~---

. . 
.. '• 

~6. ·, Win9s~r'~·:Af;fidavits of Prejudice ·stated ~eri ~l~m:ly tne f~s -~d-re~ns' for.the 
. . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . ,· 

. . . . _:. ., 

·beliefth.a,t bias iind prejudice exists .. Dat~s, times, pl~ces~ circ~$~e.s; .and s~~ents are_ \. 

itemi,z~. The reaso:ns .for the beliefare-~terlal ·and stated~th;p_articularity-. [i.PPEN~IX 66~]-· . · 
. . . . . ~ ,, . . . .. ·. ./ ·:· \. ·.• .: . . ·. . 

·'[APPENDIX 67.]_ 

. · _ 87.... _ judge· John.Marshi:u}.Kest''\VRONOFULL y ~rdered attorneys' fees ~gainst- .. · .. :.. · ·: 

Windsor for._filin.g hiS Objecti~~s·to Kobert-Kcith, L_onges'!;'6 _.Ari~~r.1;,_;to,Inteh:~~;3-t~~~s:~d,-
: . .. . . . . '' / ,.·· . ; ·.. . _·. . .· . . . . . ,, .· . 

Motion for $81'.!-ctio:rµJ again~t Defendant Rob~ I<.e.i_th:Longest; and Judge J¢ffr~y L . .Ash~op: , . . 
' . . . . . . . . .. '. . . . .·· . . . : . ·.· ... 

i~o~ed ~~ whilQ. fal.s~)Y. clainring hihad r~view~ tlie doc~~ts .. [A)!~~~IX ~9.J No ~~nest:_·'. :·_: 
. , . .·· . . . . . . . . •·. . 
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( .. ·, . . 

jtµige would say Win~a,t ~id ~ytbing ~ol).g/ irtst tw9 extr~ely gishoriest jtjd~~s .:..: Judge Jolin 
. , •' . •· . . ··. . . .. . ·. ·. 

Mars~l-Kest and Jµdge Jeffrey-L. Ashton. .• . . . ; . ~- . . . 

. · · , 88. · · .Judge.-Jolm:~~l Kest claimed,. without legal at!,thority, that Ww.<fsor's 
. . ' .... • ·. . . . ' 

obj~tions were_ not made in good faith . .[APPENl)IX:·~~' Page 5.] . This::iS'.~u~ble. · Se.e . . , . ·_ . . . . . . . . ' . . . : ~ . . . . . . ' : . . . 

APPENDIX 14, especially 1,I 18-42. The-Obj~~tions::w~re~de und~r:oath un~~:penalty.of . / 
: . . . ' ..... ·. . . ·:····' • • , ,. ; .•.... : :.· 1, • 

perjury. _Win~or·'s sworn: statem~nts of facfare_unco.n~overted. Wfud~or i~ntifie~i'ijve false: · 

. answers~ Wiµdsor identified. several counts of.perjuiy, and h~ pr~vided. eyidt?nce. :wiridsor. 
. . . ~ . . . . 

.. 
' 

. . . , -

i~ntjfied incomplete .answers that LP:!).gest-1<:.new were _incomplete, complet~ly jnadequate .. · 
. . . .·· ·. . . . ' 

( . . . . ~ . 

·answers. -Lo~gest committed 55 violations_ of Florida Rtilef? ofCiyil Pr~ed~e .(":f.R_CP,.')_Rul~-: 
. . . . 

l .3i:iO (a). [~PEND IX 14, .144.] Longest gave false swom answers to Interroga~ories Number 
. . . . ., . . . . .. 

6, 8, l 0, 11, 23. Longest fail~d. to answer Interrogatory N~bers· 5 and 7; :L~ngest gav~ , :·· 

incomplete;~wers·to Int~rrogatoryNumbers 2/10, 13, 18, 24,.;an427; [AP.PENDIX 18,> ·· 
' '. . . ',,·'; . ' .. . .. 

. . 

APP.~IX 41.] LQngest };ta$ ~ommitted fr~ud on th~ court .. And judge _Jolm. ~sbal~ Kest let. 

him get' away"with it and h~ sanctioned Winds~r: Judge Jeffrey L. As~ton"ignored:·a11.of-this ... 
.... . . ., ., ' -

' 
[APP~NDIX 6~ .. J · 

· 89~· / · FRCP Rule L3~0 pro-0.4es.the.rules for failure.to make discover)\ P~oP~.potic~ .. 
' . . . ' . ·. .: . . . . t: . . . 

was provided. . i 
\ _,., . 

. ) 

· : 90. : FRCP Rule 1.~80 (a) (2) p\:ovi~esthat if a depone:ilt_fails"to answer-a, question 
. , . : . . . . . ~ . . . . :. 

propoµnded or submitted under rule 1 __ .31 O ~r l3~0, or a corporation or other entitt fail~ to ~e · .. 
. . . .. ·. / 

a· designatj~n 1:1n~r rule 1.31 (!(b )(6) or -1.320(~),_ ?~ a p~. fails to ans~er .an in:~erro~ato~ , 
; ' . . ·-···-·. ·,•· ·. . . . .• . . .. 

·. submitt~cfunder rui~ l'.340, o~.if a party.•in:tesp~n~·e to a request for insp~tion ~bmitt.ed under< 
• •• . . • , : . : . . ·. . i . ' . •• . . ._.. • • ! . . .. : . . ' : . . . ·~ . : 

. rule 1,350 fails to r~spo»d that inspection Wili be_p~nnitte4 as rcqu.este4· o:i;·f~s to pemiit . 
• ' • • • ' I • 

inspection as ·requested, o~ if.a party in response to a reque~t for exami1:18:ti.on of a person 
. . . ·. ! . 

. ( 
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,· 

: .. 

subnii~;,a under·ntle l.360(a)'objects:to the.~xainination,.fails.to :r~spond tlia,t the ~~~~ation • · '· . . . ' . ·, . . . ... . ... : ... . . 

. will b.e permi~d _as requested,. or faiis to .ku6~!r~ cido produce .a per~on in that parfy", s custody ·. . . . . \ . . . . . . . . . 

. or legai· control for exatrtlnati6~ the dis~veririg :pru:fy may mqve foi: an,:o~d~r compe~ an;·. . · .. : 
,• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •, 

. ... ·,· .. ";.. . . .- . . . . . . . . . . \ . 

~wer ... \ FRCP Rule 1.380 (a) (3) pr(?vid~s-tJ:iatan.:e;vasive or inconipJet~ ~e:i; shaij be ·. · · , l · . . ..· . .. . ,·, . . . . . . ·. 

treated as _a failw-e 1;o answer. ·.Judge J&hn M~s.Jtall test's o~d-~ violate!ii:4e.la~ .. [APPEN,PIX.·: . . 

58, ·Pag~ :5.] J~4g~.Joliµ Marshall Kest LIEP\; hls ord~r claim;ng -Wi~d~Q~ 4id ~~t. c~~ply ~~... . 
. . . ' . . ' . . . •,••· . 

the Rules. This Court should simply :read APPENDpc· i4; 15; and 58 'anisee that Judge John· : . . . . . . . .. . .. . . 
·1 

M@.rshall Kest lied to inflict his prejudice, and•t11en: Jucige Jeffrey L. A~ht01~ continti~.that· lie. 
. . ' . . . . . . ." . . •.. . . ; . . ..· 

· [APPENDIX 65 .. ]. THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO BA;.SIS F.OR THIS COURT TO CLA~ 
. : - . . . .·, . . , . . . r· ·:· 

THAT WINDSOR VILLA.TED ANITHING IN HIS-OBJECTIONS ANI?_ MOT-10~--FOR · .. 

SANCTIONS. The actions of Judge Jo~ Mar~l I<est.~d Judge ~ef:frey L. Ash:ton sho:uld be .. 

-considered crim¢s. : Win<lsor will study the RICO: Statutes, as tbis.-certainly ~eems to be 
. . . . . . . . . . . 

...... 

org~ crime at work. 

91; . Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton lµts never_rnet o:r spoken: with W'mdsoi: ~o liis bias .~d· .. 
f . • . . . / . . .. · . 

·prejudice :i;nust be extrajudi.cjal. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashl;on seems t() h~~e \Y'md~or: ~ecause he ~s . . 
. . . . ~ . . . ·:. 

pro ~e, has· been an ac:Uvist working to exp.osy judicial ~o~pt.ion, ·-and :b·~ca,US':' ·Jud~~ ~ohn . . . : 
. . . . . . ·.. . . . . ( ... . . . 

Marshall K~·ha-µ,4 him for the same reasons and. "Yanted-to.protect the Defen~t~ fropi hl:lying 

. theh' pleadiµgs ·stricken. The. sleazy atto~ey-s foi: the· ~ef~11;~ants filed a-~otion .to. _di~~~ •bas~.d 

upon a vQid order. This required Windsor-to fiie •evide~ce ~t1:iat tegat4 which.~~~~ .to ii~t ·: 

· his efforts .. as.·~ chanip.ion ag~n~t judiciru.. ce>;rruptio~'. This\sef:l~e¢1 to get i;he goat of. ~~pi:\ 

Judge J~~:M~~l ~est, so he set ~ut.to de~astate ·wmds~dn _tlrl~ c~e.~ ,: ·. . . . . . · ... ._., 
., : ! ' • • • • ' • • 1 .• • • • • • I • • I • ~ • 

92. . ~e 'findsor has .n!Jt b.~911 W?~~~~ ~n ju,di~ial '?~rruptio~ £or sey.~al y~ar~• h~ · ·· . 

. was ,regm.ded as the leading ·a,uthority in:.A,n)'erica ~n judicial .·cori:upt:to:ti. · Windsor~~· ex~eriJmC~S · · . 
. . . .- .. 

17 
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. . . 
,.., ... ·· .. . ,.:. 

with q9rrµ~t j~e~ in FI~~da).h~ve ren~we4 W~-~led,ge-~ e~pose_ as·~~qhJudici~/coi:ruptlon:~ ... ·. _·: 

pos~ih\e..i. Windsor.has, p1,1biishe4 .yetj,Jfopul•at:_~ici~~-aoout ·th~.vario~ ~a;s, -~ ~~~h j~~~i :. ·. . <. , .. 
. . . , ' . : \ '' ~ . . . . ; : . . 

' . 

cotnmitt)leir·wtongdoing. See· · 
• •• t / • 

.. . . . ' . .· 

http://lawless~eriria.co~in,dex!p~p?op:J;ion=~o~~~i;itent&~iew=~c-~~id~5~:how-:i~dgei'~i.- : · .. : 
' :_ . . .. . . ·. . . . . ·:.-. . :. -:. . . . .. ~ : :·· \ . . . ·: .. . . . . . : . - . ~ . : .. \ ;_ . ' . ', 

break-the-law&catid=::121&Itemid:=:=222 and .. ·. · ·· 

~~!~~:. 
. ) . . . . . . ·. .. . . . '-· . . .... 

violate-tb.e-Q<>de--.~f-judiqiat.:con~~t-c0inmit-fraud-upon~tlie~court-:and-co~t--crnnesfag~nsf- .:· 
. • • ' .. • • • \ ·1 • • • \ • :, • • • • • • ·• • • ·.... ·:. • • 

·parti~~catid=4~&Ite~d=222 and . \ · . . . 

http://lawl~sametj.ca.com/hldex.php?option=com_co~t~nt&vi~article~id=2001 :how-t~ . . 
. •. . . . ' . . ... 

. fight..j~ial~or.rupti~n..-know-how-judges~~o~t~crimes-2&catid=l35&Itemid=216 an~'-· · . 
: . . . . . . . . . . . 

· http·:/ 1,1.awlel?sameri_ca:com/index.php?option=co~ ~ con,tent&:vlew=artj.cle&id=479:elev.ei1.th~ .· . 
• • •• : : • • •. • ,· I •' : • 

. circuit-judges;.dempnstr~t~ .. h~w-th~y"comuiif-cr~rp.e·s&c~tid=l'.i~&Iteroi4~22: Win~~r:.: . .· . ·· 
I • • ' ' • • ) :. : . . : ,• : ·, •· . . • • ,,· . • •. • . . • 

trav~led tQ all ~q sta~s ~d interyiewed th~-0:S.~s. ~f ~le~ed. victiins._:· ,H.e P'~fbljshed; ov~~ 2,000: · 

.· . . . . . . . . ' \ . . . . . . . . . . ·. : . . . . ·: . . . . . ,' .. ·' ·.· " 

vi<,leos ---https://www.yo-µtub~.com/c/lawless~~~p:vi,~~ :_His website ~ thot1-s.an.d.s .of'stories· 
. ·- . .·· . .. . 

_· ~.Lawless.Aineyica.com. and he had:oy~ 50,0QO. follo~ers,-o~ his' Facebook Pag_e tµttil, 
... · .... . . . ; . . . ,· ' ... . . . . 

Facebook ·r~ove_d ~t.without ~xplariation. 
.· . I, . . .• . . . . .... , 

9~: J:udge John Marshall Kest clairµ.ed .. tJJ:e~e was· µo valid leg~l)asis .to .object to. · · · 

• ... ·· \ 

.. . ' ,, . . . '-. .. : . . 

-Longest;s ans\Ye~s.t9 .. req~est for-ad~~si6ns. FRCP)lul~ 1.370.'(a) p~oyide~the1egal aµ~ority .. : 
. . . . . . .. . ' , ·: ' ~ ; .. . . . 

that. W1ndso~··cited. Th~ answers were false, ~d-Le~est_.kzj.ew they. were ~alse:· 'fhere.was: • 

~~rJ~ p;oven!. --~RCP 1.370 requires:·'~~~ ~wer ~~ll s;~~calli. -~~y ~e .ma~er ~r.setiorth·. · ... 
. . ·. . . ' ' . .. ·. .. . ·, •, . . : 

··iri detail the reas{ins why th~ ~swerhlg ~i:ittr-¢axµi6t' ir.uthfiili} -~dmjt or: deny tlie matt~. A .. _: ... · · .· · 

denial ~~ ~~l;;m~~t the su~s~ce o;th~ .r~~~~Jd.~i;:~~~ .. ~~-~~~:~~~ ia1~.~quu,~s_ ... · ·· 
• • .., • ~ .' , ~ • ,• • • • • •. \ I • • • • • • • • • • ~ 

that a party .qtialify. an 1:tt1sw~r or·den,y ont/a part.of.th~. ~atter of 1'7lti-c~:-an adinission is:, : : ·. :' 
. . . .,. . . -~· . . . .' . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .-· . . .• . . . . 

18. 
• ½ •• 

) .· ' . , . 

. ( . . . 
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\ .. 
' ' 

·requested,-~~P:~::s~l specify sh mu~4Pf.it as i~ true.ancfquallfy or d~ny the remainder.'; ... ;.·. · '• j 

. FR<;~ l .37~ -~ovid~s-"1he.party who has reciue~~d .. th~ ~~ssi~ns' ~ay.:~o~d t~ ~~me::~e-.' ~,,. ·,·. 
. . . . . . .. ,; 

... · , .. _ .. ·, 
\\ .· ·. '"·~ \..._ ... 

94. · .· · Th~ actions of ;tongest in thi~ cas~_hl;\V~• :been·.fr~~dl;llent · :.L.ong~si has filea, a .. · 
. •, i . . ; . , . ! . \• . ,• • . ', l 

-fraudul~ntan~er, false· sworn answ~rs.to inte~Qg~torie~, false.'.answers to reques;.for . 
. . •.··· '\. '. ·-. . . .... , -:.,· ·. :·. .. . . . ·_ .. ·: · ... ·.. . ·_:· •.· . 

a~~tons,)ndhebas li~cfinhis dt?p~sitipnand.in c?urt.JAP'.PENDlX_4i.J Judge J~ffrey 1.--: 
. . . ., : ~ . . . 

Ashton ignored i~- He cl~ed in his :order [APPENDIX.69] that he liad revi~ed.tbe'fil~; but in _ •. 
. ·. . . . . . •, . . : ... ,• -. · .. : . . . . .. •. 

a few ]:,tour,~, that.was physical~y impps~ble. He LIED. · 

9~. -: Judge John ·Marshall K¢sf s de:o,ial.of ait Obje~tic,ns to Boise Gas~ade's Answers. . . . . • .. --' 
.. ~ 

. to Interioga~rles and-Motion for Sanctions against Defenq.ant, ·except 15 ~d 24, were siinil~ly 
. . ~ 

~ng. [APPENDQ{ 58, P~ S.]. Judge Jeffrey L. A,shtonignoted'.it .. · He c1aimed·iil.his order that · · · 
. . . • . . . - .• ! . • . ·- . • • 

he had -i:~viewed the .file, _but in a few holll'S,, that was physi~ally irp.po~sible; Jie LIED. t6 itrl1.jct . . 
. . . . . . , . _) - . : . . . .- . . . ' . . . 

his bias. [APPENDIX 69.]. 
I • • • • • • •. ~ . . • • ,. • • • • • • • . •· 

... ·: -9~ ... · . Judg~ Jo~.MarshallKestclaimedtJ.iere:4s no·vali~ legal J,asis:to·objectto-Bo~se's 
.• ·· . . . ... · .. · _ ... _ . . . _:. ·.. . . . , ·,·. . . ·; _; . .. . . ·: ·.Y : . . . . ... 

~ers to·req-qe~t for ~issions .. (AP.PE~!X 5~, ·P. 6:] -~e._answ~ts weref~se, ~dB~~~· 
, : · ... ·. -· ·-. . . . _- . . - r· . . . •. . ·. :- -. . - . .. .-

.. lmew ~y were. false. FRCP 1.370 requires: 4'Th.e answer sbflll specifically deny th!-•rma~r ?J' • 
• I • ,, • • • • • • • • 

~et-forth'i~-detfrl! :the.~easons why t\ie~swe~g party cann~t t;rutlrfully •it o:rdeny--the matter .. . . ' .. · ' . . . . .. . . ' \ . . . ' ,· ' .· :· .·. .· . 

A denial sh.all fairly meet the substance ~fthe·requ1$te4 ad~s~io~ im.(when-g~d t'aiPl- reqlµtes,. . 
. . .: . . . . .. . . . ' . . . . .... 

. that a·~_ qualify pn_ answer or de~y ~nly a J>arl of th~ piatt~r ?(WhlP~ ~ ~~si~~.i~ . ' , 

r~uested,' ~e.,party ·shall sp~cify so.mu~h 0~ it as :i~ ~~ and:quai~~ Qt. a~{the·te~~~;,; ·._ .. ·.. . .. 
.. . . . . •·. . ... . . . . ,. :. ,..•·· .. 

FRCP 1.~70 ~~-~des ~'The party who has requ~sted tlie ~~sions ·ma;. ~ov:e to_ detern:4ne tQ.~~ · 
' '\ _.,,_ •• ,• • • •. • • • • • I • ' • • • 

suffici¢C~ ~Uhe ~~ers or objectio~s/~·- Judg9 Jcff.t:oy-L·.-A5.hton·ig~~~d. it~.-~ .... c~,.,;~.,in ~-~ · .. · 
. . . . ' .. · {' . . '. . . . . . ' . . . ' . . . ' .. .- . 

. . \ '· 

.19: .. 
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I. 

·- ( 

order that he _had reviewed the file, b~t in ~ few b,e>~s-, tha.t-was physically impQssible .. He LIBD .. 
. . . . ' . ·' ,. . . ~- ' . ' . :.' . . . . . . ' . .. . . . 

. to inflict his qias. [APPENDIX .69.] • . . 

~- :97. '·' C?nsider tpis one example in:WJnd~otSObjections: ~d M6tlon'rotSan~ons 

regardin.g_,Interroga~~ri~~: '~I:n,te~ogatory 1'!~ber: 5: '])escribe-in detail how the incidetit. 
. . . . . . . . . 

/ described in the CoinpJaint ~ppened, ~nclucli1;1g; ~Uactions~en by th~ you to prevent ~e- . 
. ' . 

. ~ctde:nt.' The outrag~ous~spOD$e.qfL~ngestwas: 'Defehd~t-~ongestobje~ts-~:ln~ogaiory:. ·,. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' ,· . . · ... 

No. 5 as 9verly broad, undlily burdensoll).e and to the extent it requests infQrmation .. ptotected -·. · 
-~ . . . ' . . . . . . . . ·: . . . . ,· 

from disclosure by the attorney~client work privilege and/or attqmeyworJ,< pr~c:bictdoclrin~.'- -
J. 

. . ,, . . . 

Windsor. doesn~t 1:>elieve it's possible to ha;ve a.much more o-q.trageou.s ··~answer." llovy-in God's . . . / . . . . . ' . . . . . · ... ·· ... 

1 ~e cot4d an ~nest judge claim there is no valid,.legal basis t~ object. l\n. hon~~j~e.<~o~ 

·98. Judge Johti ~11 Ke~t claimed Plaintiff.is-Motion :for S~ctions.to$1rlke the --
. . . .· .... · .. 

An.swet of Bois~. Cascade; Motion for -~anetions to ~trike·the Answer ofLonge~t; Motion for 

Frall:(1 on the Co~ Mqtion for $anctiop.s for 'Vfolations of the Rules and Motion for_ Evidentiary . 
. . .· . . . . . . . . 

Hearl:n,g "did. not provide evidence: [APP~NDIX 58, P. 7.] There is:inassive evidence, an~l the -
. ·. . . "' . . . . ., 

courtwould,have been remind~d at"the reque~ted evideµ.tiary.hearing_that was never'held. :Jud:ge _ 
. . ' ·~- . ' ' . . . . . . . . . . ' . •, . 

· John Marshall Kest lu;ls am~gly said that Wil'.ldsot is pbligated to comply ~th the. F'lotid~ Bar· 
' . . . ' . : . . . ~ . . .- . . . . . . : . . . . . . 

R~es ;of Professionai Conduct, which the law-does not-provide,;yethe ~laims there is np b~is . · · 
. ... . . . . .... · '. . . . . . . : 

for the Court to sarlction attorneys for violating th~ Rules. And, ~e has o:rcler~ sanctions ag$.st 
. . . . . . . . . •.. . :·--·· :,·.· .· :·. . ·: . . . •' .· 

Windsor pµrsuatlt to the rules of ciyil proc~dure.· ·, Thi; is ·p~judi~e ~d'.bias'. )udg~ J<;>'bn .. 

Mars~l Rest is c$shone~-~d likely co1;11J?~~-, ~udgeJ~ffr~y~:L. ·Asht~n'igno~it. 'ae: claimed-~ : __ --. 
•• . .,_. ,_. ••·· •• ·' •.• : ! • • ·. • • .- • • •• 

· . his' order that he ~ reviewed ·the· file, but fu a few. hours: that was physicaily ilripos~ible~ He, -.. · 
-. - •.. ,,.. - . - ·- _ .. - I· . - . . . . - . - . 

LIEil. to fu.flict hi~ bias. [APPENDIX 69.]: . 
• . • •• , • • . . I 

} . 
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~ .. . . 
. . . 

~9. ·.. Ari objectiv~ obSeryer,• lay :obse,;ver,. and/or·d;sjn~rested 6bserve!! must· ent~in . .. . '.. 

significant iJ<,ubl~fth~ ~ ~h,dse;t~ c .. ~to!L A~ prudent~ .·· .•. 
• j • \ • • .• • • • • • • • •• • • '. ' .•. 

wi_il be infe~ of not receiving a fair.and 1mpartiai:triai,· 
. . . . . • .. 

1'00. . 9rders ~-f JiJ4ge .John ·M~~hallXest ~~~n~~~te)~gnific~t pr~judj~e .and bi~~ ; : .. 
•' .' . -· .... ,' . . . . 

. ,andhe~ignored ~e la~ ~d the ~e$ .. [A.P~~~DIX 44,-45, 5·_1, 53,56,.st ~8; -6~_.J)udge ·: .. ; 
. . : . ... . . . . . '. :. 

J~y L. 1shton. eµib~a~d-that preJ~ld,ic~ a11d.bi~~- ·He_claim~d-in ~ ~r~ thai he J:i~ -. . . .· ·.. · ·. \ 
•• I • • • • ••• • ••• 

. re.viewed the, file~ :but in a few hQµr~, that wd p)iysically impossible.; He l,mD to.>inflict :hl;'bias. 
. . . . . . . .•·· •,· 

tAP;pENDIX 69 .. ] 

10.i .. ,. Judg~·John.Maishall K~st falsely stated thatmany ofW:i;ndsor~s motion:s are:rtQt· ....... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 

based on statu:~qry ?r Florida case-law E!,11d some are ·11ot l~g~lly suf~cient. · [ArfENDffl; 58~] : :- · · · · · . \. . . . . 

. Ju4geJo:qn ¥arshall Ke_~ di4 n~t ideritify these, .Wit,l.dsor asks this· Court ~<>.review each niotion; ·, · 
~ . . . . . . . . . : . . . . ', . { . . . '; . 

to ~e this -is fals~. Wi.:Q,dsof ru:1$ complied· with. all sta1ptes.-an.d°Ru1¢s, and ·his moijons are :legally 
. . .. , . ·. . . . . ... 

sufficient. Judge John M~sha:11 K.est:Jµst wrote·tl.tls. to ~ct ·hl,s pt~judice again$t_ Whld~r . 

. Judge J'e,ffrey L.,Ashton embraced thi~~- He cl~ed in -bis ord_~ .th~t.he . .ha~ revie:w:~d· the fi:le-,. buf 
. ~- . . ·- . . . •. 

.. . . 

· -in~ few h6'urs, that was physically impossible~'. He_ LIED. t~ 'i11.flicrt: his bias7_ [APPENDIX 69.) , . 
. . . -: ,• .. , . . . . . .. ,. . . . . . , . . . :.· .. " ; . ·: ·.. . : ' .. ,._ ..... . .- .. -: :· ,. .. · . . . : , .... 

' · . 102.-··. Ari honesUudge woul,d have stricken .the pleading~ o1.the Defendants .. , . 
. • • .• . • . .· . ·, . . • • I • 

'[APPEND:p{ i.s, 19, 35: 36, 41, 4:2, 45_:] :Judg~ fo~ ;Mat"S~lK~-is)~?fl~.onest._ Judge_Jeffr.ef.. ·. 
• •' • \ • :. • • • •. •• • • • ',, I ·• • • • 

L. Ashton is, n,ot honest., ·. 
. . . 

• 103. . Jajge· Jo~ Marshall I<:e.st objected _to: Windsor. fj~g ~o ma,ny-motiQns~ .:~e: ~nly : . . .. 
', {' . : ... ·: ,,. . . . . ' . . . 

• • • • # • ·, / • • • • • • • • • ,··:. 

rea00.ii Wlndsor has•filed·,m~ch of anything.'was, '.(:he· wrongdomg ~f the D_ef~dant~ an4 ·t1:1-e · · · . · 
. . . . . . . . . ; . . . . . . . . . . 

Ju4g~ .. Judge fohn Marsruill':Ke~ is te~nallf ~i~~~- .J~ge.Je~~i L.: J.\sli~~-i~b!e~ ~~; _: _.: ;:: 

He claimeslm his otd~r ~the had,re~ie~J the:.~le/but ·m.~ ~ew h~~s, __ m~~ phy~iti~i:v. . •, : ... ·: 
impos~i~le . .. He·L.IED:to. mf].ict.his_bias. [APP:BNDDC 69-.] ::_ ·.. ' 

I •• 

2.1 
. \ ... 



331

•. i .. 

' 104. • J~e John l\ifarshall iest cµd npthing about the totally-_fri-xo·io~s Defen~ts' <. ·· 
I 

,. ' , ,• • • • • / • • 

·-motions"for-competency ~d motion~ disriiiss·. "Winds6t°'s motion.for sancti~n~ was IGNORED. 
, • • . 

I • • • . •• 

Judge Je:fjry,y ~. Ashton ignored this .. He cl~i~ed,41 .. ~s qrder that h~l1ad:;~ew~ the°.file~ :~~t · . ·. 
•, ' . •, -··,. . . .· . . ·.,·' 

-in a few hours, that w~ physically imposs1bi~~ _He LIED to;inflic(hi$ bi~. [APPENDIX 69.] .. · 
.. ,· . . .._:- ., ,. . . . 

105.- . Judge John Marshall Kest d~ie~ Windsor;s m~ti~ns to._qompel the.:O~fenl,iants to-. 
{ . . ·-·:· .. 

'produce documents ~d for sanctjons without.a1ieacing.r-[APPENDiX·58;j This is:.__

OUTRAGEOl,JS. Th~re. was not~ improper about these req~s.ts. : Judge Jeffrey i:' A.~htc,n 
• • • ' •• 1'. • • • • . • ..• 

ignored this. He .claimed h1 his order that he had-.re.Ji~wed the .file, b~t fu ·a· few ,hours, that was· 
. . . . . : . . . . . . ~ 

physically impossible. Fie LIED to inflict his bias. [~PENDIX 69'.] · 
. l 

. 106. . Judge John Marshall Kest has limited :wl1:1dsor to ~ne howrper deposjtion, 
. .·. .. . : . . . 

apparently .as a sanction. [APPEND1X 58, P. 3 .] Thi~ is totally· inadequate as to the tvvo . 

Defendants. Winds~r has never taken a deposition, and he is dealin:g,with Ii~;.: ·Judge John : , · · · 
,/ 

~ . . . . 

·Marshall Kest wants to do .. whatever he cari to screw Pro Se·Wiri.dsor as he retires, Windsor will 
. . . . '. ' . . . . . .·· •, :. . . . . 

:file a Bar ~omp\aint agf:llllst him. Judge Jeffrey L Ashton ign.,ored this: :.He clann,e·d in hls order. 
i . .. • • . • • 

' ' 

that he had ·revi~wed· th~ file, butinta few µours, ~twas physi~ally impos~ible. He L~D~o·· 

inflict-his bi~. [Af.>PENDIX 69.]. 
\ ; 

' 
. . . . 

107. Judg~ John-Marshall Kest awa:rded,attorney'~·.fees.pursua,nt to.Florida Rule~- o~ 

Civil Procedure Rule 1.380 (a)'(4): . 
: j 

' . ' 

"Award of Expenses .of Motion. Jf the· ~otion ~ gta:t?,ted.and .~er ·opportunity: for ,. 

he~ing,_the court shalJ require.the party_ o:i;,4epqnent whose.conduct necessitated th~. 

~otion ·or the party or coun~el advising the conduct .to :Pay to ~e moving .party·the , . · 

reasc,nable ·e~enses incurred m··obtaining_the order that may'include_attorJ,1eys' fees,· . 

unless the. court finds that the movant.failed to certify µ,: the motion that a.good ,faith · · · ... 
effort was made to ·obtain the discovery Witjiout oourt actl:on; :thatn,.e opposition·to· the .. • 

niotion y,ras :substantially justified, or that other ciro~.stan.qes ~e mi ~~~ 0£ . ··. . . 

. ex~SE:~ unjust.I Ifthe nfoti,on is denied and: after oppo~ity £or hea:cl.tis;, the :ourf s]ia]l 

. require th~ movt~g pa;rty to pay :to the Pal'o/,_or devone;nf who 9rposed :tl,?.e·IQ.o.tio~ the . ·. 

reaso~ble expe:115es incurred in opposing the motion·~t llll;\y mclude atto~eys fe~s, 

22 

,1·· 
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. ·, 

•·unless.the cow:t finds that the µia,ki~g of the. motiqn·was substmti~ly justified or that 
. other ci:~~~ances make an·~\Vard b~ ~xp~nS~S,)l:1)Jtist~ If.the inotionfs gm.t~diitparf. . 

and depied m part, the ·court may_ apportiop.-the r¢asonabJ~ t,xpenses incurred-as .:a result · •- .- . · 
ofmakiilg_the motion ·among the parties and-persons".:''./ . . \ . . ,. . . . . . . : . ·: . . 

108. Wi:\ldsorwas.deilie4 ah~arh:1giby_.judge_Je:ffrey L. Ashton;.-k·violaµon·of . ·:. · .. 

Proc~e:Rule· l.380.(a) ,~4). Ju~e-J~ffreyL,As~~Q~ also'f~ed°to m~e afinding_as.ti th~ . 
... . ' .... · . . . ' . . 

~so~le .eX!)e~ses incurred ill: opposil)g tlle 11.lQtfon, a clear. requir~me~t .of this Rul~.· · . 
,. . .· . . . . . . . ·. . . . . . .. . '. , . 

. , [APPE~Dix; 76.J ~ut li.ey, he? s a judge, se>- he apparently_ 4oe~n•t haye to ·~ere to· the:rrifos, oi- ·-.. 
. . . . ,:. . . . ' ··.. . 

the law, 
J 

·: 1_0.9. - ·Judge John Marsh~l Kest denied Windsor's Motion.to Colh~el Sµbpoe~s fo~ 
• • . . • • • • • • • • . .' • d' • 

. Documents from Dr. Stephen Golt [APPENDIX58,P. 3.] .The:Moti~nfully explainstheneed, .. 
' ,. . ' . . . \. . . . . . . . . '. . '. . . 

but Judge Jqhnlvlarshall K~st fei_grued ig1;1orance~- [APPEND:p{ 28.] ])r; Stephen Goll relied.:on 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

the notes he made while examining ·Wiridso~, and tli~se are discoverable. Judge· Jeffrey L. 
. . · . ~. I · ·1·-

. ' 

~ton ignored,· this. He claime<l: in his order ihat he' had re~ewed the file,' .but in.~ few J:>.oµrs, .. 
~- . r 

th~t was.physically impos~ible, · II~ LI.ED tq i~ict.his,bias~ [APPEl'IDix. 69.] 

. 11(). Judge John Iv.J;arsh~ Kest.outrageously ~niedW;indsot'$-Iv,lOtionfo~:S~tio~ 
. .. . . . . . . . . . . 

· ag~t e.ooh bf theDef~ndants fo~-Fraud on ·th~ (J<;l~- He d~ie4.1.l-'e~gs. He ~l~s the . 
• . i . ' . . . •..• 

. . . . . . .. . .· .. • .. ,.:. . 

findings of the prior judge,~ ·vaij4,. but she ~id not. a.d<;'b:ess ~ ~ssu,e:sthat were ~l~m,-ly' stated. . . _ 
. . . . . .. . .. . . . . 

This'smacks of corruptitin. Perhaps Jµdge J<.>hn. MarshallKest-has been paid offby the a~orrteys 
_. . .\ . ,_.. . . . ·. . ., . . . 

for the Defendants to issue such outrageOU/$ orders. ,Judge J~ffrey L. As,h~on ignored this. He· . 

claim~d in his ~rder that he ha.d review:cl :th~ file~ put: in a fe; ~our_s,t~at was phy~i~ally. --- .· .. 
. . .' •, : . .. . . . ' . . 

-impossi"le .. HeLIEDJ<>"inflfot-his·bias. [APPENDIX 6~.]. Th~,1Jei~ndtmts cou:Id:Q~loo~:~f11. ·: ·. 
. . . . . . .. '.- . : ' . : . . ... : ' '; ' ·. . ' . . . . . ·_. . . . . ( ,.: . .'. -.: : . . . . .:. ' . . .. 

· .. -m~lfi,.:tnillion_;.&;llar damage awatd to Wi¥sor, ind it'WOu14,_ b! /es~ expep,si'Ve to ~em.JfYpay ·otr . : : 

one.or botbJ"4dges. 
I 
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. ·.: .. 
, ,.l_ ., 

111; J~e Johp/Mar~hall Kest'e~iished,-~ clearly,'.:Uxed vie;(about ~~b~ti~e. . · .. 
. . \ . ~ ·.. . . '.,' '.. . ·. . . . . - . . . . .,. ... 

. ~1'clipirtr¥,d,matters,:So this .. m~t r~?e.conce~ ato~t~he ~'~)ipe~ce ~f:iri1~;6priety/'. a; 

· · ~~da~d-~n.at ni~st ~ safe~~d.~cier..appli~~b.le r~~µ~~-~w .. ·-J~g~·'Je.ffrey ~--k~~~~ ~ 
\ . . •·. ; . : • ·1 ·• • . • ., • • ',·· ·• • _\' I 

· done the sam.~. 

. . 112_. · ·,. On 2/1/2021, Judge J~ffrey 'L . .Ashton de~ied· Wmdsbt.~ s A~ended·Motion fo;' · .. · · 

·. ·· ~~ o~()nkrs ofJ;ud/.• J~fui~hart Kest [AP~~ 69;] Hecl!uined Jie had i ·.· . · · • 
. : . . . . . : . . .. · .. ) . .·· .. ·· . :. ·. : . . . . . .: ·: ...... . 

review~d the .file. ~~ds0r believes. tpi~.is ·false beca~e n<? hqnes_t juclge ccn:ild'.reyi~~ the file··· · 
. . . .. ~- . . \ 

and·not re(?On.siderth~ outrageous ord~s. 
/ .. .· \ . . ~-

. . 
113,. Judge .Jeffr~y L. ~sp.ton has ~fTectiyely deni~4 Windspr' s rights of .eq~ ·, 

. . 
pro~on under the law,under Article VI of the Constitution: .· . ... . ,·.. . .· ... 

114. Judge J~ffrey L. A~hton' s a~tfons prove '.that·be has ~iereised h~s power in this 

civil ~tlo:o.· for his .9wn personal ·purposes rather t'4an th~ will ef the law. 

. . 115. Windsor'~. not.recei~ed.fair.~~ ~plirtiEtl tr~~e~t,wi~ Judge Jeffrei L 

. · · AshtQn. He 'is prejudiced against Windso~. There is µo~w~y Judge JeffreYL, Ashto~: is,~ 
. ;' : . . \ ·.. . .• ·. . _. . :· .. . ·. . . ' . 

. . ·h:<?~est; impm'tial judge. Winds~~ ~ou;ld have heen better ~f{i:f.Long~st had. c~nie ·Eµtot~~r fo~t ~ . 
•. . . ' ' :. . •' . .· . . ·. \." .. · . 

. .' ·into W'mdsor's iane afte~he lifted Whidsor:s.tiny ponvertible offthe·ground.·. Winqsoi:would ' .. be 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . ,~ . . . 

. . ·. dead, and. µe woul~no~ hav~ to:~ndure-ilie int~~tfonal i~jci:io~ ~~ ~~tional di~s~.. . . .:. . ·. . .. . : 
. . ·. . . . . . ..... . ··. . l ·-·. . . , ' . . . . . . . . .'· 

. 116.- All Windsor.wants is to-have someone.fair.and impartial with an open mind to·.:·· . 
. . . . .· , . . . .. · ..... ·. . . . . . . . :·\.. . . . .. 

listen to the-facts-and-review as1nuchof.~ eviden~~·'as is.~ee.ded to.prove each oflµs claiin~1 I~,:. 
. . ·•. . . ( . . . . ·. . 

. : . , .. : . . . . . ' ... . . : ./. ·.: •'•. . . . . . . . :. . . 

.' .... 

is obvious to Windsor that Judg~. Je:ffrey_J:,." Ashtq:r,.,_doesntt. care ~boutthe fac!~ and. 4oesn:'~ ~~t- · -
.. . .. . . . . . •' .. 

to· app_1y- the ~aw. 

. ,U7. .· The United States Constimiion theqreti~aliY.~~~5:an.wj.~djudgo':Wb.~ . 

will ~ways provide litig~ts with °rull protectio~'?f;~t RIQHTS. -~~4~~ J~fn,ey t. As~u,~ i~ : . ·. 
. •. . . . . . .... . . . . . . . . . . 

.. : 
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. ( .· .·.·· J 

bi~ against Windsor •. H(f h~ .deiri~n~~ate4this,'·tig~ a~lagain arid a~~n.: · ·.: · ·. . . •. . 

.1 i:s.:: Wind~or' S

1

~otip~~- atiidavits,:.:~er-tificat~s.-~fi~od; faithi:.and'memoran~ ~f ; · :;'. · . 
. . . . . .. ':· ,, . . . ·. .. ', . 

~ au~oritie~-m~t,the ~quirel!lents·•for a·~qtj:on,t_~ 4i_s~h~ify .. [APPENDii:(~6~ 67~ 6.~:] . 
. , . . ) .. . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . 

· J 19 .. ·:; :Wirids~r has-a well~grourided fear: that.he ~ill not r~cei~e a fah- trial. : He· h~'t ' · 
. .. ' ' ~- _,.·,.,, •.: .·. ·. ~ : ' .. ·,. . . . 

received a· fair trial~ ·, 
l •• 

•.\ .: .. . \ . . . , . . . . 

120 .. .- Judg~ Jeffrey i. Ashtqn e~tablished, a clearly-fixed view:about.substanti~e· . : ..• 
'. . • : • • .' • . ,•, • ••• '- • • • • ' •• : • • • • •. : : 1 •• • 

stari.d1ttd that-;must .be safeguarded under applica:ble recU:sal law. . 
. • ,! •• I • • • • 

,. STANDARDOFREVJ'.EW 
;- . . . . .· 

121. Tiu; denial of ainotion tQ disqµalify: a circuit judge .is reviewed de nov.o; ~ Parker · . . . . . , . . . ·. . . . . . . . . ' 

. v.·.Statei.3.So.3d974, 982 (Sup.-Ct,. Fl~ 2009).-
. ·,. .... . ·, 

. . . 

LEGAL ARGUMENT 

122. ·. . The ,test to. ~e .used by the tri~ court in revi~wing a m~tiQ1,1 for clliiqualifi.cation ha~ · · 
~ee~ ·det~ed by·th~Florida: ~upre~e··~9~;. Iµ .Macl(enzi~-~-· Super 'Kia;IJargain·:sio~e, .. 

. ', . . .. ,, . . . .. 

· Jnc., ·s6S :So.2a.1332 (Fla.1990), th~ Suprem:e Cou~ 4eld-that the fact~ ~U~ged in)t ~otion to· 
. . . . . ' . . . . . . . . ~ •, 

di~qualify need,onJ.y show a rilova1:1t' s welh~roU!'-ded fear _that ~e.~ov~t wiU not ~eiv~ a-frur · .. 
. \ •.. . ·. , .. •.'. · .... · . •:· ... ·. . .. ... · .. .; .... 

trial. The:.test to be utilized is· whether the. fa~ts all~gi:,d wo,uJ.4.place a r,ea$onably prudent person , 
.. . ·.· . . ' . . •·, . .·: . ' i· 

in· fear rif not receiving .a fair. and impartial trial. MacKenzie,;56s-'-So~2d at 1335; s~~·til"so:Fiscner . :.· ... 
• . .: . I· . • ,: • ~ . • . . .' . , , . . . ·. . . . • • . . . : . , . ' • . . i' • • • • • , • 

·,v.. Knzick,.497-So.2d_240-(Fla::1986).. .. : · · '.. . \ , .. 
\ .... •.·. 

. 123. · In r~yie~g the ieg~ s'Q:ffici~~y 9;f-a ~Qtioµ fqr "disquallfication._i..~. w}J.eth¢- the.: :. 
. . •. ·.· . . ·., . . 

. . . t ('· . . • ·: ~· . • •. 

movant·has allt'?ged facts givin¢ ri1;1e to a-w~IN:C!w4e.d fear. th~t the.:mov.ant -m.µ nqt _teceiye _a,,£,~ ... : . . 
.•· ' . . . . . , . . . . 

.::-· 
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_trifJI, th~ fiwts111:ust be.taken as tfue·ru:id musfb~vi~wed:fi:olll the movant's:~erSJ>ective. ·:see :.- .\ 
; . . . . . . . 

. Ltvlngst9n~. 441 So.2d _108.3 ('•rhe questfoµ of disqualification focuses .oil: those, mmters :fr~m ... ·,. 
• ~ • I • • • • • • • • ,(, • •• • • • • • • • • 

/". 

which a li~gatit ~y· reasoiiiably questjon aj~gge's· ·iinpart1ality r~th~r ~-the judg~'s perceptio~ . 
. . : . , . . ·• . . . . -· ~ ' . ·. •, . . . 

of the judge_'~ at;,ility to ac(fairty· and iinpart.ially/'):' ·. · ' .. 
\,, ... ··. 

124. . ln order to (iecide whether tll~:;11).~tion is legally s¢ftcient, ·wiri.dsot.m,µsf :only ·. , 
' . . . . . . . . 

show; 'a weU.:gr~~ded fe~-that.he will'n~(te6eive:a fair [hearing] attheb.an:dsofthejqdge; It 
. . .. ' . . . .. .,· . . . . . . . . . . ·.·· ·.. . . 

!s not a q,u~_sti~n of.how the jud~e f~els; it is a qu~stio:n of w~tfe_eling :i;eskles in.~ _affiimt''s _· .. : . : 

m,ind and the bas~s .for Sl,lch feeling.' State ex r~f_-Brqwn v. Dew~lf 131 Fla. 566, S73~ 179 So. ··" 

695, 697- 9~ (1938). S~e also Hayslip v. Douf?las;.400 So. -2d 553_ (fl.a. 4th DCA 198.1). T~e 
. . . . . ' .... . . 

question of.disqualification. foc\lSeS on those matte~s from which a µtigant may reaso~ably 
•. . . . . . . . . . 

. que~ion a judge's iinpartiality rather tha:iltht) judge's perception ofhis>ability to act fiurly ;in.4 

impartially~ State-y; Livingston, 441S0. 2d 1083,-1086'.(Fli-19,83): 
.• . . . '· . . . .i . 

12~-·- The feeling that resfdes iri .Wi~dsor' s -~nd is that.Judge Jeffrey·L .. Ashtoli is 
. . . . -: . . .. '. . ... , . . ... 

inoompetent;:C<>rrupt~ and· totally biased against him • 
. . · . . . . 

. '. •; _·-• 126,-. ·. Thepr,ejudice ofaj.udge i$ a delicate.questio:fifor alii;igantt(? ~e_but_when· 
• .. . \ ••• •: . . I • • / •• · .• _.. . . . • ,- • • • •• ·: . • • l 

raised as ·a bar to::the tri~of a ca~se, if predi~ated ·oU: :grounds. ~th a modicum ~f:reason. tlle 
• _; . , • '·,. . • • ,·. I •• 

· judge in gu~tion should be p~oni.pt to re~use hhrtself .. _No i'.ttdge; unde~·~ny·c~~stanees r 
. . . . '. . ·- .. ; .. 

is•warranted in-sittin~ in the -kial~of.a cause whose neutr-~lity ·is sha~~w~.or ev~n: . : 
. . . . .. ' '· ,. . ·. ';. . ,·. .· .. ·. . . . . . . . . . .. . . ... 

gueStion~d. Dickenson v. P,ar'fs~ 104-I!J.a; 577, 14C{So'. 459, {1931); ~tate ex tel. Aguiar y. 
. '· . . .·' -· . . .. 

·chap~ell, 3.44.So.2d 925 (Fla:-3d DCA 1977)'. StCfte v.. St~ele,_.348: So; 2i~.9~i 401 (Fla.~3rd DC.A ·. 
·.. . .· ,. .... ! . .. ;• . . . . . . 

19.77}. Judge Jef:freyL .. Ashto:µ. sini~iy lied,as--~o ri:uiny;'do'i,,i'co~. so.h~- co1:11d r~pe an.eid~rl~. 
• • • • • I . • • '• • • . • ' f •, • • • • • • • t ,. • ' • ' • • .' • • ~ . 

disable:d man. Winds~ has expres$ed hi$ o~~ge ~ many w6rds/but as to:~ modi'?~ of .: · 
. . . . . . ~ . . ,, . . -

reason~ he has p~vj.ded facjs.and evidence. -. 
. •, . . 

\·. 

/ 
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. . ·. . . . . . I . • . . . . • ·. ·: . . • . . 

127. · '!'1?-e Uni~4-States Sup~~llli Coµrt,has:-~;p1aine4thatJn:~eQid4lg whpth¢r a:: .. ·. 
. 

• • < •• • • • • • • • • • ·-. • 

.· p~icul~ judge CfµU).Ot pr~side 9ver a:-litlgant's ~lpl:the ~qui~·~~st.be ri.ot only whethe/fu~e. ·. , ... · 
. ·- . . .- . . . . . .· -. -· .. _...... . · . .' ;, . . : .\ .···· .. ·,. ' .. ,', 

was .abtual i?ias on tespondent' s p~ri, but. abo:-whethei ther~-was •'su~h ~ likelihood of bias tir-an·. 
. . . ' . . ,. :·· . ', ·. . . . : . . ~ . . : :.- . . . . . -· •·. •, . . ' . .; . 

. . . : . 

app,earance. of bias.that the judge waiut:1a1'l~:to h,,old,·the·b~~ce:b~tweeri._vi!idicating the- , , . , ' .. 
. . . . :·· . . . ·. . • . <. :, . . . .: . . ·. . •'.. . \.., . . . ..... ,;,_ ) 

, · interests: o;f.tbe. c~urt ~d the i~e:Sts of the accu~ect' U~gar :v. Sarafite, 376 U .s.· S.7,5·,, -~-88·:. :· · 
. . ' . . .. .. . ' . ·.. ' . . . . . . . . . · .. : .. \. . 

(1964). 'Such a s~gent rule n:iay. sbtri¢tim¢s. b~ ~8:1 byj~es wh~ have no ~trial .bi~--~4. : . 
. 

. . . . 

who )V'Ould do'thek very b_estto vveigh:the seal~~ ~dusticeequa:I,ly between·co11-te:(1dingp~es;',·. 
' . .. . . . . . . . ~· .. •'. •, 

but due process: ofla:w requires no less. In re·Afur_chison, :349 lJ;S~ 13.3, 136,. 75, S.:Ct~ ~62,3~:.625~ 
. . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. 

99 L.Ed. 942 (1955). Taylor v~ Hayes, 418 U.S~ 488,501 (l_974)(emphasisadd~d):- .. · : 
, . . . . , . . . .. . 

. . . . 

--~ 128 . .' .. The appearance• of impropriety. v.iolat~s state ~nd'·feder~l constitutiomd . · · 

· rights· ~-d~e proe~s~ A fair.hearingbefo~e.~ imp~l trib~aHs .~ b~~b~equi~en~ o; due 
. .. . :. . . . . . . ~. . . . '.. ' . . . . . ,. •. . . •. .- . . . . . . ' . . . · .. 

_pr~cess: S~ In re lef.1:frchfson, 349 U.S. -13~ :(1955):."Eve:cy.-11~gant□ ~s .e~tled ~ µothfug.lei;s ·· 

-~ the ~~ld ri~utx~ty of aµ impa;rtlaljudge>(St:c,te ~ ~el. Mic;le ~. Ro~e, tH S~.'331, 3Ji 
. . .. . . . . . . :. . . _ _. 

(Fla; 1_930i A~sent:a, fair tribunal, there can b~. no full a:n.d fak.h~m;lng. · · · · 
. . .. . . . . .. ·. ·. ··- -· ·.· . . 

. ·." 129. · The t~sf for .determining .the.legal sufffot~~y ~fa· motion ,for:disq~ification is: an: ·· 
• • • • • • ' • • • •• • : • • ' • • • • • • . • • '· •. • ••)~ • • • •• • • • ! • • • • 

. ·· obj~ctiy~ o~e whi'ch ~ · wheth~r th,e f~ct$ all_e.ged i~·-fu.e:riio:ti~n ;<:>uld ~lace.~ r~asqn~~l; .. 
. . \ .. ' . . . . . . : ', ~ : .. • . -. .•· . : ' . : . . . . . . . 

prµdent pet$011 in.fear of not receiving:a fair; and i~parti~ he~n.g~ See. Liv/ngston_v. ~~ate;_ ~t 

{087; ''~en thejud~e eIJ.ters into th.ti p~~ceed~ngs ~d bec<.i~es :~ p~cip~ti a sh~o~,is 'cast .· 
. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 

upon judlcial.:Q.~~trality ~o that disqualificatioh [cif~e .circui~] i~ ~¢~ed.-~- (~hastine ~. ~r~.O"'_~, .· . ' 

6~9 ~~-2d293, 19.Fla. L: -~eekly D14.(Fla.App. Dist.~fl2/2~/~9~3).) :.-~t~e·i~t ~as.e, it: . 
. . .. . . . . ., . . . . . : . ·- . ' : . ·. ·. .. . . . . . . . . . . . ... 

. . 

. appears JudgeJ~ffrey L. tshton is workin~;f?t:'tlte-Defe~d~~s' -~1;tom~ys~ . 
. . . . I . . : I' . . . . . ' . . 

A.· , WINDSOR SHOWED THAT :A:NY'REASONA'DLY l':RUDENT rERSON•WOULD . 

'. •, .• - • • ·. · · . ·I , I · . .· .· .· . ··. . :..· .. , ... · .. 

. ·.BE lN FEAlt:OF NOT RECEIVlNG; A ·FAIRr,c:~t.~ 

27 · 
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• i , • 

. \ 

130.i 1)-ete are ah~st ofre~s~ns'.why:any t~~so~~foe-~ruden~:person '\3/oitl<i°b~ in fear· ·. 
. ' . . . . . 

. of not receiving a faµ.-trial in this case. . 
' . ·. . . 

a.. It1;dge,Jeffrey.L; ~hton'~d.lJ.is judicjal;As~i~tant'.send an email with · 
. ! 

requirements to th; parties priottQ a h~arfug; ~d th~n he ~oiate4 his· o~-
. . . ~ . . .. :-: .. ' . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 

.. · rul~s while denying Wind~o;r::the. abµi.ty to present\evidence and c~e ~w.' . 
•, . • • • . : • . '. ;,_ .... ::• ··::_· '.~..... .. • • • • , : • •• • • J ·_ . • •• 

. . b'. .Jridg~ Je:f;frey L. As~t~n:d~!e~~e~onabl~ re;u~sts for-~ contjn~c~: .. < 
. . . '. : '· . . .. 

. . \: 

Q. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ignored -Wfu.d~or's hospital~tio:n ,~t--~~ tim~ ~f the.· 

2/2/2021 hearing and.pUfP.6:rtedly'held a·hearing without lµm._' 

d ... Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ordere~ $2,500 ·in ''sanctiQns" agai~st Windsor wh~n 
. . . ,•· 

t}le appropriate amount.could nothave b~~ over $i,.Oo .. 

e. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton t~eatene4 Wi:ndsor; .and. lJ.e had no legal basis.to. d~ . 

so. 

f. Judg~ _Jeffrey _L. Ash~cmvi~lat~d-FJorida ~~es C?f Civil~roced~e.lluleJ.380 .... 
• I • • • • • • • • • 

. : (a) (4) .. 

:g .. · Judge Jeffrey L. A~h~n falsely cl~edh~ ~d':reyie'Y~d the file]n the~~· . 

· .h.· . Judge Jeffrey L. ,¥1i~h violat~dwell-e~tabli~ed·1ayv: on-~ttorµey~s fees. 

i Ju4g~ Jeffrey.L. Ashto~:has_ ,sh~W con~;t for.Wfudso~ ~ a p~~,-se ~~ · ~ 
. . . . '_. .. ·- . . . . . ' . 

. . • I._.· ..• 

praised Windsor~s efforts: Dishonl:}si jud:ges,. lik~ ~u~ge John Mar~~ ~est. 

and Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton, do ~hat~ver they:can to- destroy Winds9r. · · . : ·. 
. ' ' . . . . 

: . • • I • . • • • ~ ·. . , . • 

l3J. .This· consideration-is ·e~~Y_.b! lookin~_ atwhaf J~d~e-Jeffi'.ert·: A~ht~~-~d~~e~: · .. 

· ignoring s~~ons·agafust the_Defend~~·- · \ ·. , 
• ,... i_} 

., 

·-28. 

•,: 

.... 
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/ 

132 •.. _. Windsor. swore l.111-der o_ath und~fp~~ty ofperjmy• that ~~ti~s, .con~i~Qy, ;fal~e · 
. . . . . . 

·. . . . . . . . ')· . . . 
-.. s~temeni$, :to law ¢nfotcement, alfog~ btil,eryi•fr~ud~ atte~te.4-~aud,. fajse .pleadings;' ;t. host of. . . · 

' ~ viOWions, Jnlmero~ _;;~bfi~ ofihe Jilm;<JaRliles of~si.,;,al,am~< , , . . . 
I . - . ·. ., 

_ concealment of_the key evidence,. conce~ment of' t~e.-ideJ1tity of one to~ tp.~ -key fraudsters, · 
•·• • I • • • • 

perjury, alle_ge4. fraud by a-paid expert witness,•yiolation ofa-cp~ ord~r,.·-~ontetP;pt,:m.~icio:us : · ,. · 

p~secuti9n,- an,d ~au4 on the-C9urt. The Defendants- and.'tb~ir attor.r>:eys have done it all.;,_- • · · ... , · · 
. \ .- .. . . . . ·~ . . . . . . . . . 

Windsor_presentecl_Judge JqhnMarshillK.est and Judge Jeffrey L j\shton "1ith:298ctiuses-~f · .. 

action for.sanctions. {APPENDIX 18 and 19; APPENDIX 34 aµd 35;·A._1>.PEN-PIX 41 anq 42.] . · 
. . . . . .. . . . 

133. Surely'-298 violations·ar~ de~tinedJo~ the Guinness Book· . 
. ' . - . . '• ··. . . 

134. . Judge John Marsh~ll Ke~t deniedthe ~otlons witht>ut the requested e~d~tiary .. · ·· . 

. hearing claiming they were motions .for "rec,xnsideration." And Judge Jeffr~y L. Ash.ton.had. to .... 
• • '• i. •: I •. •• •·· ·, .• •• : • ' • .•.• ,· • • • • • •.•, • • ,•.• 

. : . . . 

~knowle~gethls ;was not reco~$ideratj.o~ but he .diw.i't. [AP1:'ENDIX 45~ Page l.]\On 

$eptemb~2,2020",iJu<1:ge, John Marsh:lllKestissu~d ·an:'.'ORDER ON MOTION~fFQR ·. 

·RiicoNsio~TION, REQUEST FOR HEARING AND DIRECTING n~FENDANT Tb 

... FILE A RESPONSE." [APPENDIX 4s:1 This. ORDER i; a~;olutely. raise,, 6laiming the August. 
' . . . : .. ·.. .. . . . . . . . . ·.. .• . .- ·, .. . : 

I ••• • 

. 29, 2020 motions: filed·by \Vjndsoj wer~ ";motjotis:for reconsid~r~oli." [AP.P_ENl)IX. 45., ·p;)~] • 
. . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . ' ' . 

The opening paragraphs of the :motions· st.atethat-on J1¥1e 24, 2020? ·Windsor orig'µially presente~f. 
. . . - '. . ~ . . ' : :. ' . . 

98 coupts to show :.FRAUD. ON THE COURT b).: efl:Ch of th~ D~fendants~ And that. "sinct, the 98 . . .· 

'COU;D.tS_ W'ere_-first pres~nted; the-:E>efendatit~ ~nd:itS attorney$ have_·each:commi~c;lE!11-0the~:s1. 

- coun~. Frarul on th~ court requir~s-a cle~Ju1,dco11vincmg· sho~g, ~o thi; ~~tjon ip.c~~des all 

9fth~:c01mts that are part of the scheme."lAPPEND:p( 41, 42.]. :iot~e:w counts again~t~e. • .. ·_-::. 

· Deferidant$ d6es not_constitu~~ a·••mptio~ for-. reconsi~e~~~eri.~• This-~s ~ex~ai1e •. ~~-~¥$~---

Jeffrey_L Ashton riia,4e the sfUUe ruli:n~ by.re:fu,~in~-to recon~ider.; •· 

29 · 
,_ ·. 

i 
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. ; 

\ . .• . . . . . . . 
. 1,35. · ·While thl,s 1:1,loneshoJitd be!e,np~~h; 'Judge_John M;arshall K~ outrageously.· : · .. 

. . .. ·, ( : . . . . . ' • .. ' . . 

) sanctione4 Windsoz:. [APPENDIX 58'~] ,'Therei~ no l~gicalexpl~tion ior th~ actions-of:Judge 
• ' . . . • • •• 1 . . . • ~ ' ·- . : . • . •• • . • • • • .• •..• 

JohilMffl'.Shall:Kest. · He is clearl)/preju~ced~'· FJ;e.m~~-haye.oth~r problems: )udg~;J.effrey.L\ 
' - . . . '• . . .. . . . .. ·-. . ·. •·. . ... 

Ashtonpi(:ked up the corrupt ball' and ranwit~:.it.: :. 
. . · ... {_ . .... 

•, .- .. : . -·. 

136. · . Judge J~ffrey L Asht9n hel.4:a ~ang~oo,Cotirt ~n 2f2/20~1. ·. B;~ helc,l·a:he~g ~-:, 

vfolation. of_his own ntles when Windsots,-h.o~pitaji?~tion pr~hibited him: from attend~~- ,. 
. . '.' .. . ... ': . . . .. 

(Pashq, ~: State~ ~c13.:1ss.1 (Fla. _0S/11/20F).) 

137. : Ju4ge Jeflyey L. A_shton_a prejudiced bully w~o ~~uld c8;e less aboutdeeen~y; : 

honesty, and ·fair treatment. . 
/· { 

. . . .138_. . A reasonably prudent person woµld ~OT by in fe~ of receiving.a fait:triah ·. . .. .. . ·. . . ~ . . 

They'd be.s9ared to death!· 

B. . . JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON FALSELY CLAIMED THE\w:oTJoN·To : . ,, : . 

DISQUALIFY WAS. NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT~·. . 
·' . . . . . .. . .. •,•: , . . . ,··.··.: .. 

139. . Judg~ Jeffrey L. Ashton ordered: "Th~ Court: finds that the Motidn is legally . . . . . . . ' . 
. . . ' . . . . . 

insajlicietit..'~. [APPENDIX 69 :-- ·ORDER; P: .1, ,r 3. l. He ga':'e no· explanatio1i., Indeed,_ he . . 
' . .. . .. . . •. . .. . . . . ' 

couldn~t.· It.wtil be•s~ple fortbis:Court;\o dete.rini~e that Judgy-J~f.fyeyL. Ash:to:l'l. was sitµply 
. . . . ' . 

inflicting .his bias and prejudice yet again~ , 

( 140. A Motion to DisquaH.fy,i~.govemed by.floridaSt~tute 38~10 ~dF;RJ;A, ~-~30, and.-
. . . . . . . . .. 

Winds~r met all requirements![APPENDIX 66~] ' 
. . . . 

. "A .motion, to 'disquf!,lify is go-vem~~ su,bstantive.ly 'b; secti~.n·-38. l 0, .Flo~da S~µites • ... 
-1;111d prot;·edu:rally by·FI,ori_da RuJ.¢:ofJudici~4~stra~on.233µ.1' ·Gregory:y. . . . ... 
~fate, 118:So.3d 770,' 778 (Fla 2~13)-(quC?ti11g(101:_ey;·:stqte. ~~4 .s?.2~ 1257?,_1,2~~.:(!"Ia. 

· 2007)). "The statute requires .that the 1?,1ovmg party. :file. an af:tiqavit m _goo4·(att~ '.~tating · 
·:fearthat he-.or she will not.receive a, f~ triaL . ; on aooount of the ptejuqie~ oftlte j_udge~ 
as well as "the facts and tlle reasi:>;ns,f9r the belieftlµit any s~ch.~ias or preju4,io~ . . · ... 
exists:~·,, Peter.son,,_ State. 221 so:3d' 571. 581 $.la. 2017) (quoting §, 38.10, Fla .. Stat.. . . 

· (2014)). . : . . . . . . . . ' 
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· 141. MOTION: T~Moiiontol)iaj~i~-~a$inwriti_ng.·'~~d:,~rfiled~Affiwivi~. ·-:_. ·. 

. .. . . ·_ : . . . -· . ' . . . ,:._. . . . . . -· . . . '\ . 

. of PJ.:ejudice ~tin:g)rls fear that:h,e.will notreceiye: a fair :tri~. du~•.toih.e preJudic~.~f Judge -. ·· . 

. .. .. ', .. :- . . .. -· . ' · ..... .. 

Je~~~A~~ton. It provide~ the· facts' µtid:thi=je}$011s for the·. ~~Hef that sue~ bi~. atiq..prej-udic~ · ,- . ·. 

' . . ' . . _. . .· . . . ' •.·· . 

exi~t. ~ Motiqn is signaj under oath; T:4~~--~_:bee,n oµe previously_gr~ted inotfon:t~' :- . : 

. . . . . . . . . .. . . . 

disqualify:a (onnerjudge; -.'fh~e has beell:·~~~:i'>r~~iously,:~med ~otion.to CU,squaltfy.:-J~~e, _• 

John ~~hall K~_that is still ~n appeal . A Ce~fi~ate of Good Faith 'i's ·al~o .filed.· . Thi~ Motfoii . . .·· 
' 

. .. . . . . 

to Disqualify_ is ined wi~ the ci~k, apd a copy~~ b~en sen~'"y.;em~il'_t~ Judge Ashto~~S-

. . -· \ . . . . . .. . . \ .' .-· ' .• ~ '\ . . -·-

assistant, ·:g,eitra D.avis. 

·. ...., . . . 
. •, .. 

142. -· GROUNDS: Th,e Mo#on to I>isq~, sho~4 that tJ.:ie Plall'.ltiff fears he will not 

. .. . . ·- ·. . . . . •. . 

receive a fajr trlhl bec~e of specifically .de~ribed prejutlice-or bias :bf Judg~ Jeffreyt~ Ashton. ·. 

• • ' ·.. ." ' • ! •• • ·;. • . • • • , • • • • ••• • ••• ·.•. 

l:J3.. TIME: the ¥,otioii to Dis'qm.µify.w~ filed W:ithiil a:rea~ona\>l_!'tim~ not to 

e:K®,ed ~.O day_sa~r discoyery of the facts <;0nstltuting tl)..e grounds fur.the Mption.and was· 

promptly pre~~d h> th~ Co~ for ~·.imme.<lla~e,~~in~.· . . - - - · · 
. . . . . ' ' . . 

_ ___ :c;·- . _· ·_ .. Jl)]).GE'JOHN MARsHALL KEST HAD Aiso FALSELY aAIMi£D T~ .. --

. . .:.···1\f~TiON.TO DISQUALIFY.WAS-NOT LEG~LYSUFFICIENT. : . . . . 
. . . . ( . :., . . . . ,· . . ' .... ·- ... _· .- . . . ' . 

_ 144~ ,_ .iti his Order ¢l~ted November 20,. 2020, /~ge J~hn Mai:sball .Kest fo.und·."the: 

Motion: is legally insufficient." [AP,PENDIX 62.j 1 

. . . .. : 

· .146> The. Motion to Disqualify Judge John Mat~hall-Kest WR$ ie~~y -~ffi~ient and. ·. 
. . . . ; · . 

. procedurally a4e9wrte, and J~dge Johft.Mars~~l Ke~\:~as su~po~ed to. s~. d~~iD;e7 -This w~s -~. _: - --

. . . . . . . ~ -~ . . . . ' . . . . . . . . . . ' 

_ · prop~·~pplicati~nf()r· ~ ch~ge·<?fjrui~e;: J:4e J;>~TITiON F'O~ ~T O.F -~~~~~r:'l~:N"_ · 

.. : .. . . . . . . . . 1.. '.-<' ; i -' . 

-$ho.-µldhavebeen_grante~. _ . ! · _ 
1 

D. ;HE IMPARTiAiITY OF_ .rimGE JEFFREYL.: ASHTON-MUST·.~E :: 

. ·-. 

-QUESTIONED. 
... 

\ 

31 
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147. ·, An (?bjective observer, lay obser,ver, and/or disinierestciiobserver inust entertaih, . . i .. 
. • ! : ,.,. ., •• •• i· . . ' . • ... , ·. • . • . • . -. ·- . . . . 

significant.doubt of the ~parti~lity of Judge je:ffre; L. Ashton. · 
' . . .· . ·.·. ·- . . . ... . . . 

· 148. The Code of. Judiciai .(~on~it~:r~q~ed.~tJ~dge ~effrey L, A~hton_ disqualify 

. . . himself. · Judge'Je:ff'rey L. A~tori totally ignq~ed 41:is obligatibn~ - : · · . 
' .. . ·- -. . .. ·.• . ''• 

E. 

. . . ; . , . . . /.. . . . _. ·. _; . . . .: . . 

The Code of Judicial: Conduct setsfo,;th-basic·prlp.cipl~s of how judges shouldCQnduct . 
. themselves in• c~ini out their judicial g~t{i;,s. Canon 13-C(l) states that·'~[a]. judge sh9tild . · 
~squalify him~lfin a pro_ceeding i:n wld~h. hisimpartidlity-,rajght reaso!}ably be· . ·· · . . 
. questioned .~ .. '~ This is t9tally c6nsis~nt with the.:case law of this Court~ which holds that . 
a p~ seeking to disq~ify a judge l)eed o,;tly show "a irell grounded fear that he :will : 
not receive a fair trial at tb,e: hands of the judge. It is not a q~estion of how the judg~ feels; 
it is a questi,9n :of what fe~ling resides in the affiant~ s mind and :t;he basis for. such. : -··: . · 
feeling." State ex rel. Brown v: Dewell, 0131 Fla. 56_q,, 573, 179 So. 695~, 697~98·(1938)~ . 
See a1so1fayslip v; Douglas., 40() $0.~4 553'.(Fla; 4thDCA1Q81). The_questlon of . 
disqualiticati~n focuses on those matters :from wh.ich •a litigant may.;reasonably questi9n a 
Judge's impartiality rather than th~:jµdge's perception of his ability to act fairly and .· 
impartially. .. . . 

JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON FAThED TO ADDRESS ANY OF THE LEGAL . ·. 
.. .· . 

.. GROUNDS FOR DISQUALIFICATION~ . 

··-149. The'Motion to Disqttalify_[APPENDIX66, Page.1].~ked: · 
;• " 

'' ... that Jeffr,ey L. Ashton (''J~dge A~hton") be disqtu4ified :fr?m the ~b<>ve,;entitled, .. 
. mattet wider: F.lt>tida Statute 3·s.10, Florida Rul~ of.Judicial A~s~ti'on 2.3.~0, and. . , 
.· Canons 2 and 3 of.the Code of Judicial.Condu¢t, all other relevani."statritory ands~ a:p.d_ 
federal case law,· as we11 :as the First,. Flfth) Sixth, Eighth, ·and F.ourteepth Amendments to ... 

· · .the United. Sta,tes Constitution, tlie Due Process Cla11$e of:tl~e Fifth, Amendment.to the . . · 
U.S. Constitution, the Con.stifution oftheState offlorida> and the Court'~ inh~ent. , . 
powers.'! , ... · .. · · · ·· · · · · · · · · ·' 

· 150. . Judge Jeffrey r.:~ Ash~n d1d n6t £!.(!dress a one. He cited o~e- case -R~~ra v . 

. State, ~17 So.·2d·477 (Fla. 1998). [APPE~DIX. 69;._P.1:] · 

J SL · : Jµdge Jeffrey_ L.-As)lto)l d~d io~ c~~si~er Fioricu{ Staiut~ 3~. l 0~ florlcht Ruie of . . · 

. Judicial ·Adinfuistratio~ 2.33b. and ~a!\~~ i ·and ~·- of tl1e°Code of Ju~itial .. ~ondtic~ :a11-other 
. ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . 

·. r~levatJ-t statutory~~ sta.te.-~d federal·casel~w, .~sv:r~,1 ~ ~-f~~st,,Jfii:l:h;,_Sjxth, E~~~ ~~ 
. F~urte~ntli'Amendments to .. the u~~~d Sta~s Constit.ution, th~_Dq~ Pr~ce.ss:Glause'ofthe.~ifth 'I' 

- . . . . ·. ,, ·.•-. .. . . . . . . . ' . 
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• j 

/ 

~~dm~~t to:tlie U.S .. Con~tution, th.t/Coiistim~o~ bf the· Stat~:·of Flori~-~ th~= Co~'.s_·. 
. . . . .,, . : .. ,, . . '• '•• 

inh~po~~-
· .. -,-,. .. ' 

/ . . ,,:.-

152.·. Thelone.au~ority ()r'Ju<lge JliffreyL.Ashtoµ_sais m;re thmiwhkt:J~ge:Je~y .. 

L. Ashton·cit~;; ~~LlED., ~I.in Jµdge Je~;~·- ~sh~n~·s·Orde~:file,i~l2/~02t[k~~~tX: .· :: :··._: 

' . -· -· . _. : . . . . _. . ·.-·• . .. - .. ' . : _·· ' 

_69] claims ."Adverse rulings do 1Jot support' a reasonable fe~_ofbias:,, .The case actitilly $8.;S. ··-·: · 

· · ''The. fac~ .. thatthe.-j~dge -h~ ·nµide .adverse-.rulin~~ :in,~ past ~ainst the defo~~~:--.·~ •~e . . ·, . 
' . . .. . . .. -· \ . : . . . . . 

. generally.~~nsid~red legally irtsuf:qcie~t-r.eaim~ to wm~t--the judge' S· di~ualifi~~tl~n. ~' ... 
. . : •.. 

. . . .. -·· . '. . ' . ,., . . ·. . .. 
. ,. 

· . femph~sis added.] . .. / . 

153. 

•' ,' 
\ 

. . . . _::;. . . ... · .·,·. . . . ..... 

Win~r conduc~d a se~h of_ever.y_ a.ppellate court c~s~ inthe hi~ry·of I?Ioriqa. 

Not a singie case.says "Adverse rulings d()_ n<;it support fi. :reasonable fear ofbiast .s~ this .Petition ··. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .•; 

must be.· ~anted. Judge Jeffrey L. Ash~?- lied, -~d he pr,Qvided no legal authority for his order in .: ·: . 
. ., . . . . . ' 

. . :· 

which he:ciaimed Rivera v. State provided wruit ifclearly :does not. Thi~ is one. of th~ techniques 
. . . . : . . 

used by corruptjudges. 

154. · .The :trutl). is 1:fuit outrageous ,adverse.· ruljngs are ·often.the;o~}y_ evidence a.litigant.. "· .. · 
. ,: 

... '.... ·.. . . 

has. 

.155·: Th~ second claim by Judge Jeffrey L. A~hto3:1 js "Claims. th.a~ the'.Co-qrt.fonn,e~ . 
. . . . . ... , 

fixe~ opinions on an issue before ~t-d9 llOt s~pport a r~o~~ble.: ~ear for bias." '{he case. ~~ly . 
. •. 

. . . 

says "alleg~tfons that the :~ialjudge llil.d t:onned a, fixed opi~on C?,f the. de:fendant's guilt ... ~e 

. 
. 

. 2enerally eonsideJ7ed. legaJly i0:~mfficient.reasons._to wamriltthe ju,dge' s 4i~\Ulli:fic_atiol:?-." 
. . . . . . . . . . . . •.. ' . . . . ·. . . 

·. "WeJuive repeatedly_ ·he~d :th.a~- a, motion_ to "disqualify a judge ~~ust be ~ell-fo11.1'd¢ ~d .. : ' . 

eontaillfl;l(}ts "gennane to thejudge',s,uµdue.pias,·prej~ce, or sympa~hytJac~on.v: . . .. · ... 
· State, 599.So.2d -103, i-07 (Fla:1"992); Gilliam v. Bta(e,. 582 So.2d 610~ 611 · · -, . . · 

(Fl~1~91); Dragovich v.· state, 492 S◊,2d 3~0; 35i (F.Ia.1986); The.moµ4}n Will be . . 

found.legally -insuffi¢ient •-if.it"fails· to-c;stablish ·a. well-S'l:o'WJ.d.e'd. £ea,:· t>n th.~_p~·.of the .. ·: · · .• 

· ·mo'Vant ,tlla'!: he will not rec~ve ?ts f}iii; h~aiirig.' Correll: v. State; . 69_8 So.7°c;i. 522; · ~24 · : ·: . . · 

· ' Q?la.1997) .. The faQt ,th~t.the judgeJi.a,~_ made,-adve~s~ rulings in,the p~t agaii)st_the._.,.: .. 

defendant, or that the ju4ge_ ~ previously heard the eviden~e~ or '~legations that the' .... · 

·.' 
. 33 



343

~ial judge had-formed ·a fixed .opim.on·:9f the def~t1dant' s. guilt., e;en where it.is all~ged · 

~at he judg~-di~cussed his. ~p~niori 'Wj.th others,' are g~nerally _cQnsidered iegaily ·.-. '· . 

insufficient re~ons to warrant the judge's· disqualification.: Jackso~ 599 So;2d at .l 07 · 

.UJ+der th.Qse standards, we now.~~e'.Rivera's proffered bases frir JudgeF~is's. · . 

. disqualification/' (Rivera v. State~ 71.7 So.2d:477, 23 Flt.L. Weekly S343 (Fla; · · · ·. . 
06/11/1998);) . . . . ,, . . . . 

1.56. Judg!-' Jeffrey L. Ashto)l then:ck:dms·h~ can.be:fair and imp~al, has-r~viewed the : 
. .. . . ._.: . .. ' . . . .. . . 

. . . . ~ '• 

· files, and ·qQes _not have any personal b~as-ag~~t Wmdsot: fle LIED .. He then preced,ed. fu ~n)'.'.'. . · 
·· .. · ·::: •' .. ·. . 

r~setting -a·h¢arlng when his Judicial Assistant· did· ~o~. provid~ adeq~e notice f~r the· 
. . . . . , 

pr~paration. h,e re_qµired, ~d th~n he a;\varded the Defendants $.2,500 for 1-0-,J;ninutes of work:Jmd . 
·•• • . 

• . ! ·. • . ,• . :· .• \ •. -\· .· 

threa.tened Windsor with sanctions ifhe doesIJ.~t pay .. Win4sor had provided the Court wijh . 
• 

$ •• • • • • 

. . 
. . . ( , .. 

·evid~~ that he is .in~igent and, can't. affor.~ to pay .. Windsor. would love to see J!'ffrey L. . . 

Ashton when he isti'·t fair and impartial. He woul4 probably sentence someone to death for 
. . , '. . . ' '. . . . . . . . -· . . 

jaywalki~g. 

157. Flori4a Rules of.Judicial 'Admini~tration 2.330 '(g) addr~ses "Succe·ssive 
. . .• ' . 

Motions:"· 

If a judge 4a,s b~n previously disq~ifi:ed o~ motion for all~ged prejudice_ or l'arttal1ty .· 
under sub4ivision·(d)(l)~ a successorjudge shall riot.be disqµalified b1;t~ed q~as~~ive. 

,;notion by the same party un1ess the·$11Cc,essqr judge i:ules .th~,t.he ·or she is in·fact not fair · . 

.. or\imparti.al in the case. Su.ch a successor judge nµiy rule on.the truth of the .f~. alleged . 

in suppo~. of the motion. . . . ' . 
·. __ ... 

158. Judge Jeffrey L; Ashton failed to rul~ on the truth of t~e facts alleged.- This 'is . 
, • . • • •• 'I • • • -. . •·• • 

, teq~ed by Rule 2.330 (g). 
' I •. • ,, ' • 

, • 

:t 5.9. ., "The judge against whom 8li i;niti,al.motion to. ·<µ;squal_ify .. u:qder subdivision
1 
( d)(l) · 

is directed s~ll determine only the legal sufficiency of the µiotion ~ shall not.pass·on the trutp. 

. , . . .. ·,. . . I .' . . ·,·. .: . , . . . . . 

oftb.e facts a11egec1:• Fla. R. Juct Admin. 2.330(:Q. However, 'li]:fajudge ;ha$ been·~reviously. : : · · 
. .· 11. . . . . . I . • .. : ,-

disqualified .ori motion for alleg~d prej~ice. or p~ia:lity uria.er 1subdivisio:Q. ( d)(l ); •.. ~ a •. 
•. • ' . ·•• l . • 

successor judge may rule on the tn;i.tll. ofthe::f;a~ .. ~i~g~d in support of tt.e inoti,on}• Fl~ .. R. Jud. · · 
' : . . . . l • • • . • .• , .• • "\• 
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: ~-· 

Alfulin~ 2.330(g) •. The deh~ (?f ~ motion t~ -~sqri~li~ by a'SUCcess~~ jµdg~·;l -~~y be reversed-: . · .. 
. . .. : . . . . . ·. . . .. r ... 

if the re<:ord.c~early refute~. ~e-succe~sorjudgei·t{decision to·deny·the.µio~on. Kokaiv; ._: O'·:_ ... · .. ·· 
. .. . . . . ... . . . . .. ' 

State, 901. So.2d 766,: 774 (Fla: 200~). 
. . . . . 

. 1 ~(). ·. '.fhe·~~ord in ~e instant cast rbt,l~cts that~he_ tri~ ·-q~uff did ab;og~te_ it~ role' ~:a·.:·<_~_,:· · 
. \. :. . . . . . . . '.., . . . , , . ' .. :··,, ·. ,·.. . .. . ·. . . . . ; ..... '. •, . 

· :neutral ar"bit,;ator~ .. The reco:i;4 clearly refute~ .Judg~ Jeftl:ey L Ashton's denial of the ·Motion to. . f,. 
. . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . ·. . : : ,• . . .. · . . ; . . ,• •, . . . . . . 

Disqualify.' · . i •, 

. . . - ' I. r :' ,, •,· • , •. • , , • • ' 

161. . Windsor argues -that a "more strin:gen~ standard of review" 9n a successive motion- , 
. . . . . . . . . . · ... _.. . . . ·. . .· ·. . .. . . . ... r·· . ... ·. . . ·. ·. · ... ::· .. ·. _ _,. .. , .. 

· to· dii:iqualify i~_m.isguided. As litigants 4e~ei;ve a fair and .. im.pariial trial; it.shoulcln'.t·matter. · .· · 
.. · .·.... . . . . ' . . . . . . . .·: . . . . .. . . . . ·... . .· .. 

. which num~r the judge is. Windsor has sh<>wn:that the: reco~1;J.clearly·~futes . .fud.ge Jeffrey.L.·. , 

Ashton's·deµiaiofthe,Motio~ to Disqmili.fy.·. 
. . . . . . . . . 

162. See.King. v. State,_840 s·9~2d· 1<)4 7, :104f>- (Fl~.2003), anisho~id only 'be disturb~d 
. . .. . . .. . . . . . ..... . . 

if "th~ reCQ:rd·cle~ly refutes the suc9esso1iJu"4ge; s· _d~d~ionto\ieny the :ml>ti~n." Pir,flelilv. 

St(Jt~;. 710 ·So.2,f201; 20;2 (Fla .. 5th DC.A.} 998);, $~e .also Qi,inc;_·,,_: Stat.~. :132 So_:2ci 10~9. lo62. 
: · .. : : . .. . ·. . . . . . . . . . .. ·1 _' .. ... . ~·. ·:· . . . ·. ··. . ·.· : . . > ·: .··. . ,• 

-(FJ,a.J999).-(Ardts,v. Ardi~, 1~0 S9~3d 79t39 .fla. ~; Weel,dyD260_ (Ffa.;App. Dist .. 1: · 
. . . .. . : . . . .. · .. ',. . . . . 

. . . ·.· . \ 

, F. WIN»s.oRIS;ENTITtEn To THE ~oLD-NEUTRALITY ·oF-ANtM:eARTI.AL; · · · .. 
·•' ,. . . . ··. . ,· . · .. . : .. · .. _··.:· '... ... · .. ·.. . . . . . ··· .. '. . J::1· 

JUDGE.- .·. ' .. 
'\ 

163 ... 011·2/2/2021, Judge Jeffte;:L-•Ashto11.P~0:rte.cily cotid'1c~.a·h~ with~~t.· 
.. . . .. . ... . . . -· ,:: ', ' . . . :· . . ,/ ·. . ·••, . . . 

· Windspr. [APPENDIX 77.]: Wind~o:i; w~ denj.~dtthe'.~ppp~ty_~o 'd~fe?,14·~~1f:~d t? ~~?Yv·· 
• • • • • • • : • ,·. ' • •. . • • . '. · .• , ~ . • ' .' ••• • • ~- • .. ... • . • • • • • • • • 1,' ' 

. that the att.omeys .. for-tlie· Defen:dants had.:" lik:ely. comniitte4 fi,:a11d tipori'thti C.Qurt \vi.th ~e~ _: . , : · 
' . .. . . . ' . ·,:• .· .. '·.·. _;;.· . .. . . . . '• ·. . 

. ouµ:ag~o~ -r~quest fof ~ttotpey' s f~est W~sor ~as· ¢te1;1ie,ci the ri_~t r<j'. ~~n~_11:te-'l;l~Omeys. : . 

. for the Def.ts,,,aild he. was denied the.~~b,t ti> g_~stion the ~t~ ~f~e;bit~sefurds( .. : 
• • • < : • • • , • • • • • ~.; • • • ,.t. . '· 
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... 
. . \ . 

. / . 
...... 

• I \ '• 

. . . . { 

The "Minutes~~ jn~icate that there was. n()_ te~im~ny, ~d th~~e .:was no·ev1dence p~~nte~l:. . , .. · ·. 
. .. . ,~ . .. . : . 

Attot11:ey As~1rin filed an aj:fidavit.clruro1ng bi~_re4ue$dbr $2,50.0 was dt'iq ti> timire~dedto·. 
. . . . . . . . . . :. . . '• .... :· 

prw~e. responsive. pl~4ings to addreis· each.moti9n filed by the· Pl~ti:ft: ·. He sa;ii "I).ucierous · ' ·: . · . 
. . . ·. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . · .. : · . ·_:·. . '· . . . . . ./: :-- . . . . . .': . . : . ·. ' .. 

moti~:11s·." · aut Jud,ge John Marshall Kest only\awardaj. att<>mey~ s fees on-two motions to'-. : 
. .• . . . .. . .· ·• .. 

comp~!. Judge)~ffrey L.~shto~.allowed·A;$:tri~to inflate th~ Qill, ~d he did not.lµiye to . 
• ' • • • ~ • :: • • ' • : • I . • 

· provide any-proof. 
. . . '. ,••. . . 

. t·64. :, ·On)/27 /20i1 in, his EMERG~CY MOTION TO ·STAY AND/0RFOR _ _.. _:_.> 
. . : ·. ' . . . . . . ' . 

CONTINUANCE, Windsor said: 
. , 

''Windsor ik77-year~"old, m,vo~ced, ari.d:disabled by t11~ Defe~dm~; He i~pr.o se ~d. has 
. ab~olutely no help.with his legal work. Windsor's sole _source ofm:come. is social . · - . 
. security, and he i~ $1,500,000 in debt .. a:~_cannot afford·an.atto~~Y or a sanction; I-i~ is.· 
. in _constant pain from.the Defendan;ts.. ·. He c_annot ~or4 surgery ·o;r medi~ tt:eatn)e~t; his 

· . a~ insur~ce coverag~ has expired. .. ' · . . . . : .. 

. "Windsor reque~ts a.stay until the Fifth Distrj.ct rules on 1;he Petj.tion-for Writ. of 
Prohibition. This short. delay .wil~_not affect anything _in• this c~se. . . . · . ,_- · 

l . . ·. . 

"Wµidsor a1so neeas to su,bpoena ~-_attorneyi,for tiie:J?¢:f~n<:1at1.ts priortoffle.ll;e~i;ig on 
. attomey' s fees. An .affidavit was just filed-.th.at r¢quires-:hivestig~on.; T4e .examination· 

~f the-attorneys is li).ce~y to take. ~everal li~:q.rs._- Winds()r-· has. fo~d:tlie atto:ni(lys to ·be . 
e#reinely dishonest. The half.hour set by the Defend.an.ts for 2/2/7,021 is ~suffi:cient. '~ · . 

.. . ··. ''\ . 

165. InPeacpckv.. Ace; 24.So. ~d750.(Fla..2dDCA 2009), ~~:-Peac9ck:arguedthat 
. ' ~ . . 

t11e final Jt1:dgment' s award qf attorney~~-_fees i~ fa,vor. of A9i is. "fu.n.d~en~y. err<?neous o~:i!S 
.. . . . . . . . .. ; 

. face be.cause ~t d~es not.c~ntain ·specifi~ findings ~~cerning:~e number of hours rea$oti~bly . ·. 
' . . . . : . .· . . . . . 

expended and the ~easo~bleness, of the .attotpey; s ~ourly .rat~: S.~ .¥ctr_k6.vi(!h ;; M__arkovich, 974 · 
! ·. /' . •. ' . ' 

So.2d 600, ·601 (ffa. ·2d _DCA 2008) .. '' ... _this·co~ previou~ly ~ dete~in~d that the_'absenoo, ·<?f. · 
' • : • • : • • • • . •• • •, .• :• .. • • -·· '; • • _: • f • ' '.. _. • • 

the requireci'fin~gs ·~ the-~tten.or~l ~~,ers:th,, o:d~i. ~d~~t~~Y err~~:ous. on~~:~::--.. 

and that the lack :ottr~cript_ • does n.ot.precl~ appella~: rev:iew, ~- _" Uarri.s·v. · YcKi7"!1ey,_.20 . . 

" 
I. . ' 

-36; 

,:,. 
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( 

,· . . . . \ . ·, ·_.·.. ... . . . . ,. .... . •, •., . . . . .· " .· . . .· 

So.3d 400; 403 (Fµi., 2cl DCA 2009) (qu.otmg .Qataft~ y., J(alley 0,akliowj,eowners·' Ass'n at the': : 

Vineyar~)-891 So~Zd 1063>1_065 n.:4(Fla.··2d~PC~zo64).)' .· · . . . . . · .. · • .. "'. 
. ' .. . . : . . . . .· 

166 ... Wiridsorh~s_;;i.rgued thatthe;atto.mets{ee~-~ouidnotb.e~oiethan'$.100-~: •· .. 
• I • • • • ' • ' •• •... • • • • • •• ~ • .. • • ', • • • ' 

• .j . 

Wmdsor could noi-dispute the number of.hour$. because no evidence. was: submitted. .. : . i : · · · .. · -. . . ·. . . . .• . . ' ... '• :. ,'. . . ·. .- . ·•· . . . . 
• i 

· 167.. _ ~~dsor WijS denied:the·abilfo/ fopresent evid~µce or case iaw.~ [,A.PP~IX-72_.] i_ 

~68.~. Jn D~. Gau'Van Die~n; PA.v. Brown~ .55 So.·
1

3:d_.6·{2 (Fla;5th i>cA 20..U),· ~e .·: . ; ·-._··. 
: . '\. . . . . . . . ., ·,. . . ·.. . . . . ·. . . . . : . 

court said it-is the party seekinii':attQiney'~ fees on multiple claims-who' ~s ~ a:ffinnatfve burden ,· . . :_ . . . · .. : . / ... 

· to demonstrate ~h,at portion of the ef~qrt was. expended on-the. claim· that:authorized\~ttorn,ey' s 

fees: See JJ..ockledge Mt;tll.Assoc., Ltd.: v. Custom Fen<;es. of Br-evard, inc.~· 779 So.2d 558, . .559 · 

.(Fla~· 5th. DCA.2001 ). In Crown Custom J!omestb,e s~co11d di~trict held.that:. ~~]he.pEU'ty::. · · · 
' . . . . . . . . 

seeking· :fee.s ~s the butden to allocate them to ·the. iss-q.es for which fees are awa,rdable or-to . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . 

show that the issues ~ere so intertwined that a:floc_ation·is not feasible:;, L~bkey v. Compuv_ac. . ._ 
" . . : ' . . \ . . ' . . _.. . , .. 

Sys.,· Inc., 857 So:ld 966, 96$ (Fla~ 2d. PCA:2003);. se~ ais9 Ocean ciub Cmty. A$s 'n v.. Curtis, · · 
• /·. • • • , • ··/ .••••. C .• 

. _ 935 So.2d. 513, 517, (Fla .. 3d DC~ 2006) :(h9lding ht the party seeking ~ 1:1warcl of ~om~y'_s . · ; 

:: fees'-~~. ~an-~ti;e b~~ to deri19~trate :w~af por.tipn~:~f~ -~ffort.:was -e~p:~~·9n,(th~. . . ' ~ - . . . . : . . •. . . . . . . . . . . -·: 
. . .· . • . : • • .. ' l •. . .. : 

•; claim which allowed attorney's-fees,'. "(quoting Rockledge MallAssqcs.,,._Ltd. v. Cusfo.m_f'~nces . . . ··' .. . ·.·· .. . ..· . ·; ..... :· . . . ' . ·.· . 

ofBr~ard, inc., 779-So.2d·55g~ 559 (Fla._5thDCA20()1),)>;Cro:wn:czis'tdm Ho~~~~ 18 So.3d at ·: 
. . . . . . . ~ 

740. M.an}i o~her cases are to·th~ iame effe~t._'f;~;, e.g.;Ocean Club Crrtty:, As;~n,·-_LuZ,.key.v; . · 

Compuvad ;sy;,, Inc;;: 857 So.2d 966, 968 _(Fla;· 2# DCA '.7003.); Salisbury v_'. -Spielvogel, 4SJ _ So.2d · · 1. . . . . . ·. . . . .- .. r. _.- . ,. .. _: ,-. . . . : .. 
. 974, 97S'(Fla.'4th_DCA.1984); U7?itedSer.vs .. 4~to,A.ss.;nv. Kitbler, 364_'So.2d 57'.(Fla. 3d·DCA 

. ~ . . . . ' ., ; ! . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . : . 
,! .• 
; . . . 

1978), ·· · ·.. · Jc 

; 169. · ... Judge Je~rey L: Ashto~ m.~de n?.:finding as_ to·. tt,ie re~on~_len~ss ~f~e fr.,_arges .. · ·· 
,·· i . . . . . . . 

and failed to. address :wh~ther hourly rates wer~. reasonable,· ·P~rhaps' mioth~r go:roun4 Elt l~w 
. . . ': .• .''· . ·•· - . :· . . . . . .. . . . . . ·. , 

. :. 
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. ( . . . . . . . . . . . 

schoolw,ould be:appr~priate. S1'!7'ith V, Scht:J9l Board of PalmBepch County, 981'~. ~d 6 (Fla· 
. ·• . . ' . . . . . . ; ·- . •. 

4th DCA 2~07). : . ·:.- .·., \ .. 

· .· 110'. 11tere was uo testim~n1-,. milc11.ie~:r exp~rt testim:ony-in this tria~r .. : rhe~~ .~~ no. 
• • 

• :, , 'I , • • • • • 

~vidence JUld 110 time ~ecor4s;. . 

"i. '. \\'e fm..d error was co~itted, wi#,i'.f·~gard to the awarc;l pf ,_att~tney,cs f~s· t<r~:wife.· ,: .. 
The only evidence pr~sentedte~ar~~-a~o,friey's.fees W'as thefor.tnei:: :wife'-s testimony.· . 

~ ·she had agreed to. pay her attorney $-7'5.00 per'hour;-and·.slie estmiated his. fe~s would. , 

· be $4,Q00.0O in this case. The attomey·r~presentµig fue.Mfe did~9t testifyrior:pi:es~t 

·eviden¢e as to. the number of hours spent<>lJ. the case~ rior W&S any ~xpert witness··called 

to testify_ as to f4.e reasonableness of 1:J;!~ fee. Cases· are legion tha~ expert t~sthn~ny is .. 1.. 

required." (Mar.kh«fl!. v,. Miirkham~ 4~5S_o. 2d 1299 (Fla.: 5.th-DCA' 1986)~) '·.· . ·. 

·' .'i 

"' An·~ward of attomey!s fees requ,ires competent and subf;tantial evi~ce. C~petent. 

. . evidence includ~s invoices~ records and other information _det~ling the ~eryices provided · · 

as .well as the_ -¥stimony from ~e attoi:ney in Sl?,pport,'of the fe¢:' Brewer. v. So{ovsky, 945 . 

So.2d 610, 6ll (Fla.· 4th DCA 2006) {cltation omitted). This court has held.that ·aJ;l · , . 

attorney's ti.me recorcls, .in their entirety, {ll:'.~'.ctj.tical t9 dete:r.n;iining th~ propri~ty ·o:f the · · . 

. ho~s expended on a client's behalf; Tueke:r,.v,, 'Pucker; 513'·_So..2d 733., 735.(Fla. 2d DCA. 

1987); see _also Warne,r v.- Warner,· 692,So.2d,266, 268.'(Fla. 5th DGA 1997). ~ldiy;g:.that 

to •e$tablish an award ·of fees, a ·party must pr~sent evid~ce. detailing-exactly what '· · 

·services .. wereperformed); Garlsonv. Cqrlson, 639 So.2d.1094; 1096.(Fla; 41:h.DCA ·. 

l 994) .(holding that the .. trial court eJ;Ted in·failhig to make 'findin,gs detailing the·· · 

breakdc,~ of re~onab\e hours exp~n,ded among·the various. personnel in attorney's. 

·. ·. o:ffice).",(Braswell v Braswell, 4 So~:~44{Fla. 2d'DCA 200Q)'.) · .. ,' · . \ 

111.·. _ · OiieJhing _is for sure. :Att~meys Wyru,ie ~cl'Asstrin ~ 'pll;lC:kers:: .. 

: . . . . . . . . .. . . . . ,•. . . .- . . . ; ./·· . . - ~ 

'' ... numbers·plucked from the air and standing alon:~ w:ill_not support a fees award:" -
. (Bfake v.; Murphy,.136 So. 2d-74p,(Fla:,3ct'.QCA)999).f: .. : . . . . . . . ·. 

•. . . . . . 

"'A fee "award must be suppo:rted by·eyidenc~ detaiiingthe n~ ~d ¢xtent 6f the ·. · 
services performed and'by expert te$titltQny regardi:~1g,the reasonableness.Qfthe (e¢.": · 

MQrton v::Heatht:;ock; 913 So.2d 662, 669.'(Fla.-3d.DCA 2.0.05);iseeFfa: Pdtie-f?-t's:QomA. 

Fund.v. Rowe,-41'.4 So.2dJ 145~ 115.0 (Fla.1985)":("Flori&:i: co~s ~ve .. emphasized't'he . ·., 

· impo~ce.'ofke~in,g-accurate and:·cµrr,e~hecor~s pf~or~ ~ne.·.imq ~e_sp,ent~n.a,· · .. ··. 

·ca,se,. particularly 'f'hen $Omeo:µe other than the ch~t.may pay ~e. f~e. To 89~~~1y'- .. 

ass~s th~ 1'1,bor inyolved, the attorney foe a.pplioimt sl19ul4'pre3cnt rcw-rd:s ~lilig·th~ . · · 

amomi'.t of :work p~forn;ied;••) (cita~ons:¢ni~4); iJrcwe7: V: So~Q~$.liyi, 94~ -So.:-24 ,61~7 6l 1 

. (Fla .• 4th DCA·~oo6) ('~ "}n aw3:d ?f :a~c;,~~Y.?~ .fees tequii;~ co~pet~t; an~ ~bm,anti.~ ·. . . 

eviden,ce. ComP=:tent e:vidence. mcludf?s. mv:01~s, recerds and _ot1?,er iitfo~on detai!!11g, · 

the services prov1ded as well as :the.testrmon:r from-~~ .atto.mey ms~ of the fee~. )_. , 

(citations omitted)!· While \Ve reccigniie:that w4e~e. an. attQ11-'l~Y has ~Qt k':'Pf .: · . . 
~ •. . ,. '.r .'· ,. '. . • . , . . • . . • . 
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(, 

. _.•; 

·,·.-. 

....,, ..... ·. : 
:·-·.· 

c9ri~~po~em~s· ~e re.cor~; a(e~ ij~q .may-stilfbe .secured on: a ·reconstruction of ... :.-· :> ·_. :· _· 
. #m~. ~ended;:the.r_~co~sw.9~!011 -~~~.c?~ist .~(-''.something ~ote fuan ~14 gtiessesi ·:· .· . 
· Br.a~ ~--- Jfurpfif, ·736 .So.2d 7 ~?~ 147 ·(F!a:. jd D~A ..1_999)~ s~~ also- Cohe.1.f&. -<;:ohe_ni P.,4.: . .. · 
. v, .. An1J!'and,. 7-.10. So,2d .166? .168 (Fla. 3~ DCA l998). { cp~irlg that where no tinie· ·. . . . 
· recor4~ ~ve· beeri ~~pt,: it~ .~ermissibl~fo~.1i reco~~cµ~ri of*e:time--ex~ded ~ay:be- .... : 

__ prepared)." (Trumbalf.11:"S, Co v . .Jfqlt~riqrski., .2 So:}d·; 1Q5()'.(Fla. 34 DC:A 2009,).)'. .. ··' ··. · .. :·. · 
. . . \· : . . . . \ . : .. .- :· ·, . .. . . . . : ..... ;_ . . . ··. . . .-

-172. -11:1~ F~tir:th p_CA .h~ stated··tat/'Fforida c_o~s.have.reqttlr~d·testimpny. J~y th~. · ·' 
: . /. _· . ' . . . · .. :· .. '.:, .. :-:_: · .... ~ -~ · 1.-· ·,. ·. ': .· •' ... _i._. ,:l- .. ,• .. "' .. ~:·· · .. : ~-.. . . 

~orn~y-~ft:onping the seryices (for ~hich':the'fe~s are sougJtt) ·an,~fte~tu:nony by aij.expert fees · :i · · . . . . •, . . . . . . . . .. ' . . · .. ,• . -~: . : . . 

• • • • • '\ • ~- • . • . • .--- --~·.·. : :··. : •. .-- • . ' . :.-··_ • • • • • • • • ! • • . • . ';_\ : •• • •• : 

witness·as· td.the·.value of those· ~ervicesY (1slrmdHopper's, .Ltd,:wKeith, ·s20 So; 2d-967-at)970 · · · . . . ,· .. . ,;:'' ·' . . . . . . . . .· ' . '', ' . ' . : ) . __ ,. . . . 

173·. , Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton .orde:red·Wilidsor tO,p.l:}y ·$Z;SOO· jn· attomeys'.. fe~s ,and . 
• l • . • ' • . . ·,. . . . . . •.• , • , ,.. • • . • .•. : 

\ costs
0

on2/5/2021 in the District.Co~:·T~~ ~rd~r says Windsot.~oul4 b~.'.s~ctj.oned:ifhe: _;_ . · .. 
. • • • , • '· . . . ; ., . : I . •. . . 

-doesn't.;ay. [APJ>ENPIX 76,] The "Qmnib~~-0:rde~',._.ayvarded .. atto~~y·'s fees:~d costs .uitd~r 
. . . . . . . ' . . . . ;,'.' : . . : . _... . . . . . . . . ... :-- . . . ... ·/. .' . . . .. . . . . . . 

Fla. R. Civ:. P. 1.3$0, and there Js no provision. for further, sanctions for'D:on,-p~en,t .. Judge ... · .. · · 
. . . . . . . . ' '. . _-\ ·~ . . . . _. . . . . ~ . . ! ; . . . . . . 

. JeffteyL.~Ashto;q..is _j.µventing rules. and laws-to .. further•inflict:his, hatred at1:d bi~~--agai~st : . · ... 

. G. ·. . WOO>S~~-i~-.EN't~ED:TOTIIE. C.OLD NEUTRALITY ,~F:M_I~AR~·-.' .. 
·.. .-. . . .:· . . . . ., : ·.-· ,·_;' .. . . '. . - . . . . .• . . . . 

JUDGE;· ···. · . , 

. 174, ';in:dsor is elititl~d to ~td~p~j;tial j~d~e, and that. i~n't ·j~!lge. ~effr¢yL'.-° ~shton/ 
. . •. . . . , . . .: .· 

Unless this Court'acts;.windspr will rece~v~ ~e C?ld.prejudice aJ?.d·b~a~ o~-!~~ge ~~~ey, L. . : . 
" I ,- • • ' • • • 

Ash.ten: and his. commitIP.ent to deny. any and'hlltights t~ W~9sor~, . . --· 
• . •. ·. .. .• · ... ·. -·1· • . / 

'~~vecy l~g~t-is en1:1,tied .to·. n~thihg _l~ss· than_ the: co~d :neu~a];i.fy of art imparti~ Judg~_: _I( . •. , ·.. .. · 
. -is tbe·duty· ~rc;;ouns to scrupulously..guard_tllis ri~t.ai:id•to ·retr~·!tOffl::att~mptittg to. ~ '-

~xercise- jurisdiction _in any m~tt;er whyFc his•.9:u.ru1fic~1:1on t~ _clo ~P ~s. _aeJ;J.o~sl?.', brov~t m.: : 
· que:ilti~~.:Ifaj~lip v .. Do.uglas,·.400 S!o,?,d at557 (quotl'Ag Sta~e ex r~l, J;)av.if .v.-.Pa,:Tcs,.,_ 141. 

Fia. 5l6~ 194.So.,6.13'~615{1~39)):, . ·. t ,. .. . .. - ·- · 

r 

.. ''• 
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"We find1t~t :I1e:mo~on,an~ suppo!fi~~ affid,ayits wer~ legally sufficient, and-the proper. · 
prqce~ure~ m hght_ of the ser~o.~s ~!ega,~op,o:f bias, was(_for the-judge to. grant the inotiori.• . 
(James v. Theobald, 557 So.2d 591~ lS Fla. L. W~ekly·D215.(Fla.App. Dist.3 : .,. 
()l/16/1990).) . ' . · · , . . ' ·. . . 

'.'Where th~re i$ any legally sufficiep.t]?~i~,-whe~~r.fac~ally · accurate ~r not · £0;· a 
foUI,1ded fear of possible prejudice .to ~xistm the mfud of a defendaµt, tec~al is .. ·. · 
man,dated." See, e.g., Management:Corporatton of America, Inc; v. Grossman;.396So.2d': 
1169 (Fla. 3rdDCA 1.981). · ·· < ; . ·.. , . . .. \ . ·. · · ~- ·. 

17 S .. . If this Petition is not granted~ *indsdr·b~gs ,thi~ C~t.U.1 to expl~ip how it 

d~~ined the actions· of Judge'Jefftey L. A~hton do not supp9.rt~ reco;d_. 
. .. •. 

H. 
. . ( . . 

. JUD.GE ~y L. ASHTON FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS AND. 
. . 

EQUAL.PROTECTION TO WINDSOR. : 

176. -Judg~ Jeffrey L. A~hton has ·vioiated Windsoi s civil and consti~onal rights 
' . .. I. , . , ... 

under color o:f law. 

" ... [t]rial before an 'unbiasedjudge'is ess~tial to due process.''John$on v. Mississippi, · 
· 403 U.S. 212, 216-(1971); accord Concr.ete1P,ipe ·& Prqds. V, C.<>nstr. Laborers Pension· . 

Trust, 508 u:s. 602,617 (1993) (citati.on,oµiitt~d). (S'ee:~SO Leyine-y. Urifted States, 362 

U.S .. 610, 80 S.Ct. 1038 (1960), citing Offutt v. United $tatei~ 348 U.S; 11~-14, 75 ~- Ct. 
1 l, 13 (1954); Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S.-319, 344 (1976);.Peters v. __ KW, 407,.U.S. 

· 493, 5.02 (1972) , . . . . , 

l 77. ·windso:i: has:just cause t9 believe that he cannot bee~ giv~ a fair trlat _J'his is an 
. \ ,• . . . . ·: . . " " . 

. . \ . 

understatement. .. 

· 178. · The due process clauses <>fbotll the• Florida and tµe. United Sta:re~ Constitutions. .. 

guarantee a party an impartial and disip.terested tribunal i~ civil ~~s. :~arshalt v. Jer-rico> I~c., . 

446 U.S. 238t.242, 100 S.Ct. -1610, 1613 (1980). 

Partiallty in favor of the government;~ay raise:adefen,dant'sd~ l'roQess_ concerns.'~ Iri_ ~e .. _· 

··. United States·of America. 441 _p;34 af6Q.:(piting I~ re Murchis~m:.J49·U.S. 133 ~1_955~ ... · · 

28JJ.S.C .. J55. may so~etimes_b.artrial by.Jildg~s who have no ~tual bi~ and ~ho ~ould 

do their. very best to weigh the sca1v5 of )'!isiice equl;!ll~ befvV'een contending parties_. b~ · ... • 

due process of law requires· no less." Taylor v. ;H,ayes; 418 U .s. 488, .5.01 · (1974){c1tatj.ons 

and quotation marks omitted). ·See also M~rchis.on, ~49 ~.s. at 136. . .·. ·. . . · 

40 
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179 ... ·J~ge Jeffr~YL A~htQn:.4~ ~~ecii~~l; d;ki~_d·Wix{dsorf~ rl~ts.:oitbe eq~~-::'.· ·: ·_ ~--. 
1pro~ctibn un~- the law under Articlei~I-~t th~ Cortstituti~~- . , - - . . . . .·.. , -

. . . . •' . ._,_. 
--~ : .. 

. 180 . . ·- J~dge 1:effreyL. Ashton, ~s.:_Hell~b¢nt on_J~~~g Windso:t:S rigllts,while:~Q.rking. __ :. 
• ·:·. • {: --. ; .'i"." :·•.··· •• • • . . • . . · .• '.· . • • 

. for the D¢:fenruinui' attorneys._· .: 
I 

) : . 
.· ' 

: . . -- . . . . . . . ·. _·_. -_; ·: :' .:,·. '·· . . . .· . . . \ : · .. ·, .. '. . . ; . 

JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON VlOLATEDTBE:coNSTI'i'tm:ONAL RIGHTS· . 
-•.o· -~-WIN-".· •ins· o···R..-. · · · ·-:-._ ... : · ·•··.· · · {· _. •- ----. · · · 

',Cl . ,;;::·••, \ 

judge. Perhap~ he hasn~t taken the time to read it. . . ·-

1:82; ·The Sixth A.mend:Qlent provi<les the ·c_~nstiniti~~lright. to self~repre~nt~tion( . · 
, . ' 

That rightsh<:mld be enjoyed without fear ofharassm~t or judicial prejuclice. ·Furthertnore~·no .. 
·• • • ' • • ·: • • • ,· ·_ ...... :·, • . .• • • ... --~\ • :.. •• •• • I,. • ' . • • • • • : !': ...... 

law, rt:gulation,. or_poHcy should exist-to abri~ge:or surreptitio~ly, extmguish~t-.right · · _. .. ·. 
• • • • • • ·', _:, · •• : • . • • ••• •• • .-J :: • 

Theoretic~lly, P~o s~ Utigants-.have no· less of a right to·e:ffective due pt~cess -~ those.Who , 
. -:~ . ' . . . :; . . . . . . . . . . \ . . . 

-utili~. ~ attomey ~- This is what Windsor~ s;_ ~hil&tiin used to _caJJ, -a:fig neWtpn ofiniagination. · · 

This Court.is· asked to rpvie~ the:c~-es. ofJudge_ J9~ -M~sh~U.Kest_ and Judg~ Jeftre/L. ~shton .. · 
• ,""1. • . • ·• ·, • -:· • • ·• • : • •• . . • • • . . • ••• \ 

to:see ltow·man:y"Pro Se Plaintiffs havew9n their case·s in their_col.µ'ts. · Winds~rwill n~t'l.)e ... 
• . • •• , • • • :·· • •.• •• :· • ,.,• • . ~· .• • • :. ;,_ .•,:, '. • . • • •• ~-· : • • • I .. ~~ • • ••. ·-·~· • :· .: 

shocked to find)'1.0N~. 

. 183. Judge .l~hri Mar~hall Kest harassed:Wmd~otas aP,:; Se,litig~t a,i+d}µdge 
. ... . . . . -' 

Jeffrey L., Ashton ~eymS hopeie~sly preJudi~~ . . _: 

184. The·Due Process Claus~ entitles -~:per~on·tt? ~ imparti~ an~hti~int~re~(ed trib~ . . . ..... . . . . . . 

. in-both civif and'· crinµnal c~~s. This. ;equirer,nent_ of neutmlity.':i~ adj1:1dica:tlv~ proc.eedings. . . : . : . , · -
.- ~ i,._·' ;, ·: ·.: .·_' .-- ·.- • .... _··; ·,: i -\ :- ... ,\; \'.' .... :.-.·. •• \. . • ;

0

, ' •• • ••• .-·.··; -~- :- •• • ••••• • 

. sa:fegl,Ull'~:-thc;. twh .c~tral concerns of pi:oc~dtt:i'al'~du;~ process. th~-prevention, of.:ll11j'.l:1~tifi,ed o,r .·: :: . .. . . ... . . . . . .· ' .. .. . . . .. 

mis~en deprlvatio~ an4 the ~~motion of.p.~~ip!i\tion· and ~i~ogu~ by_ a~ected indi~iduals · itt · ·: . 
, ', , . .: . , -~, . . . ' ,. . . .- ·, ·.' . ,, , . . . , ) . 

. the d.ecision.:makiµg pro~ess, S~e c~~y v. Pipb~s.A3S·u.s·. 2-:1-7,._259~:z~i, 266-267 (J~7~).-The .. : : 
• . • . . . .·• ' . . • . . .• • • • • . . . • .- ·· .1 · . : •· . =· -· . 
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. I ... •.· 

. ' . , . 

neutraJ}fy requirem~nt helps to guarantee_ thatlife,/liberty, ot:prope~ will no{b~ taken."on thi.; ,·. :- . / 

basi~ of ati errone~ or di~~~ ~f~ fueis-or ~ Jaw; ~-Ma/tnew,v. ~~;~, t ...... ··· 
. . . ' ·. ... . . . -~ . .· . . : _ .. ; :. ·.;; . . ,· .•. . ·, . .. . .. · . •. . .• ... · .. -~ .. · ... ' . . (. . . 

424 U.S~- 3._19, 344 (1976). At th,e sanie time, it presezyes. both.the :app·e~_~ce- ~d::reality of · ... :.' _. 
I • • • •• · ·••• •• ._., •• • < i • • ' 

• • ' .• __ ;·: • • • • :':. • J •• 

:faim~ss; 'generating the feeling,. so import~Uo ~·po.pula:r gover:ri.rii.ent;· that justiqe has been .. ·-. 
: . . ,, . . . . . . . . ·_:_··. ,, ·: ;:\/··:'·: ', . _... . ·... . ..... · :- . ·. · .. ·\·.,.· ·. . . . . . . . . ,. . \ 

· d,one,' Joint ,4.nti-Fa.sci~t,c_ommittee v. -lef.c_Grat'4)tt-1 U,S, 123, 172~ {1951).(Franld.w.t~r, J.(. _: . : .. 
.. • . ... : . . . ·: . ;J ' . ··: •• . ·~ .. ·:· . ·.' . . . . . •· . . . ..... _: . ', '. . .. . • . ' . . . ' . . . 

. concurring), l?Y ~nsuring)hat no person-will b~ depriv~d-of his interests in 1'.he abse~c~· of a.. ·_- -<: .· . · 
. proceedin~ in whic~ ~e may. presenthis ~Me ·;i~h-~s~~~e .that th~ ar~it6ds notpr~dispose~-Jo ·• · 

· fin~ again~t ~~- ~m;shall ~- J~rrico{. In~.~ .44~ -U♦-8. 2~8, 242:(i'980) .. _·: ·. ·_:. . .. · .. f :, _··_ , . 

. 185.· _ Canon 3E, Fla. Code Jµd. Con~uct. and.-Rule 2.160;,Fia. R. J~. Adinia~ ~date· · 
. . . . ' . . . ·. . . . .... ·· .. 

that a judge disqµaiity himself:in a prpceedi:ng. "in :which. the Judg~~ s imp~ality .hrlght 
• •. • • : •. , • I • r• • .'• •::•::, , • ! ·. • ;· , 1.••·· •. , •. • • 

reasonably be. questiop.ed." Th~ disqualification rules r~qtrir.~ judges to av'oid even the~ · . 
·- · ... / . ·. ·.. .· . . ;-- . . . ' . :.· . . ··. "\ . : . 

appearance of imp.r.opriety:_It is ·th~ establi,shedJaw.;of this State that every _litigantis entitled to 
. ~ ·. ' . ' . ' ; . . . . . . . 

. . no~ng less 1:bru.+ the cold neutrality. ofan.~partiajjudg~~ It i~ -~~- ~uty. o:f:the c~urtto: : . . 
• • ~- • • • s • • ' • • 

scrupmous1;· ~d.tbis rigµt of the. litig~t ;d:_;~ .. r~tr~ ;tr~tn attem~iing to exercis.~.jutisdi~tion:_·:_· .. · 
. . - .· ,· . ., :. , . •, ... ' . . .· . '. , .. 

in. any ~arincr where· his qualification-to do ;o-Js ~~ioµf!ly-prought: into question. The· .ex~1;0~~~ of · .. 
.. , . ' ... • . • I ~ . . . . •·. . . . . . . .'· . ~ . . : . • .. ·... '. • .~ . : . . . ,. . ' .... ' , : . . _ _' , . I .. 

fuly ~ther· policy: ~~ds t~ discredj.t' ru1<) place· the j-udi~!acy in a qomp~omising atti~de -which is·.: . 
. . . . . . . . I . .· . . . . . . . . . . .- . ,. . ,. 

b~d for the adnunistht.tion-of justi~e. Crosby_~- 'State, 9_i,s~.2d 18_1 (Fla:: 1957); St~ie ex_rel .. ... · . 
. . .: . . ... ' .. ., . - . . .... ' . 

'Davfsv. Par.ks,.l4j·Fla;·si(>,J94 So;;6:l3 (1939);_Dic.krnsorpy:·Parks; 104Fla~-577, 140 s~:459 ' 
. ,. 

(1932); Stpte ex rel. -Mickle v_. Ro1'Ye, 109 Fl~;- 1382~ 13lSo. 3331 (1.930)~ · .. · 
. . . . .,..·, ,: .. :. '. ; ' . . ' 

186,- .·Ford~::pr9ces~ and-to S~C"Qre tli~Sp1:1~~ti~~a,l righ~ of)Ymd~r;J¥~es ~y. :_\ . 
not take.the law in~ their o~-haii~s~··. But-~s is.Jrecisely.wfult J~dge ;effrey t. -A~ht~n:'~s -:: . :·: · .. ·_ 

. . ._. . . . . . . -.. , . I . . . . . . . .. . .. _. ,.:- . . . . .. . '.·· _·_ .. 
don~. He ·has ignore(l.·-i;he law, ignored the :fl;lct~~ an.4_-'?laimed.laws·apd rules I_>ro½qe:som~g ·. 

, ... 

42 
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. . : : 187; · For due-process to be secu~ed,:tlie)a~s-iuust operatp.'alike uport.all~d not: .. ·:·-: 
' . ' . '' ' . ' " .. . ; ' ' ' ) , : . ' ' ' " ' ' : : : ' .. 

. ~ubjectthi'incli~d~al t<? the· ar~i~aiyekercisi~t:i~~y~r.hni~ntai.·~o~~i:.: (Mp;thimt' ;, ... 
>· (' 

• rights bY, using ~-s-power to itjfl~ct his -~iak/- -.. : _! • • ,. • • • • 

' ' ::, ' • • "• , ' •• V ' :' • ' ' , < '• ' , ' • • •. ;• •' •• • ./. •••,;' C 

· · . . ·. · 188. · for due_proces~~ •win~~or has the right_to p.r_otec#orts expressly created)n statute· · . ·. . . · 

andp~se.la,w .. :~~ process.alle~edly e~suf~~:~e:'govemm~~tw.ill resp~~t.ali'of a:.p~soh~s\eg~.,·:···. ~: '.' ... 
' ' ' • • • • . • • • • • • ' •• : • • ~ ' • ' • I • 

·ri~ts ~d guar~te~ fundam.~1:1-t.al fai~ess .. j~dge Asht6p:vi6lttted W~dsor,.~ rights by·:u~g-fils . . , , . 
.. . . . . . . ~· . . . ·. . . . . . . . . . \ . . ' .. •';. . . . . . . . . . .. : . ~ _. . . 

power, to igilo~facts and the-law.· ,,. . --~...... . . . . . .. · . ·•,. . 

. 189. ·,. Due pt~ee~_s r~quir~s:an ~stablisfied. ~oise.f~r j~icial ~ri~eedhl~s d~i~~to· . . . , 

s~~gutt;d the legal.ri~hts o_f the individ~l. A,cti~n denyi~g th~ Pf P.C_ess 'that 'i~ '~due~')~.·. : " 
:,. 

unconstitutional. Inherent-in the· expectatiqn of&ue :process is ·~t the judge will abi~ 'by the ,. -, : . . . . . . . 

rules. Judge Jeffrey. t_. Ashton has iriterfered ~th ~e pr~cess ana .viola~~{~les fo1/the. purpose .. 
. ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·. . . · ... ,·· . . ... : 

of daµi~ging Windsor. · \ 
.. · .. 

· 190: ,An inheretit Constitutiorud ~ lil 1jle hones/.y of tfui Jud~. Lilre J~ Joiln · 
Marshall K~st; J~~~~ Jeffr~y L~ .A~hton _h~'~ot-p.~~~ \ion~~~-: Th~f viol~t~d9~oli ?..:~4. othe~- · · : • ·. :-_. .. . ; . ~ . . . . . .· . . . . .· 
; •• ·• • • : •• ~ • • •• ,. • ·• I • : ;: •. • . 

. -· ,Cations;ofthe Code ofJudicialConduct. 
,'. . . ·... ., ' . . . 

·,--•- . 

•.191. . Du~pr~ceiis ~antet:Sbasi?_faime~s .a.11:d'to ~ake p~ople_fe~l thatth.ey.~ave been 
; ' 1: . ' ' ' .. ' . . ' . '.• ' . 

~~ated' fairly. · Windsor has notbeen; ~eat~ f.~p:Iy. . 
, I • • • •,, •• • •.. •• ,, ,.-•• 

;'. 192 .. Judge Jeffr~y L;A$~top. has.e;ffectiyely4epi.¥d Wind~or?~·i:igh.t.s.of:eq~~ . . . ,· .. . . . 
·i 

•. protection ~der the law. 
· ~oNci·:osioi · , _'. · · . . . .. -: .. 

. -~FORE,. Petiti~~ei .. _\T\%i.;l;Afvl·M:~:~s6~. !e;p~~1~/~g:s ~; :c~~-to. . . . . .. . . . . . . .. 

enter,-~ w.rit·prob,ibiting-Judg~ )e:ffr~y·L. A~ton1 froni proc~e~~ in-thi's- case; de~~~~!:~· 
• , • • , •· • • . '.. I . • • • • • • • • : ~I: . 

. ~ parti~s are ·n<;)tsul?j~~-to. the Flo,:ida'.~ai_R~les· ?f Profe~s~on:a(Conductf ~~l~e ~at. Whldsbri .·' . . . ' '. . .. . '' ' .. ' 43' .. ··. . ' ' < '. 

'' ,,_,.. 
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. . ' . . .. . . : ' . / \ ' ' 

· has D:O ho1,1rly: re~trictiori on depositions; av.d,.Qrde'r :a newly-~sign~d judge to re~mnsiqer the . . . • . . • ' • • .. . . ··. . . • • . .• • F • . . • 

orders o~ Judge Jo~ Marshall I(~~t.Judge Li~~ 1\ ¥\myo~:and Judge Je~ey C.. Asht~n. .. 
Thjs IQthdayofFebnwy;,202.1. ... ·· .. · .. · . ·~ .. /4 •~ A·· . ' . ' ' .· ' :· .· ·.· ... ',,' .· .·. >~ _ . ....., (P).) .. 'll,i{,f.' ·. 

'•.,·: ,. ' " ' ' " '', ', ,:. . ' ' ' . ,,,, 
·, 

.. WilliamM. Wmdsor :· j 

... . . 

.44 
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APPEND1X 33 -~ Plainti~s-;Request-for Fi1:1dil1gs ~f Fact an,d Con:clu.sions of LEI-W on Q~er 

·. De)nymg Motio~ to Exce~4}0 In:t~~ogat~es' and 30 ReCJ,Ue~t~ ror. 
Admissions :t1ied 8/2'2/2020. - . . · · · · · · . . . . 

. . . . : '. . ' 

'--
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APPENDIX 34 .. :.. Plaintiffs· Reque~t-f9r:Fi~d~gs qf ;Fact an.4 :Conc.lusfons of Law ori Order· . _.··,· · 
.. · . · . . · · . - Denying Plaintiff:WUli~ M;:: Wihf,l~9r.t ~ Mci~o~ ·to Strike·b~feiidari~/ · 

. •. . ·. ;:· · .... ~:-j::.- -:·: ·.·-- ·. -~-- .. -·. :. . . ·: .· : . . . . . . j . .' .. 

Emergency MotionR~qt;testi:µgithe Cq~:Deteriniri.e if PrQ Se Plaintiff· 

,, William Windso~ is c;in~~tent to Repre;ent :H:itns~~ ;filid· _812i12i~( 
APPENDix 35 .;~ Piaintiffs: Motion for-Rec;~1dermio~ ~f Orde~ on.Motion for. Sru1ctlons 

. . . . . Agairisf Defendant, n'.o~¢£t Keith Long~st fo~ ·Fniud' on th~ cfourt.rdei-. . . .,\' . . . ' . 

.. 8/2312020~ · . . . ' 
. ,· . . . . ' . ··-.. __ :·: .: l- ·,· . ' . . '. : . . . . • .... 

'AP}?ENBIX 36-Plaintif;f's Motion'for Reconsideration of'Order.on Motion .fot Sanctions··· ·• . 

. , . . . againstD~fend~tB~i~eC~cacieforFr~<i-~n~ie·.~Qurtm~is124/2~20. : 
:-. . ' •· • • • • ·- • I .·,. ., . 

APPENDIX-37 ~- :Plaintiff'sV erified.Response to Mrition to·Dismiss, Motion to Strike, and .. . . . ·.·· . : . . . ·: . .· .• . . . . . . . . . •. ·-.- . 

· Motion for _Sanctions filed· 8/25(2020_ .. 

APPENDIX 38 ,_ l>Iaintif~s ;Response ~~ Motton· for Co1:11p~:tency, Motion t6 .Strlkei; and !ylotion. · .. 
. .. . . . . .. . . . . . .. . ' .. 

for Sanctions filled· 8/2?./2020; ·· ·· . 

APPENDIX 39 -- Order. Granting Win4sor,s Verified Motiop. to Disqualify Judge Lis~ T. .. 
• • , . \ . I 

'· · .. • · Munyori.filt?d 8/25/2020.: : -· " . ·: · . . · · · 

APPENDIX 40. -- ·i>~tifr~ Letter to Judge. Kestreqµe~tit1-g 18 motions:to be s¢t . .for-liearing~ · 
. • • '. ' .. :c •. • ·•... .,. . . • • • • • • • • 

sent 8/25/2020. 

AP,ENi:>IX:-41 -- Plaintiff's Motion for Sanp~q:qs to Strike-the AnsW¢t of Longest for Fraud o~-

. . the C<mrt; Motion for :s~~tl~ri~· for ViJlati~~s of_f~e.Rules;: and Motion.for 
. . Evi~~~tiary'.Heari~gJil~d 8)29/2020; -~-; ... . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 

. APPENDIX:42 .; .. Plaintiff's. -M~tion fcir -8~¢.tio~:·to Strike Je:~s~-,of Boise Cascade .for .,·... . 
.· . .. ... . . . ;-•· ,·.· ' .. ·-··, .. :··. .:··. ' . . .· ._., . . 

Fraud on the Co~; Motionf pt $~ctions for Violations ·of th~ Rµlesfand · 

· Motio!). for Eviden~ar)':J~em;ing:-filed ~/29(~020; i· · · -· ,(· _ · _ .. , 
APPENDIX'.'43 -- -Plaintiff's Letter tQ Judge r<est:iequestin,g two motfo~ foi: .. f!~d OJ?.- the court . 
. . . . . to-besetforheari11.i~·,s~n,f8/f9!?0Zq,·· ·' . .,.· . . . . 

APPENDIX44 ;.~ Or4er-R~uiting·Compliarice·by A~iµeys~4PROSEqtigantswith · .:. · .. · 
. . . . ' . .. J~ocedu.res- and Ad!hiµis~Jiive Oxders filed 9/1/2020t . . .... _:. . . ·. . ·. 

. · · · · · · · ·· ·· - , ··1·-'I . I•· · . . -. · . . ·. · . . , · . . .. 
. APPENDIX :45 -- Ord~ Denying W,.nd~or?k IM"<>~ion fot .S~~O:,p$:~ S~f? th-e: An~woni ·9t; •• · ·• • •, • · 

. . . . '.. . . . . . : . ! !• .. ,,. ,. . . . . . '.··. ·•. . . . .. '· : . 
Lo;h~_~st ~d 1'oise ·.ca,s~;;i.de for F~ud· 0µ 1:he:Co~; Motion for .. S,~~011s _ . 

·• .. 

for Violations' of the Rules; and.Motion for Evidentiary.He~g filed·.·. . ·, ·. , . . ... '. 
::., . -.•<" 

. •. 

··. · .' 47 · '(. . 

·-: ·-.. -·. 
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APPENDIX 46.-~-.Motion for.Reconsider~ti~~ :of Qr~;.dated,9/2/2020 fil~d- 9!2i2020~-'-. 
. ·. . . . . . . . . I:_ . . •. ·. . . . . .. ,.- . ;; . •. . . ,.,· . . . 

. APPENOIX 47 ._ Defendants' Respo~~ tc{I?rg _S¢.)?lain#trs Motions f9r R~consjde.ratio~ filed·: · · 
· ' ·.· · · 912112020.··: -· ·:. · c-·- ;·. · ·· · · ·· · · · · · _ .. ·_ ... , ·.- · · · 

A.PPEN.D~.-48 .. .; Plai~tiff s Lett~~ to Jµdge,;~st: advis~g_ ~m ~t Windso~:~ jiii~g-a. ~<>tiori .. :_: 
_ _ , · to; disqualify him~-~~nt 9f23!202(t. ' ·· · · . . · · · ·· · 

¥>PENQ~-49 :~:~Iam#ff's Moti~ to ·c~ci{Se~ty111,b~r.2?,'. 2020· :ij~g ~4- :t\1Iotrrin for· : . · :-;_-: _: . ·:.. · 
• •. , . :{ . • • . • •. • • . I •. ~, •• 1,. :. ~ . . • ,,. • • • • • , . . • . • 

· --.Sanctions filed 9/27/2020 . ., · · · 

APPENI>IX 50 ~-Plaintiff's Verni~ ~oti~~:-t,{pisqµalify Jud~~ John· M~shall i-<.e.st flied·:. . :.-. : -: ·., :· :·:. 
. ' . . . . . . .· ·. . . . . ·. . .. . . . . . . . .. -· · .. , . . . . . ' .. 

. . ' 9/28/2020. . .. 
. . f ·. . 

APPENDIX 51 ~:. Order Deny~ng Windsoe s V t:,rified Motion:to Disqualify, ju,g_~e: John Marshall . · ... 
. . · K~st filed.9/30i2020: . . . . . . . · ..... ·· .. ·. .• ·. . . .. . . . 

APPENDIX 52' ., .. Plaintiff's Second Verifi~d.Motio:nto'Disquali_fy Judge JoJ;m.Marshall_Kest ' 
. . ... . . . . . . . . 

filed 11/19/2020 .. 

APPENDIX_S~ _.;~ Order D~nying W~~dsor's Se_90ndVerified Motion tp.DisqualifyJu4ge John _ 

Mtttshall.Kest filed.11/20/2020. · '" . ·. • ..... · 

APPENDIX $4. -- Plaintiff's $upplementto\,Y~rlfi.~d Motion to Disqualify JudgeJo~ Mm:shai( .. · 
:· .. . . . . . . ··' .. ·· . . '• ·.. . . . ·: . 

Kest filed 9/28/2020'. · ... · ' 

APPENDIX 55 --Plaintiff's Motion fo~ R~~~p.sld~ration of Orders of Judge: Lis~'T ~- Iv.r\~nyon .: · ; , · 
-: . : . . .. . , . . . . . . I . • . - . , :·: . . . . .- . ·: ·. . . . ~ . . - . . .'' .. -, - ~ . ; , .. 

· ·-·· . filed 9/29/2020:; . ' · · · .· . . : 

.AP.PEN°DIX 56:--··order Denying Windspts Verifi,~d Mofi<?n,·.t~_-b,is.(ftfMµy judge John Mar~h~.:' 
/· · · ... · . · . _. . ·Kes~ fi1~cl9i3·01~026; ·, · · · · · · · · · · · 

, . : . . . . ' ( . . . 

APPENDIX 57 -Order Denying-Defendm-it~/Motiori to PiS11¥s~ ~nd_ Eni~tgency .iv,:otion {Q. · 
. . . . . . . ; . . . ~ . . . . : ·. . . . . . ! . ~ . 

. · . Determine Coinpetencyfiled-10/1/2020~ ... 
"\ · J • . • ~ •. , r .• • • • • .· • •· 

APPENDIX 58 -~··orcJ.er pn Multiple Mono~· fil~.10/20/2020 •. ,. 

· APl>ENDIX s~i-- PlairitttT $ M~tion\for Reco1;1sid~r~tion of Prd6rs· ~fJudge:!~~ Marsliall ,Kest 
. . . flled):1/3_/2020. · , . · . . :_ . ' .. °' . . . . . ·-'-

_.· APPENDIX 60: -~ .. Piainti:ff's Motl~~ ~or :ie~nsiger~ti<:>~ ~fprd~r~ of.Ju~~e-!~~ :Mars~. Kes,t ·' ·:·. 

·. · : .· ... ; .··. . --~~~:6~~ber.ip~ 20~~:tiJ~~ :d/.6/20~0. . : , · •:: •,. • .:-·- . · .:· ·. ·· : .· -
1 

: : ·: ·: 

-APPBNDlX 61 -- Plaintiff's s'~con:ci V~ifi~. M.~tionto'Dis,~ualify Judg~ Joim--~shall.K_e~t . 
. ... filed 11/19/2020~ ·: , , . .. .· .- . . .-. ' . 
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APPENDIX 62 ~-:order J?enying Windsor;s Se~oild.Verifi_edMotio~ to-Disqualify J~dge John.· . 

. MarshallKest n1ed. 'tl/2Q/2020 . .l_ . . .. , . . . . . 

.· APPENDIX 63 -- Order Granting Protective Order filed 8/19/2020; .. 
l • ,• . • 

APP~NDIX 64 -.Amended Motion for Re90:QSideration of Orders ofJudge John Marshall_Kest. , · 
·. . . .. . . . . .· 

filed 12/21/2Q20. 

· APPENDIX 65 ..:.. Order on Plaintiff'.s Atne~d6d M;otion for Reconsider~tion· of Otders-~f Judge . . 
. . . ·:.. . . . . . . . . . . . ~, 

John Marshall Kest filed• ,2/2/2021. 

APPENDIX 66-:-- Plaintiff's. Vefified. Motion to Disqualify Judge Jeffr~y L. Ashton :J:iled · · . ·. · 

2/1/2021. 

APPENDIX 67 - Windsor's Affidavit of Prt:jUdice of Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton filed 2/1/2021. .. ••• 

APPEhlDIX 68' :- Certificate that'Motionto Disqualify is filed :ir,. G~od F~th filed 2/1/2()21-. . , . 

1\PPENDIX 69 -Order denying Windsor, s Motion to Disqualify. Judge Jeffrey L. ·Asht<,n filed· 

2/2/2~7,1. 

APPENDIX 70-Emergency Motion to StaYimd/or 9ontinuance filed 1/27/2021. 

APPENDIX. 71 - Order dkyitig Motion to St~yantl/0'.!7 Continuance. filed 1/28/2021.. ·. 

APPENDIX(72- Request for Cancellation of Hearjng_ ~led 2/2/202L · "_-, ·· · 

APPENDIX 73 - Motion for Rec:onsideration ~f Em,ergency Motion.for Stay.and/or 

. Continuance filed .1/28/2021;: . 

APPENDIX 74- Second En;iergency Moti~~for_Stay.and/orCon:tirgw1ce fi~ed 1/30/2021·. · 

-APPENDIX 75 - Order onSecond Emergency Motion for Stay and/or Continuance fil~d _ 

.. · ;1112oi1. · · · 

. 
.· . .· 

APPENDIX 76,... Or4er Granting Def.enda:tlts~- Motion for Att<>me-y:'s Fees fUed-2/4/2021. 
. ·- . ,- . . . ... . .. ' . . 

.· APPENDIX 77 ,- Court Minutes dated 2/2/2Q2L ,: 

_'\ .. 
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' VERIFICATION ... · 
. .,l . . • . . :.. . ' . ·,:.:./ : . .. ·,.,:::. . / . : . . . .. . . . .. . -Pe,son~y appeated:before'me,.)h-e•tifi4t?is~g11~f~f<:>tary-Publi~.-~uly autl,larized to . 

admini~t~r oatbs,:Wi1J,ia,m M. Win4soi';. who .aft~ bft~g d~;srs~cirirdep9s~s·and strites'that he-i$' : · ~- . . : . . . . . : . . . . . , . : . . .. : . . . ··: . ..... . . ·•. . . . . . . . ·• . ..... _· . ·. . . ·. ·. . .. . . . 

authoriz~d to ~ this v~rificatio:t:1- ~d that,'th~facts ~leged in-the· fo:r,:eg9ing. are tr.tie· ~d · . . . . . '•. .- . . . ' . '. ~ . . ; : . ; . . .. ·.. . •. . ' . . . 

oo.rrect based upOIJ...lliS perso~~_::lcnowle4ge, e~cepi.as _to th~-~~ :he~ein ~d to-b~'~lege~ ·. : : . . .. . . . . ·.. . . ·· .. · . . ·. . . . .. . . . . 

on ~o~~ti~n ~d,beli~f, ~d that ~st? t~os~;_m~~et~:·h~-~elieye8;jhe~-~ be ~e~· ·_ .. '.. :
1
": 1. '·. · 

.I declare un.d,~r pe~lty of perj.ucy that the f<>regoing ·is :tt,ue ~.c0rrect.base4 upoJi.my /:,/ . : ~ : .· ' . . _.. . . . ~: . . _: . : . . ·. ' : .. . ·-. . ., ·: : .. ; .. · . 

. · 1;>erso~ knowle~~- • ·· 

"- This ·10th 'day of February, 2021, . .. . ... . 

.{ 

., ' 
' ... 

. ' t' 

, :_•·. 
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Filing# 121482749 E-Filed 02/16/2021 03:34:26 PM 

WILLIAM WINDSOR 

PLAINTIFF(S) 

V. 

.. • IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
NINTH/JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN 
AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASENO.: 2018-CA-010270-O 

DIVISION37 

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST; BOISE CASCADE .. 
BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION LLC. 

DEFENDANT et al. 
---------------'-'! 

ORDER ON DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
ON FEBRUARY 4, 2021 ORDER OF JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON 

THIS CAUSE coming before the Court on Defendant's Motion for Reconsideration on 

February 4, 2021 Order of Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton filed February 14, 2021, and the Court~ being 

fully advised in the premises, does hereby 

ORDER AND ADJUDGE: 

1. The D~fendant's Motion for Reconsideration on February 4; 2021 Order of Judge 

Jeffrey L. Ashton is Denied. 

DONE AND QRDERED at Orlando, Orange County, Florida, this 16th day of February, 

2021. 

Copies furnished to: 

JEF, . y L. ASHTON 
Circuit Judge 

A copy of the foregoing has been electronically filed with the Clerk of Courts by using the Florida Court E-Filing Portal. 



363

Appen,dix. · 
· 19. 



364

Many of these emails and pleadings are filed after business hours, between the hours of 

midnight and 6 a.m., and on the weekends. 

4. The majority of the emails and pleadings filed by Mr. Windsor are harassing in nature, have . 

no legal merit, have already been ruled on several times, question our clients character as 

well as the attorneys ofrecords David Wynne and Scott Astrin, and disparage the presiding 

Judge and the judicial system. In addition, the majority of Mr. Windsor's emails end with 

the ongoing threat "I will file a Motion for Sanctions" ifhe does not get his way. 

5. In 1:j,ddition to the above, during the course of this litigation, research has revealed 11:r. 

Windsor has a lengthy litigation history and a pattern of harassment, filing of pleadings 

without legal merit and a complete disdain and disrespect of the judicial process, Judges and 

court personnel. The following is a summary of Mr. Windsor's litigation history known to 

date. 

WINDSOR'S LITIGATION HISTORY 

The Montana Litigation 

6. Litigation in Montana arose from !'cyber-blog" exchanges between Windsor. and Sean 

Boushie ("Boushie"). Boushie lives in Montana; Windsor lives in Georgia, South Dakota, 

or Texas. The two have never met in person. 

7. Boushie's only contact with Windsor was when Boushie sent a cease and desist letter to 

Windsor's ex-wife regarding Windsor's harassment of Boushie on the. website 

lawlessamerica:com. Windsor ran the website but his ex-wife was the legally registered 

owner. 

8. Boushie was granted a Temporary Order of Protection against Windsor who had repeatedly 

drove past Boushie's residence; showed up at Boushie's workplace at the University of 
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Montana, where he videotaped Boushie's vehicle for approximately ninety minutes; and 

created a website at SeanBoushie.com, where he posted false and defamatory information 

about Boushie and his wife. 1 

9. The Municipal Court's order barred Windsor from threatening to harm or harming 

Boushie's wife; harassing or otherwise contacting Boushie's wife or University of 

Montana staff; coming within 1,500 feet of Boushie's residence, Boushie's wife and the 

University of Montana; and possessing a certain firearm. It also required Windsor to 

release SeanBoushie.com to Boushie and to refrain from posting Boushie's name online. 

10. Windsor moved to vacate the Temporary Order of Protection. He also moved for 

discovery regarding a number of different things, including Boushie's mental health and 

online activities. He sought a jury trial, and sub&titution of the judge. 

11. The District Court denied Windsor's requests and, ultimately, affirmed the Municipal 

Court's decision regarding the Temporary Order of Protection. In its order, the District 

Court also determined that it was necessary to issue an injunction because of Windsor's 

"extraordinary abuse of the state judicial system by repeatedly filing frivolous, malicious 

and vexatious lawsuits". Accordingly, the court enjoined Windsor from filing any complaint 

or initiating any proceedings without leave from the district court judge. 

12. On appeal, the Montana Supreme Court held that the District Court was proper in 

"sanctioning Windsor as a vexatious litigant through imposing a pre-filing order. The court 

did not abuse its discretion in requiring Windsor to seek court approval before filing future 

lawsuits or administrative proceedings. Indeed, such action was tailored to address Windsor's 

demonstrated proclivity for filing voluminous lawsuits of questionable merit." See "Exhibit 

A" attached hereto. 

1 Windsor owns several other similar websites, for instance, AllieOverstreet.com and ClaudineDombrowski.com. 
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# 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The Northern District of Georgia Litigation 

13. Windsor was a pro se plaintiff in a Federal Court action styled William Windsor v. James 

N Hatten, et al., Case No.: l: ll-CVJ 923-TWT, in the United States District Court, N.D. 

Georgia,· Atlanta Division against the Clerk of the Court and various judges of the Court and 

the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals, . 

14. As a result of the Windsor's overly burdensome, vexatious, and frivolous litigiousness, the District 

Court issued an injunction prohibiting Windsor from filing any further actions without prior 

approval from a federal district court. 

15. On February 12, 2018, Federal District Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr. rendered an Opinion and 

entered an Order in the case of Windsor v. Hatten, et al. See "Exhibit B" attached hereto. 

16. Judge Thrash's Order reads in part: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Plaintiff, William M. Windsor, 
and any parties acting in concert with him or at his behest, are 
PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from filing any complaint or initiating 
any proceeding, including any new lawsuit or administrative 
proceeding, in any court (state or federal) or agency in the United 
States without first obtaining leave of a federal district court in the 
district in which the new complaint or proceeding is to be filed. In 
seeking such leave, the Plaintiff must present any such court with a 
copy of this Order. 

See Exhibit B. 

17. The totality of Windsor's 1 Jth Circuit litigation is as follows: 

Case Case No. & Court Date Filed Case Type 

v.USA 09-13998 08/07/2009 Torts, Personal 

11th Circuit Court of Property & 
' Appeals Other Fraud 

In Re: William M. Windsor 09~14018 08/10/2009 Unknown 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appsals 

In Re: William M. Windsor 09-15232 10/16/2009 Unknown 
11th Circuit Court of 

Appeals 

v. USA 09-16417 12/28/2009 Torts, Personal 

11th Circuit Court of Property & 

FLTA01803 

Status 

. Open 

Closed 

Closed 

Closed 
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Appeals Other Fraud 
5. In Re: William M. Windsor 09-16448 

11th Circ~!t'C:~-~rt of 
.12/29/2009 Unknown Closed 

Appeals 
6. In Re: William M. Windsor 09-16494 12/30/2009 Unknown Closed 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

7. In Re: William M. Windsor 09-16493 12/30/2009 Unknown Closed 
11th Circuit Court of 

Appeals 
8. v. USA 10-10349 01/22/2010 Other Fraud Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

9. In Re: William M. Windsor 10-10700 . 02/17/2010 , Unknown Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of 

Appeals 
10. In Re: William M. Windsor 10-10701 02/17/2010 Unknown Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

11. In Re: William M. Windsor 10-10698 02/17/2010 Unknown Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of 

Appeals 
12. In Re: William M. Windsor 10-10699 02/17/2010 Unknown Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

13. v.USA 10-14485 09/27/2010 Other Fraud Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of 

Appeals 

14. v.USA 10-14899 10/25/2010 Other Fraud Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of 

Appeals 

15. v.USA 10-15331 11/19/2010 Other Fraud Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

16. v.USA 10-15795 12/21/2010 Other Fraud Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

17. v.USA 10-15798 12/21/2010 Other Fraud Unknown 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

18. v.USA 11-10237 01/21/2011 Other Fraud Terminated 
11th Circuit tourt of 

Appeals 

FLTA01803 
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19. v. B. Grutby, et al 11-13214 07/18/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals . 
. . L .•:, ·: .... 

20. v. Judge William Duffey, et al 11~132Ji' , 07/18/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
i 11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeafs ' 

21. v. Thrash, et al 11-13215 07/18/2011 Other Statutory Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of \, Actions 

Appeals 

22. v. B. Grutby, B. Gutting, et al 11-13244 07/20/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 
23. v. B. Grutby, et al 11-1339 07/25/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

24. v. B. Grutby, et al 11-13363 07/27/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 
25. v. Maid of the Mist Corp, et al 11-13523 08/04/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th CircuitCourt of Rights 
Appeals 

26. v. Huber, et al 11-13771 08/18/2011 Other Civil Terminated 1 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

27. v. Thrash, et al 11-13920 08/26/2011 Other Statutory Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Actions 
Appeals 

28. v. Duffey, Jr., et al 11-13997 08/31/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
\ Appeals 

29. v. 8. Grutby, et al 11-14021 09/01/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

30. ', v. Huber, et al 11-14023 09/01/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th CircuitCourt of Rights ,. 
Appeals 

31. v. Duffey, Jr., et al 11-14073 09/06/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals \ 

32. In Re: William M; Windsor 11-14124 09/08/2011 Unknown Term.inated 

11th Circwit Court of 
Appeals 

33. In Re: William M. Windsor 11-14125 09/08/2011 Unknown Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 
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,34. In Re: William M. Windsor 11-14126 09/08/2011 Unknown Terminated 
I 

11th Circuit Court of 
' Ab~~~T£1< . ;' I 

35. v. B. Grutby, et al 11-14502 09/29/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 
36. 

I 

v. Huber, et al 11-14500 09/29/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th CircuitCourt of Rights 

Appeals 
37. v. Huber, et al 11-14499 09/29/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

38. v. Thrash, et al 11-14505 09/29/2011 Other Statutory Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Actions 

Appeals 
39. v. Huber, et al 11-14527 09/30/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

40. v. Duffey, Jr:, et al 11-14526 09/30/2011 Other Civil' Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

41. v. Maid of the Mist Corp, et al 11-14569 10/03/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

42. v. Duffey, Jr., et al 11-14567 10/03/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

43. v. Duffey, Jr., et al 11-14572 10/03/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

44. v. Thrash, et al 11-15037 10/18/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

45. v. B. Grutby, et al 11-14847 10/19/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of 
I 

Rights 

Appeals' 

46. v. Huber, et al 11-14848 10/19/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Cou~t of Rights 

Appeals 

47. v. B. Grutby, et al 11-15275 : 11/09/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

48. v. Huber, et al .. 11-15274 11/09/2011 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
' Appeals 

FLTA01803 
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49. 

50. 

) 51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

v. Thrash, et al 11-15276 11/09/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 

v. Maid of the Mist Corp, et al · 11-15468> '· . fl./21/2011 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 
v.USA 11-15823 12/12/2011 Other Fraud Terminated 

' 11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals 

v. Thrash, et al 12-10095 01/06/2012 Other Statutory Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Actions 

Appeals 
v. Huber, et al 12-10098 01/09/2012 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

v. B. Grutby, et al 12-10157 01/10/2012 Other Civil Terminated 
11th Circuit Court of Rights 

Appeals 
v. Hatten 18-11067 03/19/2018 Other Civil Terminated 

11th Circuit Court of Rights 
Appeals 

The Texas Litigation 

18. In a Texas litigation, Chief Judge Tom Gray of the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals, in a 
\ 

concurring opinion, noted that: 

"Windsor has exhibited a flagrant disregard for the legislative 
enactments and the rules of the Judicial branch and has, at every 
turn, demonstrated a complete· disregard for the orderly 
administration of justice. He has frustrated the judicial process 
and used it as a tool of oppression against his victims and as a 
means to delay the ultimate'. disposition of proceedings in 
which he was involved, many of which he started. Windsor 
failed to follow explicit . orders of this Court and filed 
unnecessary and frivolous notices of appeal, motions, and new 
proceedings. In my opinion, it is long past the time, and this 
Court would be totally justified, to dismiss these appeals, thus 
affirming the trial· court's orders apout which Windsor 
complains." 

See "Exhibit C" attached hereto. 

19. Chief Judge Gray continued stating that !lit is clear that Windsor has no regard for the proper 
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# 

and orderly administration of justice and is using the process to trifle with our patience and our 

jurisdiction, making a mockery of the judicial process." Id. 
' :·.'! ' ·J;· ; i'>''~•;' 

Florida Litigation 

20. Mr. Windsor currently has six ( 6) pending and open lawsuits in the State of Florida in which he 

is proceeding as a pro se plaintiff. The cases are as follows: 

Case Case No.& Date Filed Case Type Status 
Court 

1. v. Longest, et al 18-10270 09/20/2018 Auto Negligence Pending 
Orange County 

Circuit Court 

2. v. Coach Houses at 19-001528 07/16/2019 Condominium Open 
Leesburg Condominium Lake County 

Association Circuit Court 

3. v. Coach Houses at 19-001871 08/29/2019 Condominium Open 
Leesburg Condominium Lake County 

Association Circuit Court 

4. v. Fleming 20-001436 09/04/2020 Negligence Closed 
Lake County Other 

Circuit Court 

5. v. Coach Houses at 20-001438 09/04/2020 Condominium Open 
Leesburg Condominium Lake County 
Association, etc., et ,al Circuit Court 

6. v. Coach Houses at 20-001647 10/13/2020 Condominium Open 

Leesburg Condominium Lake County 

I Association Circuit Court 

7. 
I: • 

v. Longest & Boise 5020-2666 12/21/2020 .Civil Prohibition Open 

Cascade Building 5th DCA / 

Materials, etc. et al I 

The Instant Florida Litigation 

21. As set forth above, Mr. Windsor beg~{! representing himself in March 2020. In the past 

eleven (11) months, Mr. Windsor has spent his time filing at best fifty motions and pleadings 

attaching voluminous documents, sometimes. over a 1000 pages. A majority of the Motions are 
' ' 

repetitive seeking reconsideration. The Court has denied these same Motions several times. 

22. In addition, Mr. Windsor has filed Motions to Recuse the presiding Judge three (3) times 

to include your Honor. Furthermore, he has a pending action in the 5th DCA wherein he has 

FLTA01803 



372

filed a Writ of Prohibition seeking your Honor's recusal and additional affirmative relief. The 

first Writ of Prohibition was summarily deiifod\~iihb1.1ili~aring. 

23. Despite the denials of his Motions, Mr. Windsor continues to inundate the court and 

litigants with voluminous filings. This includes at le11st 10 filings over the past week. 

24. Defense attorneys in the Lake Comity Florida litigation identified above, in specific, 

Case No.: 2019 CA 001871 recently filed a similar Em~rgency Motion. The Motion was 

considered by presiding Circuit Court Judge Dan R. Mosley. Upon review of the Motion and 

evidence submitted, Judge Mosley granted the Defendants' Motion and drafted a detailed Order 

dated February 12, 2021. This Order is attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

25. Considering the above, the Defendants request the Court require J\Ar. Windsor's su}?missions 

and pleadings to the court be reviewed, approved and signed by a member of the Florida B"ar. 

ARGUMENT AND CITATION TO AUTHORITY 

The court file demonstrates voluminous and unnecessarily long pleadings and motions. The 

. I 

Court does have the authority to limit what is submitted to the Court, and what is filed with the clerk. 

Everything filed· with the clerk in a litigated case takes the time of the court. Matters that are 

unnecessary or unnecessarily long and repetitive take the court's time that would otherwise be available 

to other cases. 

The Court does have the authority to limit submittals and, in extreme circumstances~ to prohibit 

submission unless signed by a member qf the Florida Bar. George May v. Patrick C. Barthet 934 

So.2d 1184 (Fla. 2006). Defendants submit that such need lies in the protection of the rights of all 

litigants. The resources of our court system are finite and must be reserved for resolution of genuine 

disputes. As noted by the United States Supreme Court, "Every paper filed with the Clerk of this 
\ . . 

Court, no matter how repetitious or frivolous, requires some portion of the institution's limited 

resources. Apart of the Court's responsibility is to see that these resources are allocated in a 
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way that promotes the interests of justice.;; I11 re McDonald, 489 U.S. 180,109 S. Ct. 993,103 

L. Ed. 2d 158 (1989). 

WHEREFORE,. the Defendants, ROBERT LONGEST and BOISE CASCADE 

BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION_, L.L.C., respectfully request this Court require 

Pro Se Plaintiff, .William M. Windsor's Submissions and Pleadings to the Court Be 

Reviewed,ApprovedandSignedby aMemberofthe Florida Bar and/or in the alternative an 

attorney ad litem be appointed to review .and execute any filings in this case any other relief 
; ' • . ! 

the. Court deems appropriate; 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished by 

electronic mail on this 17th day of February, 2021,to: William Windsor, billwindsorl@outlook.com 

and bill@billwindsor.com (Plaintiff Pro Se), 

FLTA01803 

SCOTT L. ASTRIN 
·· Florida Bar Number 0084557 

DAVID I. WYNNE, JR . 
. ; Florida Bar Number 326290 

· LawQffices of Scott L. Astrin 
St~ff Attorneys for AIG 

·• 100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605 
Tampa, FL 33602 

·. Phone: 813-218~3110 
Fax: 813-649-8362 

.. · ·Primary Email: ·tam pap leadings@aig.com 
·• Seconc;lary Email: scott.astrin@aig.com; 

·. · anandini.maharaj@aig.com; david.wynne@aig.com 
Anorney for Defen,d~nts 
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I 

Justice Michael E Wheat delivered the 0pinionofthe Court. 

11 WilliamM. Windsor (Windso~?. app~~~~.,~~,:r~:~mr~oftheMontanaFourthJudicial 

Disttict Court, Missoula County,: extending the Temporaty Order of Protection (TOP) 

against Windsor granted to Sean Boushie {Boushie); denying several of Windsor's motions 

and discove1y requests; and enjoining Windsor :from filing further proceedings with the court 

without leave. We affirm, but strike'. one condition. of the District Court's order. 

ISSUES 

112 Windsor's appeal 1-ai.ses atleast sixJssues with many subpat'ts, most of which are 

without merit. Rule 12(1 )(b) of .the Montana Rules of Appellate Procedure provides: 

"Pa1ties are encouraged to limit the number of issues to 4 or fewer." . From the issues 

Windsor has presented for our review, we have distill~d the relevant issues to two: · 

1. Did the District Court abuse its discretion in affirming the Municipal Cow·t . 
TOP;denying Windsor's. numerous motions,-·and remanding to the Municipal 
Court for furtherproceedings? 

2. Did the District Court err by l?ermanently enjoining Windsor from filing 
any new pleadings without p.rio.r ~istrfct Coi. ,:rt a. rpprova~· and-n. equiring him to 
post a $50,000 bond if such a p~oce~ding is filed against a judge or court 
employ.ee? 

FACTUALANDPROCEDURALBACKGROlJND 

1J3 The current controversy apparently ru.;ose from "cyber-blog', exchanges between · 

Windsor and Boushie. Boushie lives in Montana; Windsor iives in Georgia~ South Dakota, 
' . 

, or Texas: The two _have never met in person. Boushie asserts that bis only contact with 
. ..· .... 

Windsor was when Boushie serit a cease and desistletterto Windsor1s ex-wife regarding . . ' ~ . . , , . "·.. . 

2 
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Windsor'~ harassment of Boushie on the website lawle$samerica.coin. Wit:\_dsor ran the 
·,,;•'; •·, 

website but his ex-wife was the legally registered owner. 

,r4 ,, Following the cyber-blog exchanges and cease and desist letter, in 2013, Windsor 

drove to ~·om Georgia to Montana., where he sought a TOP against Boushie. In fact, the 
: ' ,, 

District Court found that he· fi,leg. four separate petitions for protective orders against 

Boushie; and filed approximately six police reports about Boushie over nineteen months. All 

of the petitions for protective orders were denied and no charges have been pressedrelatedto 

the police reports. Windsor also repeatedly drove past Boushie's residence; showed up at 

Boushie' s workplace at the University ofMontanat where he videotaped Boushie's vehicle 

for approximately ninety minutes; and created a website. at SeanBoushie.com, where he 

posted false and defamato1y information about Boushie and his wife. Windsor owns several 

other similar websites, for instail.ce, AllieOverstreet.com and ClaudineDombrowsld.com. 

Previously, the U.S. District Court.for the Northern District of Geo1·gia determined Windsor 

was a vexa~ous litigant and permanently enjoined him from filing any complaint or initiating 

any proceeding in any court or agency of the United States without first obtaining leave of 
I • . 

the'federal district court in the district in which the action was filed. 

15 As a result ofWindsor>s behavior,Boushie requested and was granted a TOP against 

Windsor, in Municipal Court.·· Th~Municipal Court's order barred Windsor:fi:om threatening 

to hann 01· hatming
1 

Boushie's wife; h.ai·1:1Ssing or otherwise contacting Boushiets wife or 

University of Montana staff; coming within.1,500 feet of Boushie ts residence, Boushie's 

wife and the University of Montana; and possessing a certain firearm. R also required 

3 

\ 



378

.. Windsor to release SeanBoushie.com to Boushie and to refrain from postingBoushie'sname · 
I • 

online. 

16 A hearing on the TOP was scheduled for September 9, 2013. Boushie filed a request 

to affirm and extend the order of protection. iti the District Court on September 17> 2013. 

Windsor moved to vacate the TOP. He also moved fot'. discovery regarding a number of 

different things, including Boushie,s mental health and online activities. · He sought a jury 

trial, and substitution of the. judge. 

,r7 The District Court denied Windsor's requests and, ultimately~ affirmed the Municipal 

Comt,s decision regarding the TOP. In its o!'der~ the District Court also determined that it 
. . \ 

was necessary to issue an injunction because of W~dsoi-,s 'textt'aordinary abuse of the state 

· judicial system by repeatedly filing :frivolous,
0 
malicious and vexatious lawsuits • • . . " 

Accordingly~ the court enjoined Windsor .from filing any complaint or initiating any 

proceedings without leave from the district court Jc~dge. The court> s order also provided that 

if the lawsuit or proceeding named judges or .court employees, Windsor had to tender a 

$50,000 bond sufficient to satisfy an award of sanctions. 

_STANDARD OF REVIEW 

18 This Court will not overtmn a distdctcomt's decision to continue, amend, or make 

permanent an order of protection abs~nt an abuse of discretion. Lockheadv. Lockhead, 2013 
.. 

MT 368,112,373 Mont. 120, 314 P.3d 915. We also review a pre-filing order entered 

against a vexatious litigant for abuse of discretion. Molski v. Evergreen Dynasty Corp.; 500 

J?.3d 1047, 1056 (9th Cir. 2007). The questioµ underthis standardisnotwhetherwewould 
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have reached the sam.e decision as the tdal judge, but whether the tdaljudge actedat:bitrarily 

without conscientious judgment or exceeded the bounds of reason. Lockhead, ,i 12. 

DISCUSSION 

,f9 1. Did the District Court abuse its discretion in ajftnning the Municipal Court TOP/ 

denying Windsor's numerous motions/ and remanding to the Municipal Court for further 

proceedings? , 

110 · The purpose of Title 40, chapter 15, MCA, is '' 'to promote the safety and protection 

' of all victims of partner and family member assault, victims of sexual assault, and victims of 

stalldng.°' Lear v. Jamrogowicz, 2013 MT 147, ,I 22, 370 Mont. 320, 303 P.3d 790. 

Section 40-15-102, MCA, provides cri~ria for eligibility for an order of protection-victims 

meeting these may .seek reli~f from their perpetrators under the statute. "As the statutes 

taken together establish, the object of a TOP proceeding is the swift and efficient protection 

of one who is being harassed and intimidated by another.,, Lear, ,r 26. District courts, 

justices'. courts, municipal courts and, city courts all have jurisdiction to issue TOPs. 

Section 40~ 15~301 (1 ), MCA. If the court finds that the individual petitioning for a TOP is in, 

' 
danger ofhrum if the court does not act immediately, the court must issue a TOP that grants 

appropriate relief. Section 40-15-201(2), MCA. Such reliefincludes: 

(a) prohibiting the respondent from threatening to commit or CQmmitting acts 

of violence against the petitioner and any designated family member; 
, . , , I , : 

· (b) prohibiting the respondent from harassing) annoying, disturbing the peace 

of, telephoning, contacting, or otherwise communicating, directly or indirectly, 

with the petitioner, any named :family membe1; any other ;victim of this 

offense, or a witness to the offense; . 

5 
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I 
( d) directing the respondent to stay 1,500 feet or other appropriate distance 
away from the petitioner, the petitioner's reside11ce, the school or place of 
employment of the petitioner, or any . specified place frequented by the 
petitioner and by any other designated family or household mefn:ber; 

(j) directing other relief considered necessary to p1'0vide for the s~ety and 
yvelfare of the petitioner or other designated family member. 

Section40-15~201(2), MCA. Pursuant to§ 40~15~204(5), MCA, a district court has the 

authority to continue a TOP for "an appropriate time period," make the order peimanent, or 

te1minate the order upon the petitioner's request that the order be dismissed. See Albrechtv. 

Albrecht, 2011 MT 316, ,I 13,363 Mont. 117,266 P.3d 1275. A distdct court must consider 

the record of the proceedings in assessing whether to grant or deny a respondent's motion to 

vacate a tempotary order of protection. Lockhead, 118. 

111 Here, following the hearing on the TOP, the Distdct Court determined that Windsor 

was stalking.Boushie and Boushie's wife, and Boushie thereby satisfied the criteria for . ~ 

. . 

eligibility for a TOP pursuant to § 40-15-192(2), MCA. The court concluded that the TOP 

should remain in effect. The court explained: 

Windsor has purposely or knowingly. caused Boushie and Boushie's wife 
substantial emotional distl:ess by repeatedly driving by the Boushie home and 
showing.up at Boushie's work place. Windsor has repeatedly harassed~ 
threatened, and intimidated Boushie and his wife by sett.ing up. a website at 
SeanBoushie.com and posting defamatory . and false . info1·mation about 
Boushie and his wife. Windsor drove from Georgia to Montana to follow 
Boushie and his wife around with a video camera. Boushie and his wife are 
·eligible for an order of protection bec~use, despite a cease and desist letter, 
Windsor continues to follow, threatei:,;t harass; and intimidate both Boushie and 
his •Wife causing them both substantial• emotional distress. Contrary to 
Win.dsot•'s asse1'tio11s Windsor1s activities are not protected as a member of the 
press. • . . Windsor has no television show, nor has h~ made any sort of 
documentary :film. Windsor films snippets of stalking his various victims and 

6 
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posts them to YouTube calling them news. • . • This is stalki~g behavior and 
any member of the press engaged in such would be held accountable under the 
cdminal ~tatutes of Montana. · 

,r12 In light of the record before the Distdct Court, we cannot say the District Court>s 

decision to affi1m the TOP was an abuse of discretion. Although Windsor claims the District 

Court ignored his sworn testimony in affnmingthe TOP, ''[i]t is within the province of the · 

finder of fact to weigh the evidence presented and deter.mine the ~redibility ofwitness,es; in 

the event of conflicting evidence on factual issues, the trier of fact determines which will 

prevail." State v. Gladue, 1999 MT 1, ,r 40, 293 Mont, 1, 972 P.2d 827. In any case, it is 

difficult to see how-as Windsor asserts on appeal-Boushie could be stalking Wintj.sor,, 

when it was Windsor who drove across the country to follow Boushie around with a video 

camera and seek a TOP against Boushie. Considering Windsor~s activities, we conclude that 

the District Comt's decision to affirm the TOP was not arbitrary and did not otherwise 
·, 

exceed the bounds of reason. 

if13 Windsor claims the District Court e1Ted by denying bis request for ajury trial. The 

· District Court~ s order explained that "an appeal of a TOP is not the type of case in which a 

jury ~1 is authorized." The Distdct Court is correct. Requh·ing ajm'Y tl'ial at the request of 

the respondent where a TOP is requested ~ould defeat the pu1:po~e of a TOP-to provide 
' 

swift and efficient protection of the victim. 

114 Windsor also complains about several of the TOP ,conditions. Section 40-15w201, 
I . 

MCA, provides a process by which victims o~qffense~, including stalking, may obtain relief 

from the perpetratol's. All of the conditiops Windsor challenges are permitted by the statute. 

The condition barring· Windsor froril harming or threatening to harm Boushie's wife is 
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\ 
authol'ized by·§ 40 .. 15-201(2)( a), MCA. The condition brul'ing Windsor from harassing or 

otherwise contacting Boushle's wife or University of Montana staff is authorized by 
• , .•: !, 

§ 40-15-201(2)(b), MCA. The condition preventing Windsor from coming within 1500 feet 

of Boushie's residence, wife or place ofemployment is permitted by§ 40-15-201(2)(d), 

MCA. The condition bru-ring Windsor ft·om pos'sessing a certain fireru·m is within what is 
' I • , 

contemplated by § 40--15-201(2)(j), MCA. Finally, the condition requiring Windsot to 

transfer SeanBoushie.com into Boushie ts name and to refrain from posting about Boushie on 

the site is also permissible within§ 40-15-201(2)(j), MCA, under the qircumstances. The 

District Court did not abuse its discretion in affi1ming the TOP. 

ifl5 Windsor further asserts that the District Court erred by denying him discovery, In 

denying Windsor's discovery requests~ the l)istrict Court cited to our decision in Lear. 

There, we explained that broad discove1y, including pursuit of personal information about 

one petitioning for a TOP> is "antithetical to the purpose of a TOP.'' Lear, ,r 25. The District 

Court quoted the fol10wing language from our decision there: 

The statuto1y scheme contemplates.· t}lat the petition will succeed if the 
petitioner establishes good cause for the. enny of an order, and will fail if she 
does not. The provision of discovery tights to the respondent in this situation 
does nothing to protect a victim :from harm; rather it can exacerbate an already 
untepable situation. For these re~soµ~ ~e f<>nclude that unless extraordinary 
circumstances justify it, courts should not compel a petitioner • . . to be ' 

-, subjected to discove1y at the hands.ofth~ respondent. 

( quoting Lear, ,r 26). Applying this decisi<:m, the District Court concluded that the type of 

' 
discovery Windsor requested was not pennissible. We agree, and also note that Windsor has 

failed to show any extraotdinaty cil'cumstances justifying the invasive ''discovery'> that he 

requests. 

8 
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1[16 Finally, Windsor alleges that the District Court wrongfully denied consideration of his 

Motion for Substif:ution of Judge, and "falsely claimed" that this appeal was not a trial de 

novo. The record reveals, however, that.the District Court considered Windsor's Motion for 

Substitution of Judge and observed that because Windsor's appeal of the TOP did not 

constitute a.trial de novo, no right to substitute a judge under§ 3wl-804> MCA, arose; 

Windsor has not pointed out any legal error in the District Court's reasoning and we decline 
-..,. 

to address his contention further. 

,r17 The District Court did not abuseits discretion ~n affirming the TOP and remanding to 

the Municipal Court, 

1118 2. Did the District Court en' by permanently enjoining Windsor from filing any new 

pleadings without prior District Court approval,· and requiring hz'm to post a fifty thousand 

dollar bond if such a proceeding is filed against a judge or court employee? 

119 ly!ontana district courts possess inherent power to sanction willful or reckless condu~ 

especially when combined with :frivolousness) harassment, or improper purpose, See Motta 

v. Granite County Comm'rs, 2013 MT 172, 1117, 22, 370Mont. 469, 304P.3d 720. We 

have observed that although Article II, § 16, of the Montana Constitution guarantees every 

person access to the courts of the state, that light is not an absolute right and may be 

reasonably restricted in light of a "legitimate state interest." Motta, 1f 18. To review pre .. 
i 

filing orders ente1·ed against vexatious litigants, v,e adopted the criteria used by the Ninth 

Circuit Court of Appeals: Whether the,litigan.t was given notice and a chance to be heard . 

before the order was entered; whether the trial court has compiled an adequate record for 
I / , 

review; whether the trial coutthas made sub~tantive findings about the frivolous or harassing 

nature of the plaintiff's litigation; and whether the .vexatious litigant order i;s nat-rowly 

9 
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·• 1 

>; ••~--~-• -·•-~~ -q~M-•• < .,,,,.~~-...,,.- --••T·~-----

tailored to closely fit the specific vice encountered. Motta, 1 20 ( citing Molski, 500 F .3d at 

1057). We further endorsed the Ninth Circuit'~ five-factor test to examine whether a 
l , 

pre-filing order i~ justified: 

(1) the litigant's hist01y of litigation and, in particular, whether it bas entailed 
vexatious, harassing, or duplicative 'lawsuits; · 

I 

(2) the litigant's motive in pursuing the litigation; e.g.~ whether the litigant has 
an objective good faith expectation of prevailing; 

(3) whether the litigant is represented by counsel; 

(4) whether the litigant has caused 11eedless expense to other parties or has 
posed an J,lnllecessary burden on the)courts and their personnel; a_nd 

(5) whether other sanctions would be adequate to protect the cou11s and other 
parties. 

Motta, ,r 20 (citing Molski, 500 F.3d at 1058). We affhmed the District Court's entry of a 

pre-filing order to address pl'oblems with a \vexatious litigant where the court's order was 

supported by detailed findings that addressed the Ninth Circuit factot's. Motta, 1122-23. 

,r20 Here, following a hearing, and aided by a record that Windsor himself points out is· 

' 
extensive, the District Court concluded Windsor _deserved to be sanctioned as a vexatious 

litigant. In reaching that determination, the court noted that "Windsor has a history of filing 

frivolous actions in courts all over the country and en&aging in precisely the type of stalking. 

behavior alleged by ~oushie in his odginal Sworn Petition." The court recognized that 

Windsor had previously been deemed a vexatious litigant by the U.S. District Court for the 

Northern Disttict of Georgia and that Winqsol' ran several websites aimed at harassing and 
1 ! ' 

threatening particular individuals, including Boushie. The court :further discussed the burden 

to clerical and Judicial resources caused by Windsor's ''voluminous frivolous filings"-the 

.· · 10 
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extent and nature of which m:e easily confirmed from 1·eview of the record. Based on these 

determinations, the court concluded it was necessary to enjoin Windsor from initiating any· 
J 

further proceedings without seeking leave of the court; and to require Windsor to post a 

$50tooo·bond sufficient to satisfy an award of sanctions if the proceeding named judges or 

court employees, since such an action would be presumably frivolous. 
, 

121 We conclude that the District Court adequately weighed the Motta factors in 

sanctioning Windsor as a vexatious litigant through imposing a p1-e--filing order. The court 

did not abuse its discretion in requiring Windsor to seek court approval before ftling future 

lawsuits or administrative proceedings. Indeed, such action was tailored to address 

Windsor's demonstrated proclivity for filing voluminous.lawsuits of questionable merit We 

are not persuaded, however, that the condition of the court's ol'der requiring Windsor to post 

a $50,000 bond sufficient to cover sanctions in the event that Windsor files an action or 

proceeding against a judge or comt employee i$ sufficiently closely tailored to fit the spe~i:fic 

vice encountered. See.Motta, ,i 20. The District Court's order made no reference to any 

instance in which Windsor has bl'ought a lawsµit or other action against any court employee 

or judge. A blanket sanction for filing laws¥its or other proceedings aimed at judges and 

court employees without any evidence that Wi11dsor has engaged in such conduct in the past 

is an abuse of discretion. We · conclude that ·.tile condition requiring Windsor to post a 

$50,000 bond if an action he files names judge~ or court employees must be stricken :from 
(. 

the court,s order. Because we uphold tµe court,s sanction preventing Windsor from filing 

actions without ptio1· court approval, we wm leave to the approving cowt' s discretion the 

determination of whether a bond.is required and, if so, in what amount. 

11 
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.
• :,1' ,, .. 

CONCLUSION 

1[22 The District Court> s order is affirmed, as amended by this Opinion. 

We Concur: 

/S/ BETH BAKER 
IS/LAURIE McKINNON 
ISi PATRICIA COTTER 
ISIJlMRlCB 

/SI MICHAELE,WHEAT 

12 
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f y , 
C~e 1:11-cv-Oa3~ TWT Docum~nt 226 Filed 02,0s i Page l of 3 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHER:N DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ATLANTADIVISION 

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR, 

Plaintif'ft 

v. 

JAMES N, HATTEN, et al., 

D.efendants. 

. . . \ 

I CIVIL ACTION FILE . l NO. 1:11-CV-1928-TWT 

! 
i 

OPINION AND ORDER 

This is a pro se civil action again1:1t the Cl~rk of this Court and various 

judges of this Court and the Eleventh. Circuit Court of Appeals and others. It 

is before i;he Court on the Plaintiff William Windsor's Motion to Modify 

Injunction £Doe. 225]. As a result of the Plaintiffs overly burdensome, 

vexatious, and frivolous litigiousnessi this Court previously issued an injunction 

prohibiting the Plaintiff from filing any further actions without prior approval 

from afederal district court. ThePlaintiff ~omplains that the injunction is overl~ 

broad, and now petitions the Court to modifyiUn four ways, in order to clarify 

that 1) appeals of existing cases are not covered,, 2) approval is n:ot required for 

criminal complaints or protective orders~ 3) the injunction does not cover state 
.. )·. 

court matters, and 4) to eliminate the bond requirement. The Plaintiff's motion 

is GRANTED in part, and DENIED in part. The ,Court's injunction is hereby 
' \ .· ... ' ··i : 

modified to read as follows: 
' . 

T:\ORDEnS\l1\.Windsol'\11cvl928\madw.edinjEAB.wpd 

I 
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Case 1:11"cv-0Cla-TWT Document 226 Filed 02,f)a page 2 of 3 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Plaintiff, William M. Windsor, and 

any parties acting in concert with him or at his behest} are.PERMANENTLY 

ENJOINED from filing any complaint or initiating any proceeding1 in,cluding 

any new lawsuit or administrative proceeding, in any court (state or federal) or 

agency in the United States without first obtaining leave of a federal district 

court in the district in which the new complaint or proceeding is tQ be filed. In 

seeking such leave, the Plaintiff must present any such court with a copy of this 

Order. If the lawsuit or administrative proeeedingnamesfederaljudges or court 

employees, the Plaintiff nmst also tender a $50,000.00 cash bond or a $50,000.00 
. . 

corporate surety bond sufficient to satisfy an award of Rule 11 sanctions since 

such actions are presumably frivolous. 

The above restrictions do not· apply to appeals in actions already in 

\ 

existence on July 15, 2011, crimin,a.l complaints, or petitions for protective orders 

, 
the Pl~tiff feels necessary 'to protect his personal safety. However, any 

proceedings - whether criminal 01; ~ivil - initi~ted against any judge or 

government employee for actions taken in the course of their official duties are 

still enjo~ed according to the restrictions outlined above. Failure t~ obey. this 

Order, including by attempting to avo,~d µr d~eumvent the intent of this Order, 

will be grounds for sanctions incl~ding contempt. 

T:\0:RUERS\11\Wind.sor\ll.evl9.28'\modifiedinjEAB.wpi"' 
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Case 1:11 .. cv..o(J3~TyvT Document 22f3 Filed 021£J.a Page 3 of 3 

' 
SO ORDERED, this 12th day of February, 2018. 

/s/Thonias W. Thrash 
THOMAS W. THRASH, JR. 
United States District Judge 

T:'\ORDERS'\11\.W,indsor\11cv1928\:modi.fiedinjEAB,wpi• 
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INTHE 
TENTH COURT OF APPEALS-

No.10-14-00355-CV 

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR, 
Appellant 

v. 

SAMROUND, 
Appellee 

No.10-15-00069-CV · 

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR, 
·Appellant 

v. 

KELLIE MCDOUGALD, -
Appellee 

WILLIAM WINDSOR, 
Appellant 

v. 

JOEYISALITrLEKID, ET AL, 
Appellees 
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From the 378th District Court 
Ellis County, Texas 

Trial Court No .. 88611 

CONCURRING OPINION 

In these proceedings, the Court now affirms the trial court's orders that: granted 

Round's special appearance, granted McDougald's motion for sanctions, and dismissed 

Windsor's underlying suit in the trial court case number 88611 for want of prosecution. 

I would have dismissed these proceedings three years ago which would have had the 

same effect.1 See Nos. 10-14-00355-CV, \Windsor v. Round; 10-14-00392-CV, Windsor v. 

Fleming, 10-15-00069-CV, Windsor v. McDougald; and 10-15-00092-CV, Windsor v. 

Joeyisalittlekid, et al. (Tex. App.-WacoAug. 3, 2016, Gray, C.J., dissent to Orders) (not 

designated for publication). The effect of the opinion and resulting judgments is to affirm 

the trial court's orders granting a special appearance, sanctions, and a dismissal. Thus, 

while I do not join the Court's opinion, I respectfully concur in the effect of the Court's 

judgments. 

As I. noted in my dissent to the.ref~renced orders on August 3, 2016,.the simple 

action of again striking Windsor's bri~f" was obviously inadequate to address the 

1 Another Windsor proceeding was disposed of by this Court on August 7, 2019: 10-14-00392-CV, Windsor 

v.Fleming. 
Windsor v. Round 
Windsor v. McDougald 
Windsor v. Joeyisalittlekid, et al. Page 2 



394

overarching problem in that Windsor has exhibited a flagrant dJsregard for the legislative 

enactmeny, and the rules of the judicial branch and has, at every tum, demonstrated a 

complete disregard for the orderly administration of justice. He has frustrated the 

judicial·process and used it as a tool of oppression against his victims and as a means to 

delay the ultimate disposition of proceedings in which he was involved, many of which 

he started. Windsor failed to follow explicit orders of this Court and filed unnecessary 

and frivolous notices of appeal, motions, and new proceedings. In my opinion, it is long · 

past the time, and this Court would be totally justified, to dismiss these appeals, thus 

affirming the trial court's orders about which Windsor complains. 

While the Court goes into some extensive history of this proceeding,. it is 

worthwhile to be familiar with and understand the result of Windsor's pattern and 

litigation techniques. Windsor had so bu:r9~ed the federal courts that a federal ~ourt 

rendered an order enjoining him from filin$. any proceeding in a state or federal court 

without the prior approval of a federal judg~ in the district where the proceeding was to 
. . i,! 

be filed. Windsor has argued that we are not bound by this federal injunction. He may 

be right in.his argument that a State of Tex~~ court is not bound by it. Windsor convinced 

the trial court to ignore the injunction. 

Windsor is wr~ng, howe1er, to tl:tjnk that he. is not bound by this federal 

injunction. He is also wrong to think that we cannot 
1

act upon his violation of that 
' . - ·"' 

Windsor v. Round 
Windsor v. M<:Dougald 
Windsor v. Joeyisalittlekid, et al. Page3 
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I ' 
I 

injunction; his failure to comply with it. In this regard,. he had been advised to seek 

approvalfor the filings not only of the proceedings he had filed in Ellis County, but also 

of the various appeals he had filed in this 9)ur:t. 
;, ',• 

Eventually, Windsor requested an,d o~tained a setting for a hearing before a 

federal district court to seek the court's approval to file these proceedings. When the date 

for the hearing approached, Windsor rescheduled the hearing so that he could attend 

telephonically. When the scheduled date for the rescheduled telephonic hearing was 

near, he unilaterally cancelled the hearing. 

As the district court found, the proceeding was not dismissed because it was moot. 

The hearing was dismissed because the filing party, Windsor, asked that it be dismissed. 

This left Windsor in the legal position in state court, this Court, that he was in before the 

federal court proceeding was dismissed at his request. Windsor was in violation of the 

injunction because it was filed without the fed~ral court's approval. 

And when the trial court and this Court were diligently trying to proceed to hear 

and consider and resolve his complaints, Windsor filed a petition for removal of the 

proceeding to South Dakota. The effort to,remove his case to a federal court in another 

state was destined for failure because there Js no legal basis for a plaintiff in a state court 

proceeding that selected the venue in the fir~t instance to then remove it to federal court. 

Further, removal of a pending Texas state court proceeding to a South Dakota federal. 

Windsor v. Round 
Windsor v. McDougald 

Windsor v. Joeyisalittlekid, et al. - Page4 
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court is so unsupported by any legal authority and lacking in any legal basis that it can 

only have been intended for an improper purpose. Moreover, by removing the 

proceeding to a federal district court, he was in direct violation of the previously 

mentioned federal pre-filing injunction because he was entering a federal court by the 

removal petition and h~d not obtained the approval of a federal judge to do so. 

By these two specific actions, as well as his many others, it is clear that Windsor 

has no regard for the proper and orderly administration of justice and is using the process 

to trifle with our patience and our jurisdiction, making a mockery of the judicial process. 

See Browning v. Ryan, 756 S.W.2d 379, 385 (Tex. App. -Dallas 1988, writ denied); Humble 

Exploration Co. v. Browningr 677 S.W.2d 111, 114 (Tex. App.-Dallas 1984, writ ref' d n.r.e.). 

See also Spence v. State National Bank, 5 S.W.2d 754, 756 (Tex. Comm'n App. 1928, jdgmt 

adopted). Accordingly, I would dismiss these appeals without regard to the merits and 

would thus not engage in the waste of time. and resources of spending 38 pages to address. 

6 issues, several of which the Court £fulls are either· not preserved or that they are 

fo.adequately briefed. 

We have previously dismissed another of 0 Windsor's appeals. See Windsor v. 

Joeyisalittlekid, No .. 10-15..00199~CV, 2015Te~. App. LEXIS 7354(Tex.App.-WacoJuly 16 
.' 

2015, no pet.) (mem. op) {appeaf dismisse~ noting Windsor's efforts to mislead th.e court · 

and the failure o.f Windsor to follow the. court's instructions). We should have done the 

Windsor v. Round. 
Windsor v. MeDougald 
Win.dsor v. Joeyisalittlekid, et al. Page5 
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same thing with these appeals three year$ c1~0. Because the Court effectuates the right 

result by now affirming the trial court's o~ders granting a special appearance, sanctions, 

and dismissal, which is the functional equivalent to dismissing the appeals, I respectfully 

concur in the Court's judgments but not the opinion or basis thereof. 

TOMGRAY 
Chief Justice 

Concurring Opinion issued and filed August 28, 2019. 

Windso.r v. Round 
Windsor v. M<:Dougald 
Windsor v. Joeyisalittlekid, et al. Page6 
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Filing# 121339029 E-Filed 02/12/2021 04:01 :15 PM 

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR 

Plaintiff, 

V. 

COACH HOUSES AT LEESBURG 
CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION, INC.; 
OMAR NUSIBEH; VICKI HEDRICK; 
KAREN BOLLINGER; SHEHNEELA 
ARSHI; !SABEL CAMPBELL; SERGIO 
NAUMOFF; ED CROOM, JR; L MARTA 
CARBAJO; SUE YOKLEY; WENDY 
KRAUSS; HOWARD SOLOW; SENTRY 
MANAGEMENT, INC.; CHARLIE ANN 
ALDRIDGE; ART SWANTON; BRAD 
POMP; CLAYTON & MCCULLOH, P.A.; 
RUSSEL KLEMM; FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND 
PROFESSIONAL REGULATION; 
MAHLON C. RHANEY; LEAH SIMMS; 
and DOES 1-20, 

Defendants. 

______________ / 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR LAKE 
COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASE NUMBER: 35-2020-CA-0001438-
AXXX-XX 

\ 

ORDER GRANTING C&M'S EMERGENCY MOTION TO REQUIRE PRO SE 
PLAINTIFF'S SUBMISSIONS TO THE COURT BE SIGNED BY 

A MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA BAR 

THIS CAUSE came before the Court on C&M's Emergency Motion to Require Pro 

Se Plaintiffs Submis~ions to the Court be Signed by a Member of the Florida Bar. The 

Court has read the !motion and ,response, revi7wed the file, cons\Jlted the relevant 

authority, conducted a hearing and has othen11nse peen fullyadvised. 
,. I , 

The Florida Constitution provides for open access to the courts for all parties. In 

rare circumstances, this requires a court to restrain a litigant from engaging in abusive 

Page 1 of 6 
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practices to protect the rights of others ti,rp~lxr~view of their legitimate filings. May v. 
< I ,.,,,,, ', 

Barthet, 934 So. 2d 1184, 1187 (Fla. 2006), S,ee also Attwood v. Singletary, 661 So. 2d 

1216 (Fla. 1995) ("this order furthers the right of access because it permits us to devote 

our finite resources to the consideration, of .leg_itimate claims of persons who have not 

abused the process"). It i.s well established that under such circumstances _it is within a 
' 

court's authority to prohibit further pro se filings unless they are signed by a member of 

the Florida Bar. See Sibley v. Sibley, 885 So.2d 980 (Fla. 3d DCA 2004); Lussy v. Fourth 

Dist. Court of Appeal, 828 So.2d 1026 (Fla. 2002). In considering whether to prohibit a 

litigant from further pro se filings, a court should consider "(1) the litigant's history of 

litigation and in particular whether it entailed vexatious, harassing or dupli'cative lawsuits; 

(2) the litigant's motive in pursing litigation, e.g., does the litigant have an objective good 

faith expectation of prevailing; (3) whether the litigant is represented by counsel; (4) 

whether the litigant has caused needle.ss expense to other parties or posed unnecessary 

burden on the courts and their personnel, and (5) whether other sanctions would be 

adequate to protect the courts and other parti.es." 

Plaintiff has represented himself pr:o se since filing his complaint on September 4, 

2020. In. the five months since, he has fil!=)d 60 requests for production, 48 requests for 

admission, 27 interrogatories, 20 motions to compel and numerous exhibits.1 47 separate 
• . :. , . . . I 

filings by Plaintiff exceed 100 pages in length. Defendants have produced one such filing. 

Many of the exhibits are dupl.icative, _ ir~.f-lev·. a. nt and frivolous. For example, Plaintiff's 

responses to the current motion compri ed. over 2000 pages. Those exhibits included 
. . .. I·• .. ·I· 

I I :i . "!•" 
1 11 ' 

1 As of the order, Plaintiff's own exhibit count is at2,342. Whether this represents the actual number of exhibits 

filed in this case is unclear, as the exhibits are not sequential. in this case. For example, "Exhibits - Part 1" of 

Plaintiffs "Verified Response to Defendant Clayton &l'v.icCuiloh, P.A.'s Notice ofJoinder" begins with Exhibit C, 

followed by Exhibit 255, Exhibit 1, Exhibit A4, ExhibitB1'._ExhibitB2, Exhibit E4, and so on. 

Page 2 of 6 
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complete copies of multiple motions prey,iously filed in this case, complete copies of 
I 

multiple filings in previous cases in Geqrgia, Texas, and Montana, apparently in 811 

attempt to relitigate those cases, approximately 200 pages of what appear to be 

thumbnails of YouTube videos, and tw:o,,exhibits consisting simply of citations to the 

Facebook pages of what are presumably his parents. Similarly, Plaintiff has repeatedly· 

attempted to claim that the filings of Defendants should be stricken or dismissed as 

unsigned, despite the clear presence .of typed signatures pursuant to Fla. R. Jud. Pro. 

2.515(c)(1 ). Plaintiff has also repeatedly 'disparaged opposing counsel, other litigants, 

other judges, and court staff. See Martin v. State, 747 So. 2d 386, 389 (Fla. 2000) (litigant 

barred from further pro se filings because his inability to refrain from injecting personal 

insults into the proceedings was "abusive" and "malicious.") 

A litigant's past history of abusive filings in other courts may also be considered. 

See Lussy v. Fourth District Court.of Appeals, 828 So.2d 1026 (Fla. 2002) (noting litigant 

had been prohibited from further pro se filings in Montana state and federal court in 

determining he should be prohibited from further pro se filings in Florida). Plaintiff has 

previously been prohibited from further _pro s_e filings in both Montana state court and the 

Federal Court in the Northern District of Geor~ia. Notably, the Northern District of Georgia 

ordered Plaintiff to request permission from the federal court before engaging in further 

pro se filings in any court, state or federal. Plaintiff insists the injunction was "void", but 

regardless of whether a federal court has .9uthority to bind a state court, the Georgia 

injunction does not purport to do so; ratM ;, .it)enjoi~s Plaintiff. A concurring opinion in the 

Texas Court of Appeals also argued asl much, while also stating that Plaintiff, "has no 

regard for the proper and orderly administraUon of justice and is using the process to trifle 

Page3 of 6 
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with our patience and our jurisdiction,· .. i;,:,,aki,ng, ;:1 mockery of the judicial process." 

Additionally, although Plaintiff claims to hc1ve sought and received such permission in his 

affidavit, the issue before this Court is not enforcement of the order (a matter for the 

federal court), but rather the findings re.garc:f.ing his vexatious tactics . 

. Thus, the Court finds that Plaintiffs}1jstory of past abusive and vexatious litigation 

weighs in favor of sanctions. Likewise, regardless of the merits or lack thereof of the 

underlying complaint, Plaintiff's voluminous submissions have no legitimate purpose; 

rather, they appear to be an attempt to drowh both opposing parties and the Court in· 

vexatious filings. Plaintiff has also repeatedly contacted the Court's judicial assistant 

demanding hearing be set without coordination with the other parties. A recent email sent 

at approximately 2:30am threatened charges against the judicial assistant and Judge if 

his demands were not met. The Court further finds that the abusive behavior of Plaintiff 

has posed significant burdens on the courts and their personnel, as well as opposing 

parties. Finally, the Court finds that other sanctions would not be adequate to protect the 

Court and other parties. Attorney's fees have not deterred Plaintifffrom similar practices 

in pre~ious litigation, and there is no reason to believe they would do so in 'this matter 

either. 

The Court also notes that Plaintiff has filed a notice of appeal, in which he appeals 

several orders of dismissal which he claims to be final orders. While an appeal is pending, 
. . . 1 

a trial court retains jurisdiction to enter p~ocedural prders. Fla. R. App. Pro. 9.600(a). 
I . 
! 

Procedural orders are those that do not aiect,,the sub~ect matter on appeal or otherwise 

interfere with the jurisdiction of the appellate c~urt. Berenstein v. Berrin, 516 So. 2d 1042 

(Fla. 2d DCA 1987); Schultz v. Schickedanz, 884 So. 2d 422 (Fla. 4th DCA 2004). 

Page 4 of 6 
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Whether Plaintiff is permitted to make pro se filings is a procedural matter that does not 

· affect the orders of dismissal; thus, the Court still has jurisdiction in this matter. 

Accordingly, it is 

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Defendant CM's Emergency Motion to Require 

Pro Se Plaintiffs Submissions to the Court .Be Signed by a Member of the Florida Bar is 

GRANTED. Plaintiff is prohibited from further pro se filings, and the Clerk of Court is 

directed not to accept further filings from Plaintiff that are not signed by a member of the 

Bar of Florida in good standing. As an exception, Plaintiff may file a prose request for the 

appointment of an attorney ad !item. 

DONE AND ORDERED in chambers at Tavares, Lake County, Florida this 12th 

February 2021. 

Page 5 of 6 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 12th day of February, 2021, I electronically filed 

the foregoing document with the Clerk of the Court using the Florida Courts E-Filing 

Portal. I also certify that the foregoing document is being served this day on all counsel 

! 
of record and interested parties, via transmission generated by the Florida Courts E-

Filing Portal. 

Andrea Coluccio, Judicial Assistant 

Page 6 of 6 



Mail: 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have served a true and correct copy of the foregoing by Electronic 

David I. Wynne and Scott L. Astrin 
Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin 

Bogus Address: 100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605, Tampa, Florida 33602 
david.wynne@aig.com, tampapleadings@aig.com, 
emily.christopher@aig.com, scottastrin@aig.com 

813-526-0559 - 813-218-3110
Fax: 813-649-8362

Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton 
3 7 orange@ninthcircuit.org 

This 29th day of March, 2021, 

(Jtlu.,,-Z,,.,. �,, ") 
William M. Windsor 

· lO0East Oak.Terrace Drive, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34 7 48
352-577-9988
windorinmontana@yahoo.com
billwindsor l@outlook.com
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