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

WILLIAM WINDSOR, ~ CASENO. 2018-CA—0~1‘0270-O |

Plaintiff,
VS.

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, and BOISE'CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS
DISTRIBUTION L L.C, a Forelgn lelted L1ab111ty Company,

Defendants

AMENDED MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION
OF ORDERS OF JUDGE JOHN MARSHALL KEST

' COMES NOW William M. Windsor (“Wlndsor or “Plalntlff”) and ﬁles th1s Motlon for
' "'Recon31deratlon of Orders of Judge John Marshall Kest pursuant to the Court’s Inherent Powers

and Arnold \2 Massebeau, and shows the Court as follows:

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

1. ’On Seprernber 28, '2020,‘W1ndsor_ filed a Motron to Disqualify..Judge John
Marshall Kesf. | | | | | | N |

2. On September 29, 2020, Windsor filed a Motion for Reoonsideration of Orders of
Judge Lisa T. Munyon | | | |

3. On October 1, 2020 Wmdsor ﬁled a Notrce of Intent to file Petition for Wrrt of

Prohibition regardmg Judge John Marshall Kest.

4,  On October 1 2020 Judge John Marshall Kest entered an order N

5. On October 20 2020 Judge John Marshall Kest entered an order.




6. On November 1, 2020, _Windsor ﬁled'an Emergency Motion for Stay that would

stay the case until a new judge is assigned folloxgylngthe rggirement of Judge Kest on December

31, 2020.

{

7. On November 3, 2020,‘Judge John Marshall Kest entered an order éiving the
Defendants five days to file a respbnse to Windsor’s Ernergency Motien for 'Stay. o
8. OnDecember 17, 2020, Windsor filed a Petition for Writ of Prohibition with the

Fifth DCA. ¢l

ARGUMENT

9, i' The orders of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest demonstrate s‘i‘gni‘ﬁ'c‘ant prejndice and
bias, and he has ignored the law and the rules.

10. The facts are set out in Wmdsor ] Petltlon for Writ of Proh1b1t10n (Exhibit A) and |
Wlndsor s Motlon for Recon31derat10n (Exhlblt B). The Exhlblts to the Pet1t1on for Wrrt of |
Pr0h1b1t10n will be presented at the hearing on thls Mf)tlon. Those exhibits are referenced and
incorperafed. herein as if attached heretor - | T

11. Windsor seeks recensideration of the orders of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest er o
have the erders ser esrde The issues to be recon51dered are expressed in the Pet1t10n for Writ of
Proh1b1t10n (Exhlblt A) and Wmdsor s Motlon for Recons1derat10n (Exh1b1t B) Wmdsor
emphatlcally beheves Judge John Marshall Kest is corrupt No honest judge in h1s or her right
mind Would do what he did. o

12. The Fifth DlStI‘lCt has made 1t clear that the tr1a1 court has the 1nherent

dlscretmnary power to recons1der any order entered pnor to the rendltlon of ﬁnal Judgment in the

cause. (Arnold V. Massebeau 493 So. 2d 91 (Fla". Sth DCA 1986) ) (See also North Shore

{




Hospital, Inc. v. Barber, 143 So.2d 849 (Fla; 1’9 62); Commercial Garden Mall v. Success

Academy, Inc., 453 S0.2d 934 (Fla. 4th : "'svoc‘iated Medical Institutions, Inc. v.

Imperatori, 338 S0.2d 74 (Fla. 3d DCA 1976); Rybm v. Baker, 276 S0.2d 532 (Fla. 3d DCA
- 1973).) S |
13, Ifthis Court will not"c_dﬁd.ﬁét"é h'eafir'igi dnd reconsider all the orders, Windsor

would liké to appeal.

©~ " PRAYERFOR RELIEF

14. * Wherefore, Windsor moves the Court to reconsider all orders of Judge John
Mearshall ‘Ke>st;i conduct hearings on the matters upon which Judgé John Marshall Kest issued

orders; and grantsuch other and further relief as is deemed just and pfopér.

* This 31st day of January, 2021.

oA William M. Wlndsor‘ -

VERIFICATION

I declare under pehalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct based upon my
personal knowledge.

This 31st day of January, 2021,

- William M. Windsor




CERTIFICATE'_OF_ SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a foregoing has been furnished by Electronic Mail

to:

~David I. Wynne
~ Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin
© 100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605
Tampa, Florida 33602
david. Wynne@a1g com, tampapleadlngs@alg com,
emily. chrlstopher@alg com, scott.astrin@aig.com
813-526-0559 - 813-218-3110
- Fax: 813-649-8362 .

mon M-\

-William M Wlndsor
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
" Leesburg, Florida 34748
352-577-9988 .
“billwindsorl @outlook.com
bill@billwindsor.com

This 31st day of January, 2021.







N THE DISTRICT COURT O
.. OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA .
FIFTH DISTRICT L

CASE NO.: 2018 CA-01027O

IN TEIE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINTH IUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY FLORIDA

 In re--williaiﬁ'M;ﬂWiﬁdsdr. R
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| INTROI)UCTION |

" 1. | Pursuant to Florrda Rules__o_ -Appe. | eProcedure .(‘IFI.{AP?,?). Rule ,
9.100 and. th1s Court’s Inherent Power Petitioner, WILLIAM M. WINDSOR
(“Wlndsor”) respectfully pet1t10ns thrs Court for a wr1t of prohrbltron restramlng |
the Honorable J ohn Marshall Kest Judge of the C1rcu1t Court of the Nrnth Judlclal
C1rcu1t in and for Orange County Florlda from pres1d1ng asa 01rcu1t Judge in the |
matter of WILLIAM M. WINDSOR vs. ROBERT KEITH LONGEST (“Longest’l)
and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION LL.C.
(“Bo1se Cascade”) in Case No. 2018 CA—01270 O Wmdsor also petrtlons th1s o
Court to declare that Pro Se partles are not subject to the Flor1da Bar Rules of ;
Professmnal Conduct declare that Wrndsor has no hourly restrictionon- - |
depos1t10ns, and. order a newly-assigned judge to reconsrder the orders’ of Judge
John Marshall Kest and Judge Llsa T. Munyon (“J udge Munyon”) |
I 2. Thls Pet1t1on follows the demal of a t1mely-ﬁled motron to d1squa11fy
[APPENDIX 6 1] in whrch Wmdsor estabhshed that he has an Ob] ectrvely
'reasonable fear that he has not recerved a fa1r tr1al from Judge Kest and the -.

prejudrce of Judge Kest assures hrs January 3, 2021 Judlolal replacement w1ll be

requrred to move the case forward w1th the unfa1r an unlawful orders of J udge

Kest. The Petrtron was prennsed on FRAP 2 330 Florrda Statutes, and the Flortda _

\ Code of Judrcral Conduct all of Whrch requ1re that a Judge drsquahfy hlmself once

3 .




a party has estabhshed a reason blel_ fear that he W111 not obtaln a falr hearmg See

vFlorlda Rules of Jud1cra1 Admnn ) 2_11 60 Fla Stat §§ 38 02

38 10 Fla _Code Jud Conduct Canon 3-B (7) and E 2 I

L BASIS FOR INV.KING JURISDICTION A
3 | Art1cle V sectlon 4(b)(3) of the Flonda Constrtutlon authorlzes S

dlstrrct courts of appeal to 1ssue wrlts of proh1b1t10n See also FRAP 9 03 O(b)(3)
FRAP 9 100 ThlS 1s an or1g1na1 actlon under Rule 9 IOO(a) of the FRAP ThlS -
Court has orrgmal Jurlsd1ct1on pursuant to FRAP and Artlcle V Sect1on 3(b)(8) of

| the Florlda Const1tut1on See Bundy Vi Rudd 366 So 2d 440 (Fla 1978) (grantmg
wr1t Where crrcurt court erroneously demed mot1on to tecuse Judge)

o .f’ 4 The demal of a motlon to dlsquahfy a successor Judge 1s rev1ewed for 3

abuse of drscretlon, see ng v. S ate 840 So 2d 1047 1049 (Fla 2003) and should

only be drsturbed 1f “the record clearly reﬁltes the successor Judge S dec1s1on to

deny the motlon ” me eld . State 7 10: So 2d 201 202 (Fla Sth DCA 1998) see |

view adopted by the court T

,,.\._,._,H, T

NAT URE OF RELIEF SOUGHT

» . The nature of the rehef sought in th1s Pet1t1on isa Wrrt of Proh1b1t1on .

precludmg Judge Kest from conductmg proceedmgs in this case Wlndsor also o




seeks to have th1s Court declare ;':ha ro?'Se pa,,“

e not subJ ect to the Florlda
Bar Rules of Professmnal Condu ' 5 orh ho .
on delaosﬂ:lons and order a newly—ass1gned Judge to. recons1der the orders of Judge
John' Marshall Kest and Judge LisaT. Munyon

| STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
6. On May 5,2017, Wmdsor was hit by an. 18-Whee1er at 70-m11es-per—

hour H1s car was totaled and he Was dlsabled Wrndsor suffered four hernlat_e_dn_
dlSCS in h1s back ﬁve hemlated drscs in hlS neck and an allegedly 1noperab1e |
abdommal 1nJury, D1astas1s Recti. ¢ .oc e

T Th1s case was 1nst1tuted 1n the Ninth J udrcral Circuit in Orange

~ County, Florlda on September 20 201 8 It Was ﬁled by Dan Newhn & Partners

'(“Newlrn”) [APPENDIX 1 ] The case was ass1gned to Judge LlsaT Munyon g

8 ’ Plamt1ff’ $ Request for Admlssrons to Borse Cascade was. ﬁled cn
9/20/201 8 [APPENDIX 2 ] Plamtrff S Request for: Admrssmns to Longest was

filed on: 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 3] Plalntlff’s Interrogatorles to Boise Cas ,ade

was filed o on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 4 ] Plarntrff’s Interrogatomes to Longest was'

ﬁled on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 5 ] Plamtrff’s Request to Produce to Bo1se, N

Cascade was frled on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 6.] P1a1nt1ff’ S Request to Produce

to, Longest was. ﬁled on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 7]




5. ﬂé‘?SE?W&NTES?Hféarfﬁafmfs%é%@amﬂﬁesr@mgmlsmutmg

inforniation abotit "MeCul

Complaint O?lul 8];11?)/S 5811) ngPaﬁ%ﬁggl "

Plaintiff's Subm1ss1ons be Slgned hy a Member of the FL Bar ﬁled 1/29/2021 -
10 ~On April 29, 2019, ‘Newlin filed Plaintiff’s Request for Copies. -

Emergency Motion to Requlre Pro Se

2 AL documents relating or referrlng to, or ev1dencmg, reflecting, or constltutlng
T documents haye never been produced.
alls N-t[%l)(goldbergess al?a or Clayton & McCulIoh by 1:\)’desor
5
L QRN AR etcmg}?ﬁe%%a; t‘%%?%%tﬁuzg E

emiul@eme@éﬁu@mg [mmxy&ummw%wmwﬁwm e

tw Wmdsor [APPENDIX 11 ] ThlS was because Windsor was completely unhappy |

A doc s rglatin or refemn to or evidencing, re ecti
w1th thelr work A T4 dk Jplal & g t n g, flecting, or Constltutlng

1nformat1on about hearln on 1/28/2021 incl d1 t e
“12. > Windsor began represent]l1 1%%%@&8 Se. rﬂs 1sprfot an: attorney, but

5. All documents relating or. referrmg to, or evidencing, reflecting, or' const1tut11%g£'

he has 1ndependent1y studled law and has represented hlmself in various actions
commun1cat10n to WINDSOR e

uding seye al etltlons to the Umted States Supreme Court. -
over %0 yearlfﬂldl cdumen sre at{ng %r referring to, or evidencing, reflecting, or constltutmg

commumgg)tm f}&h@@;ﬂyﬁ*@* obtamed the ﬁles from Newlm, he d1seovered that
 Newlin hadeﬂemﬂnememdmisg@bre}%eb@a%naﬁemeﬂcﬁi@%%‘fYé%%%%%%‘%‘%ﬁéﬁg

HBB&B&WRB&B@%H@@%@& }Yﬂ&iﬁ&ﬁ&n and objections to adm1ss1ons |

4 AbosnmentsyAliisy %re%mp%nn%auee%ﬁ«aﬂ@ﬁmﬂmmamg,_,“ )

commumcatmn to, from, or about ASSO
was filed on 6/3/3020. TAPPEND ‘B@TEO]N

9. ¥ All'docuiments relating or refemng to or ev1denc1n reﬂectm Qf;
15. Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel ! Producuon urported rivile

1nformat1on about: purchases of condos at Coach Houses at Leesburg from 2016 to the present.' -

Docp(:gnents \Hadsoﬁled on.6/3/2020. [fAPPENDIX 13}

cuments relatmg or re err1ng to, or ev1dencmg, reﬂectlng, or constltutlng

tltut g _

information about membershlp 1n the ASSOCIATION 1nc1ud1ng the ARTICLES BYLAWS

DECLARATION and RULES AR




16. Plarnttff’ s Ob_] eot1ons to Robert Kelth Longest’s Answers to \

Interrogatorres and a Motron for Sanct1ons agamst Defendant Robert Ke1th o |

Longest (“Longest”) was ﬁled 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 14.] ..
. Plaintiffs. Objectlons to Borse Cascade s Answers fo Interrogatorles
31gned by Ivan Wayne Laster and Motlon for Sanctrons agamst Defendant Bo1se
ascade (“Bo1se Casoade”) was ﬁled 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 15 ]

o 18.. . Plaintiff’s Motron to Determine the Sufﬁo1ency of the. Answers to. .
Requests for Admissions to."Defendant"Rob‘ert,Keuh.Longest (“Longes_t”)-was filed
6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 16.]
| Plamt1ff’ s Mot1on to Determme the Sufﬁmency of the Ansvters to
Requests for Admrssrons to Borse Cascade was ﬁled 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 17.].

| '2_0.’ Plarntlff S. Arnended Motlon for Sanctlons against, Longest was. ﬁled

on 7/1/2020. [APPENDIX 18]

S21. Plamtlff’ S Amended Motlon for Sanct1ons agarnstBoIse Casoade’was

filed on 7/1/2020 [APPENDIX 19 ] N | “ B | 1 N | o

22 The DEFENDANTS responded by ﬁhng one of the most frivolous
motrons 1n. the hlstory of Florrda c1v11 courts,,-- Defendants Emergency Motion -

_ Regquesting the Court Determme 1f Plaintiff W1111am Wrndsor is Mentally

Competentat'o Represent Himself was filed 7/20/2020. [APPENDIX 20.]




23. Plarntrff’s Motlon to Cancel August 4, 2020 Hearrng and Motion to

Strike filed 7/27/2020. [APPENDIX 21 1

24, Plamtrft’s Motion to Cancel September 29,2020 Hearmg and Motion
for Sanctions was _ﬁled 7/27/202_0._._ [APPENDIX 22.]

25. Plalntlft? S Motion‘ to,Strik__e‘ Confidential Int“ormation and Motion for
Sanctions uvas ﬂle_d 8/4/2020. [APPEl_\lDlX 23.] It was 'i'.gnored by Judge Munyon
and Judge Ke's,t.. | | o

26. Plaintiff’s Motion to Find Boise Cascade in Contempt pursuant.to_
Florida Rules of Civil Procedure (“FRCP”)-Rule 1,3 80 was filed on 8/4/2020.‘

- [APPENDIX 24 ] |

27. | Pla1nt1ff’s Motion. to Compel Depos1t10ns was ﬁled on 8/4/2020

o [APPENDIX 251 | S |

o } 28 Pla1nt1ff’ s Motion. to Compel Defendant Borse Cascade to Produce

| Documents pursuant to FRCP Rule 1 380 was ﬁled on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 26.]
o 29 Plalntlft’ S Motlon to Compel Defendant Longest to Produce D
’ Documents pursuant to FRCP Rule 1 380 was ﬁled on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 217. ]
30 | P1a1nt1ff’ S Mot1on to Compel Subpoena for. Documents from Dr. -

'Stephen Goll pursuant to- FRCP mcludmg Rule 1 351 was filed 8/4/2020




31. Defendants Comprehenswe Motron for Protectlve Order on All
Dlscovery Pendrng Determmatron of Competency and D1sm1ssal was ﬁled
| 8/4/2020. [APPENDIX 29. 1
| 32. Plaintiff’s Amended Response to Motron for Protectrve Order and
Motion to Strike was ﬁled on 8/1 1/2020 [APPENDIX 30.]

33. Plaintiff’ s Request for Flndlngs of Fact and Conclusions of Law on .
Order Grantlng Protect1ve Order was ﬁled on 8/ 19/2020 [APPENDIX 31.]

3-4. The Notlce of Appearance of Scott Astrin was filed on 8/ 19/2020
[APPENDIX 32 ] |

- 35 Pla1nt1ff’ S: Request for Fmdrngs of Fact and Conclusions of Law on

Order Denymg Motmn to Exceed 30 Interrogatorres and 30 Requests for

' Adm1ssrons was ﬁled on 8/22/2020 [APPENDIX 3 o

.36, Pla1nt1ff S Request for Frndlngs of Fact and. Conclus1ons of Law on
Order Denyrng Plarntrff’ s Motlon to Strike Defendants . Emergency Motr_on
| Requestrng the Court Deterrnlne if Pro Se Plaintiff erlram Windsor is Competent
to Represent Hlmself was filed on 8/22/2020 [APPENDIX 34.]
37.,. Plaintiff’s Motion: for Reconmderatron of Order on. Motron for

Sanct1ons Agalnst Defendant Robert Kerth Longest for Fraud on the Court Was

ﬁled on 8/23/2020 [APPENDIX 35 ]




i 38 Pla1nt1ff’ s Mot1on for Recons1deratlon of Order on Mo‘non for " o

- Sanct1ons agamst Defendant Bo1se Cascade ;for Fraudf on the Court Was ﬁled on
8/24/2020 [APPENDIX 36 ] | | H
. 39 Plaln’uff’ S Ver1ﬁed Response to Mot1on to D1sm1ss, Mot1on. to .Stnke, ' | '
-~ and Mot1on for Sanct1ons was. ﬁled on 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 37 ] ..

o 40 Pla1nt1fP ] Response to Mo’non for Competency, Mot1on to Str1ke, and

Mot1on for Sanc‘uons was ﬁled ot 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 38. ]

41 On August 25 2020 Wlndsor ﬁled a MOthl’l to D1squal1fy Judge L1sa

T Munyon The Order Grantmg Wlndsor s Mot1on to D1squahfy J udge Munyon

was ﬁled on 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 39 ]
On August 25 2020 Judge J ohn Marshall Kest (“Judge Kest”) Was

narned o replaee Judge Munyon

43, Plamtlff sent a letter to" :ud' &K ‘/25/2020 requestmg 18

mot1ons to be set for hearmg [A : ND ?ff’s Th1rd Amended Monon

_for Leave to ﬁle an Amended Complamt Was the only mot1on set for a hearmg

| 4 Pla1nt1ff’s M' 3 :er:of Longest for

Fraud on the Court ._M _ Rules, and l\/Iot1on

l - for Ev1dent1ary Hearlng was ﬁled on 8/29/2020 [APPENDIX 41 ]

BT T




45._ Plamtrff’ S Motron for Sanctlons ro Strrke the Answer of Borse
Cascade for Fraud on the Court Motlon for Sanct1ons for V1olanons of the Rules,
and Mot1on for Ev1dent1ary Hearmg Was ﬁled on 8/29/2020 [APPENDIX 42. I

-.:.--;,46 Pla1nt1ff sent a: letter to Judge Kest requestmg two motlons for fraud

on’ the,f}court‘tof-be;_set for ev1dent1ary hearings thrs Was sefit on 8/29/2020

| [APPENDI 43 __:"_-Nerther was set for hearmg

o 111.47;5» | Judge Kest 1ssued an “Order Requrrmg Comphance by Attorneys and |

2020 [APPENDIX 44"]' Thls Order states:

“Attorneys and pro-se, 11t1ga.nts re reminded that all attorneys and prose O
5,7 must, comply with;, and:follow, ‘the Administrative procedures, ' ‘
4 Administrative “orders; Uniform’ Administrative Policies and Procedures of
- the Courts in the. Ninth-Judicial Circuit, as well as the Guidelines of each
-_,_;1nd1v1dual Judge before whom a party. wrll appear ‘ ‘

-*----Jﬁ-..v"‘For example, Admrmstratlve Order 2012 03 requrres that a mandatory meet '
. and confer be;_undertaken before a hearing or motion is ‘scheduled. It is the -
;"responsrbﬂrty' of the party-scheduling the Tearing to arrange the coriference .
Faijlure to “meet and confer” on. éach motion will result in a. hearing
_bel_gcancelled if 1t was scheduled and/or sanctlons mav be 1mposed ”

| [ mphas1s added]

Admmrstratwe Order 2012—03 states

; “A mandatory meet and confer process is hereby estabhshed as set forth
- below; for all motions to be set for hearing in the circuit civil division and to
occur before scheduling the hearmg except for the following motions:
.. -injunctive. relief without notice; judgment on the pleadmgs, surmmary
udgment or o permrt mamtenance ofa class actron

C1nc




““Counsel with full authority to resolve the matter shall confer before
scheduling the hearing on the motion to att >mpt to resolve or otherwise
narrow the issues raised irl the fotion; and‘include a Certificate of

‘Compliance (attached hereto as “Exhibit A”) that the conference has
occurred in the Notice of Hearing filed with the court. It shall be the -
responsibility of counsel who schedules the hearing to arrange the
conference. | o L '

“The term “confer” requires a substantive conversation in person or by

telephone in a good faith effort to resolve the motion without the need to
schedule a hearing, and does not envision an exchange of ultimatums by .
fax, e-mail or letter. Counsel who merely attempt to confer have not
conferred for purposes of this Ordet. [emphasis added.] ‘

© «Counsel must respond promptly to inquiries and communications from
opposing counsel who notices the hearing and is attempting to schedule the
conference. If counsel - who notices the hearing is unable to reach opposing
counsel to conduct the conference after three (3) good faith attempts,
counsel who notices the hearing must identify in the Certificate of
Compliance the dates and times of the efforts made to contact opposing
coumsel. - ' ‘

~ “Counsel shall include in the Notice of Hearing the Certificate of
Compliance certifying that the:meet and confer oceurred (or did not occur
and setting out the good faith attempts to schedule the conference) and .
identifying the date of the conference, the names of the participating: R
attorneys, and thcfspeciﬁc‘resultsobtainedl ' Lo e

* «Counsel who notices the hearing Ashalliensure,that.the court and the court’s -

judicial assistant are aware of'any narrowing of the issues or other resolution
as a result of the conference.” - = g

2490 The Ninth Circuit doesn’t even éddre_.ss the lowly pro se parties, but

they have done a brilliant job Of sh‘o‘wing Judge Kest to be dishonest. -Judge Kest

a2




50. An Order Denying Wmdsor £ Motlon for Sanctions to Strike the

Answers of Longest and Boise Cascade for Fraudqen the Court Motion for
Sanctions for Violations of the Rules; and Motion for Evidentiary Hearing was
filed on 9/2/2020. [APPENDIX 45.]
51. On 9/2/2020, Windsor ﬁled a Motion for Reconsideration of the Order
dated 9/2/2020. [APPENDIX 46.]
52. Judge Kest had his first live interaction with Windsor at a Case
- Management Conference' on 9/21/2020.
53. On9/21/2020, Wynne ‘ﬁled a document titled "‘Defendanls’ Response
to PRO SE Plaintiff’s Motions ,for Reconsideration..” [APPENDIX 47.]
54, W1ndsor came to the reahzatlon on 9/21/2020 that Judge Kest was
prejudiced and biased. Windsor sent a letter to Judge Kest adv1smg that he was
filing a motion to dlsquahfy h1m, thls Was sent on 9/23/2020 [APPENDIX 48 ]
55.  On 9/27/ 2020, Wmdsor ﬁled a Mot1on to Cancel September 29, 2020
Hearing and Motion for Sanc’uons [APPENDIX 49 ]
56. On 9/28/2020 Wmdsor ﬁled a Venﬁed Motlon to D1squa11fy Judge
Jobn Marshall Kest. [APPENDIX 50 oo

57.  On 9/30/2020, Judge Kest entered an Order denying Windsor’s Motion

to Disqualify. [APPENDIX 51.]
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58, On 11/19/2020, Wlndsor ﬁled a Second Motlon to Dlsquahfy Judge
J ohn Marshall Kest [APPENDIX 52 ] On 11/20/2020 Judge Kest entered an Orders
denylng Wrndsor S Second Mot1on to Dlsquahfy [APPENDIX 53. ]
9 Wmdsor S Supplement to Verlﬁed Motron to Drsquahfy J udge J ohn
| Marshall Kest was filed on 9/28/2020 [APPENDIX sa)
'Vl 60 PlarntrfP s Motron for Reconsrderauon of Orders of J udge Munyon |
was ﬁled on 9/29/2020 [APPENDIX 55 | '
: 61§ An Order Denying. Wlndsor g3 Ver1fied Motlon o D1squallfy Judge
John Kest was ﬁled on 9/30/2020. [APPENDIX 56.]
| . 62 An Order Denymg Defendants Motron to Dlsmrss and Emergency
I\/Iouon to Determme Competency Was filed on 10/ l/ 2020 [APPENDIX 57 ]
6’3'.’ Orders on Mu1t1ple Motlons were filed 10/20/2020 [APPENDIX 58 ]
Plamtlff s Motron for Reconsrderatron_.‘ o Orders ofJ udge J ohn ‘
arshall Kest was ﬁled on 11/3/2020 [APPENDIX 59] | e e
N 65 Pla1nt1ff S Motlon for Recon51derat10n of Orders of Judge Kest dated
October 20,2020 was filed on 11/6/2020. [APPENDIX 60 1 o
. 66 | Pla1nt1ff’ s Second Verlﬁed Motron to Dlsquahfy Judge Kest was ﬁled

on 11/ 19/2020 [APPENDIX 6l J

67 An Order Denyrng Wmdsor S. Second Verrﬁed Motlon to Drsqualrfy

~ Judge John I\/Iarshall Kest was ﬁled on 11/20/2()20 [APPENDIX 62 ] B

14 -




REASONS WHY TI-IE WRIT SHOULD ISSUE

e 68 Wrndsor s Afﬁdavns of Prejudlce stated Very clearly the faots and
reasons for the behef that b1as and prejudwe ex1sts Dates t1mes, places,
c1rcumstances, and statements are 1temlzed The reasons for the belref are mater1a1
and stated W1th part1cu1ar1ty [APPENDIX 50 Exh1b1t Al [APPENDIX 61

.Exh1b1t A 1
| 20950 udge Kest WRONGFULLY ordered sanctrons aga1nst Wmdsor for
filing his Obj ections to Robert Kelth Longest’s Answers to Interrogatorles and
Mo’uon for Sanctlons agamst Defendant Robert Kerth Longest [APPENDIX 58
: Pages 4 and 5 ] B

i 7 ’ Judge “Kest 'clalms, wrthout 1egal author1ty, that Wlndsor s obJect1ons |
were not made m good falth [APPENDIX 58 Page 5. ] Th1s is laughable See . 5"
APPENDIX 14 especrally ﬁ 18—42 ‘The Ob]ectrons Were made under oath under

nalty of perjury Wmdsor s sworn statements of fact are uncontroverted o
Wmdsor 1dent1ﬁed ﬁve false answers Wmdsor 1dent1ﬁed several counts of

perjury, : fhe prov1ded ev1dence Wlndsor 1dent1ﬁed 1ncomplete answers that

Longest knew were 1ncomplete completely 1nadequate answers Longest

committed 55 v1olat10ns of Flonda Rules of C1V11 Procedure (“FRCP”) Rule 1.340
(a). [APPENDIX 14 'ﬂ 44 ] Longest gave false sworn answers to Interrogator1es

Number 6 8 10 11 23 Longest falled to answer Interrogatory Numbers 5 and 7. |
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Longest gave 1ncomp1ete answers tolnterrogatory Numbers 2, 10 13 18 24 and 'i

27. [APPENDIX 18 APPENDIX 41 ] Longest.:has comm1tted fraud on the court o
And Judge Kest has 1et h1m get away w1th 1t and has sanotloned Wmdsor
'7'1--. FRCP Rule 1 380 provrdes for the rules for fallure to make d1scovery .

| PrOper-'notl_ceiwas_'_prgmded_._,_ A

'party farls to answer an 1nterrogatory ibmitte d:under rule 1 3‘40"‘ or 1f a party_,__m

1nspectron w111 be perm1tted as requested or farls to permrt 1nspect10n as requested

if a.pa in. response to-a request for examrnatronsof a person submrtted under

_ party S custody or legal control f : exammatron the drscoverrng party may'move

.for an order compelhng an. answer FRCP Rule 1 380 (a) (3) provrdes that an. -

'«evaswe or. 1neomp1ete answer shal betreated as a: fa1lure to answer Judge Kest’

order vrolates the 1aw [APPENDIX 58; Page 5 ] Judge Kest LIEI 1n h1s order

clarmrng Wlndsor d1d not eomply w1th the Rules Thrs Court should srmply read :"

APPENDIX 14 15 and 58 and see‘-that Judge Kest hed to 1nfhct h1s pre]udlc .

e




73. Judge Kest clalms there was o vali : gal bas1s to object to Longest’

answers to request for adm1ss1ons FRCP Rule' 1 376 (a) prov1des the legal
authority that Wlndsor 01ted The answers were false, and Longest knew they were
false. FRCP 1 37 0 requlres “The answer shall spec1ﬁoally deny the matter or set
forth in deta1l the reasons why the answerlng party oannot truthfully admlt or deny '
the matter A den1al shall fa1rly meet the substanoe of the requested adm1ssron, and
when good fa;tth requlres that a party quahfy an answer or deny only a part of the
matter of whrch- an -adm1ss1on 1s requested the party shall spec1fy SO much of it as.
.1s true and quahfy or deny the. rema1nder FRCP l 370 prov1des “The party who _

: has requested the adm1ss1ons may move to determme the sufﬁorenoy of the
answers or obJect1ons : | | |

T4, The actrons of Longest 1n this oase have been fraudulent 1 Longest has '

' ﬂled a fraudulent answer, false' sworn answers to mterrogatorles; false answers to :

requests: for adm1ss1ons, and he has lled in hrs deposrtron and in oourt

[APPENDIX 41 ]
o 75-.; Judge Kest’s demal of all Objectrons to Bo1se Casoade s Answers to
'Interrogatorres and Motlon for Sanctlons agamst Defendant exoept 15 and 24 are-

s1mllarly wrong [APPENDIX 58, P 5]

76 Judge Kest olarms there is 1o vahd legal bas1s to: Obj éct to Bo1se s

answers to request for adm1ss1ons [APPENDIX 58 P 6 ] The answers were false
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and Bo1se knew they were false FRCP 1 370_r ulres_ “T he' answer shall
speorﬁcally deny the matter or set forth in. deta11 the reasons why the answerrng.-
party cannot truthfully admlt or deny the matter A den1a1 shall falrly meet the |
substance of the requested adm1ss1on, and When good falth requlres that a party o
quahfy an answer or deny only a part of the matter of whrch an: adm1ss1on 1s
requested the party shall specrfy SO much of 1t as 1s true and quahfy or deny the '
remalnder 7 FRCP 1 370 provrdes “The party who has requested the adm1ss1ons '
may move to determrne the sufﬁ01ency of the answers or ObJ ectrons |

T77. Judge Kest clalms Plarntrff’ $ Mot1on for Sanctlons to Stnke the
Answer of Bo1se Cascade Motlon for Sanctrons to Strtke the Answer of Longest
“Mot1on for Fraud on the Court Motron for Sancttons for Vrolatrons of the Rules

and Mot1on for EV1dent1ary Hearmg d1d not provrde ev1dence [APPENDIX 58 P

7. ] There is mass1ve ev1dence and the court would have been remrnded at the N

requested ev1dent1ary hearmg Judge Kest -'has amazrngly sard that Wlndsor is. .

obhgated to comply wrth the Florrda Bar Rules of Professronal Conduct whrch the '

c1a1m here isno basrs for the C “:urt to sanctton .

law does not prov1de, '_

attorneys for vrolatrng the ;Rules And he has ordered san i¢ ns'-‘agarnst Wrndsor:‘ -

pursuant to the rules of c1v11 procedure Thrs is: pre]udlce and b1as Judge Kest is 3

di-shonest and 111_;e1y__corrupt-. :




An Obj ect1ve observer"-lay_; observer ;-and/or d1s1nterested observer
must entertaln s1gn1ﬁeant doubt of the rmparttahty of Judge Kest A reasonably
prudent person w1ll be in fear of not recelvmg a fa1r and 1mpart1a1 tr1a1

79 | Orders of Judge Kest demonstrate s1gn1f10ant preJudme and blas, and

- he has 1gnored the law and the rules [APPENDIX 44 45 51 53 56 57 58 62]

e Ju dge "Kest has falsely stated that many of Wlndsor S motlons are not

based on. statutory or Flor1da case laW and some are not legally sufﬁc1ent
[APPENDIX 58 ] Judge Kest has not 1dent1ﬁed these Wlndsor has comphed W1th
Call statutes and Rules and h1s motlons are legally sufﬁc1e t. Judge Kest Just wrote
th1s to' 1nﬂ1ot h1s preJudwe agamst Wmdsor T e e |

o 81 An honest Judge would have strlcken the pleadmgs of the Defendants B
[APPENDIX 18 19 35 36 41 42 45 ] Judge Kest 1s not honest |

'82 Judge Kest Ob_] ects to Wmdsor ﬁhng s0 many motlons The only
' reason Wmdsor has ﬁled much of anythmgls the wrongdomg of the Defendants :
vand the Judges Judge Kest 1s termmally blased | | |
83, Judge Kest d1d nothmg about the totally fr1volous Defendants

mot1ons for competency and motlon to d1sm1ss Wmdsor ] mot1on for sanct1ons

was IGN_ORED.
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_84

T udge Kest denred W1ndsor s motrons to c
produce documents and for S

. ompel the Defendants to .

anctrons W1thout a hearmg [APPENDIX 58 ] ThlS is

OUTRAGEOUS There was nothrng nnproper about these requests
"f:.".{'.,85

J udge Kest has hm ted Wlndsor to .one hour per deposrtron,

Thrs 1s totally

apparently;_" n

1nadequate as to the tvvo
Defendants Wlndsor has never taken a deposrtron and he is deahng Wrth 1
Judge Kest Wants -_to do Whatever he can to s

1ars

crew Pro Se Wlndsor before he retlres
Wlndsor wﬂl ﬁle a Bar Complalnt agalnst him.

GXP

Judge Kest demed Wrndsor S Motron to Compel Subpoenas for | o

Documents from Dr Stephen Goll [APPENDIX 58, P. 3 ] The Motron fully
1a1ns the need but Judge Kest fergned 1gnorance [APPENDIX 28

rehed on the notes he made whrle exam

T 87 Jud

] Dr Goll
1n1ng Wrndsor, and these are drscoverable

ge: Kest has outrageously

demed Wmdsor s Motron for Sanctrons
ch of the Defendants for Fraud on the Co
He clarms the ﬁndmgs o

urt He has denred hearlngs
f the prlor Judge are. Vahd but she d1d not address the
issues that Were clearly stated Thrs smacks of corruptro
been pa1d off by the attorneys

n Perhaps Judge Kest has
' 88_:.

for the Defendants to 1ssue such outrageous orders
Judge Kest estabhshed a clearly ﬁxed vrew about subst
tr1a1 matters S0 thrs must rars

i
|
|
|

antrve pendrng
e eoncerns about the “appearance of 1mpropr1ety,
andard that must be safeguarded under apphcable recus

al law
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89 Judge Kest has effeetlvely demed -..,,;éisndSOr’s ri'ght‘s-'ef the eq'ual_. | |

protection under the lavv under Artlele VI of the Constltutlon
: 90.._;': Judge Kest; sda.chons prove that he has exerc1seldh1s pewer in th1s c1vrl: .
4act1on for h1s own personal Purposes rather than the W111 of the law -::f--:' o
9 - Wmdsor has not recelved fa1r and 1mpart1a1.:£reatment rvvrth Judge o
Kest.: He is preJudlced agamst Wlndsor -
}_ 92 All W1ndsor Wants is to have sorneone fallr.and rmpartlal Wlth an- open |
- mind. to. llsren to the facts and reV1ew as much of the ev1dence as is needed to prove
each of h1s cla1ms it is obvrous to Wmdsor that Judge Kest doesn t care about the
facts and doesn t want to apply the 1aW
N 9 The Un1ted States Constltunan guarantees an unblased J udge Who will
always prov1de htlgants W1th full protectlon of ALL RIGHTS J udge Kest is. | '.
'blased agamst Wmdsor He has demonstrated thls agaln and agam and agam | f
Wmdsor s motlons, afﬁdav1ts, certlﬁcates of good fa1th and -
| mern.erandurn of: auth0r1t1es meet the requl.rements.fer a motron to dlsquahfy
[APPENDIX 50 61 ] |
o 95 Wmdsor has a well—grounded fear that he willnot reeeiv'e- afalrtnal |

I—Ie hasn’t recelved a fa1r tr1a1
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| 96. Judge Kest estabhshed a clearly' ﬁxe

vrew about substantwe pendmg .

tr1a1 matters, so th1s must ralse concerns about 'the « appearance of 1mpropr1ety,
standard that must be safeguarded under apphcable recusal 1aw

STANDARD OF REVIEW

- 97 The demal of a. motlon to dlsquahfy a crrcult Judge is rev1ewed de S
1ovO. Parkerv State, 3 So 3d 974 982 (Sup Ct Fla 2009)

LEGAL ARGUMENT

' 98, The test to. be used by the trial court in rev1ew1ng a mot1on for -, -
dlsquahﬁcatmn has been determmed by the Florrda Supreme Court In MacKenzze-i
'v Super szs Bargazn Store Inc 565 So 2d 1332 (Fla 1990) the Supreme Court
‘held that the facts alleged ina mot1on to dlsquahﬁ/ need only show a movant’
‘ well-grounded fear that the movant W111 not recewe a fa1r tr1a1 The test to be | 1«' L
utlhzed is Whether the facts alleged Would place a reasonably prudent person. in.-

' fear of not reee1v1ng a fa1r and 1mpart1al trlal MacKenzze, 565 So 2d at 1335 see o

: also F zscher v Knuck 497 So 2d 240 (Fla 1986)

¢ n*rev1ewmg the legal sufﬁclency of a mot1on for drsquahficauon, r e

’whether the movant has alleged facts grvmg rrse to a well founded fear that the o

'movant erl not rece1ve a fa1r trral the facts must be taken as true and must be x
V1ewed from the movant s perspectwe See szmgston 441 So 2d 1083 (“The =

" questlon of dlsquahﬂcauon foeuses on those matters from whrch a l1t1gant may

,‘-722. o




reasonably quest1on a Judge S 1mpart1al1ty rather«than the Judge S percept1on of the
Judge S ab111ty to act falrly and 1mpart1a11y ”) e

100. In order to dec1de whether the motmn vls 1ega11y sufﬁctent thdsor
must only show: ‘a well—grounded fear that he w111 not recewe a fair [hearmg] at
the hands.of the judge. It isnot a questlon of how the judge feels itisa questlon
‘of what feehng res1des in the afﬁant’s m1nd and the basis for such feehng State ex
rel. Brown v. Dewell 131 Fla. 566 573 179 So. 695 697 98 (193 8). See also
Hayslzp V. Douglas, 400 So. 2d 553 (Fla Ath DCA 1981) The questmn of
dlsquahﬁcatwn focuses on those matters from wh1ch a 11t1gant may reasonably '
questmn a Judge s 1mpart1al1ty rather than the Judge s perceptlon of h1s ab111ty to
act fairly and 1mpart1a11y State v. szmgston, 441 So. 2d 1083 1086 (Fla 1983)
vlvO 1. The pre3ud1ce of a Judge isa dehcate questlon for a lltlgant to ralse but

when rarsed as a bar to the tr1a1 ofa cause, 1f pred1cated on grounds w1th a

modlcum of reason, the Judge in questlon should be prompt to recuse hrmself No
Judge under any elrcumstances is Warranted in 51tt1ng in the tr1a1 of a cause Whose
peutrality is shadowed or even questloned chkenson V. Parks 104 Fla 577, 140
So 459 (1932) State ex rel Aguzar v Chappell 344 So 2d 925 (Fla. 3d DCA

1977). State v. Steele 348 So 2d 398 401 (Fla. 3rd DCA 1977)

102. The Umted States Supreme Court has explamed that in dec1d1ng

whether a partleular Judge cannot pre81de over a litigant’s trial: the inquiry must be
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not only Whether there was actual b1as on respondent s part' but also Vsthether there
was ‘such a hkehhood of bras or an: appearance of bras that the Judge was unable to
'hold the balance betvtzeen V1nd1cat1ng the 1nterests of the court and the 1nterests of
the accused Ungar v, Saraf te 376 U S 575 588 (1964) ‘Such a strmgent rule .
may sometrmes bar tnal by Judges who have 10’ actual bras and Who would do the1r'
‘ Very best to We1gh the scales of Justrce equally between contendmg part1es, but
due process of law requrres no less In re Murchzson 349 U S 133 136 75 S Ct

623, 625, 99LEd 942 (1955) Taylorv Hayes, 418US. 488, 501 (1974)

(ernphas1s added)

103 The appearance of 1mpropr1ety Vlolates state and federal constttutlonal.

,rrghts to due process A fa1r h ng before an lmpart1al tr1bunal isa basrc o

requlrement of due process See I}z%re Murchzson, 349 U S 133 (1955) “Every
11t1gant[] 18 entrtled to nothmg less than the cold neutrahty of an 1mpart1al Judge

State ex. rel Mzckle V. Rowe 131 So 331 332 (Fla 1930) Absent a fa1r trrbunal

there can be no full and fa1r hearmg
104 The test for determmmg the 1egal sufﬂc1ency -of a motion for -
drsquahﬁcatron 1s an ob3ect1ve one wh1ch asks Whether the facts alleged in the

tron would place a reasonably prudent person in fear- of not. recewmg a fa1r and |

ir'np'artral hearlng. See szmgston w. State at 1087 “When the _]udge enters into the

24




proceedings and becomes a partrc1pant a shadow s cast upon Jud101al neutrahty SO

that drsquahﬁcatron [of the c1rcu1t] is requlred ” lChastzne V. Broome, at 295,

A.  WINDSOR SHOWED THA THAT ANY REASONABLY PRUDENT
' PERSON WOULD BE IN FEAR OF NOT RECEIVING A FAIR
TRIAL. a A ' A

105 | There are a host of reasons why any reasonable prudent person would
be in fear.of not receiving:a falr tr1al in the case. But the-consideration is easy by
looklng at what Judge Kest did when consrdermg sanct1ons |

| 106 Wmdsor swore under oath under penalty of perJury that L1es
_consplracy, false statements to law enforcement alleged bribery, fraud, attempte_d
| .fraud false pleadmgs, a host of: drscovery v1olat10ns, numerous v1olations of the :
. Florrda Rules of Profess1onal Conduct concealment of the key ev1dence, .
. concealment of the 1dent1ty of one of the key fraudsters, perjury, alleged f_raud_-by a
‘ pardexpert wrtness, v1olat10n ofa court order, contempt mallc1ous prosecut1on
and fraud on the. Court. The Defendants and their attorneys have done 1t all
© Windsor presented Judge Kest Wrth 298 causes of act1on for sanctrons | -
.[APPENDIX 18 and 19 APPENDIX 34 and 35 APPENDIX 41 and 42 ]

107 Surely 298 vrolatrons is. destmed for the Gumness Book.. .
108 Judge Kest demed the motmns W1thout the requested evrdentrary ;
,hearmg cla1m1ng they were motrons for “reconsrdera‘uon [APPENDIX 45 Page

1.} On September 2, 2020 Judge Kest Tssued an ORDER ON MOTIONS FOR |
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.RECONSIDERAT ION REQUEST FOR HEARING AND DIRECTING
DEFENDANT T O FILE A RESPONSE ” [APPENDIX 45 ] This ORDER is
absolutely false, cla1m1ng the August 29 2020 mot1ons ﬁled by Windsor were . -
“motlons for recons1derat10n [APPENDIX 45 P l .] The opemng paragraphs of
the motions state that on June 24; 2020 Wlndsor or1g1nally presented 98 counts to
show: FRAUD ON THE COURT by each of the Defendants And that “s1nce the
08 counts were ﬁrst presented the Defendants and 1ts attorneys have each
' commrtted another 51 counts Fraud on the court requrres a clear and conv1nc1ng |
: .showmg, so this Mot1on 1ncludes all of the counts that are part of the scherne
[APPENDIX 41,42) 102 new counts agarnst the Defendants does not constrtute a |
“motron for recons1derat1on ” Th1s is mexcusable S | o

] 109 Wh1le thlS alone should be enough Judge Kest outrageously',
_sanctroned W1ndsor [APPENDIX 58} There is no 10g1cal explanatron for the
actions: of Judge Kest He is clearly preJudrced He may have other problerns

| 110 A reasonably prudent person Would NOT be n fear of recervmg a falr

trral They’d be scared to death' :

B. JUDGE KEST DEMONSTRATED Hrs-_r{anm..cE-AGAINST PRO
SE. PARTIES REPEATEDLY | -

S Ju dge Kest S preJud1ce agamst pro se partres hterally JUMPS OFF THE

PAGE He has the term “pro se’ 1tahcrzed in h1s orders [APPENDIX 44 45 51




53 56, 57, 58, and 62.] Thisisa elearly 1ncorrect'Englrsh usage.' Latin terms-are not-

1ta1101zed nor are everyday legal terms Wlndsor -belreves Judge Kest 1tahc1zes pro
seasa slap in the face of pro se partles and as a means of md1cat1ng pro se part1es are
a lesser class of lrt1gant whrch 1s clearly unlawful

C. JUDGE KEST FALSELY CLAIMED THE MOTION TO
DISOUALIFY WAS NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT

112 Judge Kest ordered “The Court ﬁnds that the Motron is legally
1nsufﬁe1ent » [APPENDIX 62 - ORDER P 1 ﬁ[ 3 ] He gave no explanat1on '.
Indeed 'he eouldn t. Tt will be, s1mple for tlns Court to determme that J udge Kest .
was snnply 1nﬂlet1ng his bias and prejudrce yet agam o |

“113. A Mot1on to D1squahfy is governed by Flor1da Statute 38 10 and
FRJA 2 330 and Wlndsor met all requlrements [APPENDIX 52 ]

| “A mot1on to. dlsquahfy is-g Vemed substantrvely by section 38 10, Florida
Statutes . . and procedurally by Florida Rule of Judicial Adrmmstratmn
12,3307 Gregory v. State,'118 S0.3d°770, 778 (Fla. 2013) (quotmg Gore v.
~ State, 964 So. 2d 1257, 1268 (Fla. 2007)). “The statute requires that the .
- moving party file an affidavit in good faith ‘stating fear that he or she will
notreceive.a fair trial’ . -.on accountof the prejud1ee of the judge’-as well as

‘the facts and the reasons for the belief that any such bias or prejudice |

© exists.” Peterson v. State, 221 So 3d 57 1 581 (Fla 2017) (quotmg § 38 10,
- _:_.Fla Stat (2014)) : . . p
< 114.. MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT The Mot1on to D1squahfy was. in

‘ertll’lg Wmdsor ﬁled an Afﬁdav1t of PreJudrce statrng his fear that he Would not

receive a fa1r trral due to the prejudlce of Judge Kest It prov1ded the facts and the
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reasons for the behef that such bias and prejudrce' exist. Th1s Motion was signed
under oath. There had been one prev1ous1y granted mot1on to drsquahfy the former
| Judge A Certrﬁcate of Good Farth was- also ﬁled [APPENDIX 52 Exhlblt B]
The Mot1on to Dlsquahfy was ﬁled Wlth the CIerk and a copy was sent by emaﬂ to
Judge Kest c/o h1s assistant, Diane Iaeone [APPENDIX 52. ] | -

1 15 GROUNDS ‘The Motron to Drsquahfy showed that the Plalntlff
_feared he Would not rece1ve a falr tr1a1 because of speolﬁcally desombed preJud1ee

or bras of Judge Kest | | | | |

oL 16 TIME The Motion to D1squahfy was-filed. W1th1n a reasonable time

| not to exceed 10 days after drscovery of the facts constrtutmg the grounds for the |

: Mot1on and was promptly presented to the Court for an 1mmed1ate ruhng

| D | _I JUDGE J OHN MARSHALL KEST FALSELY CLAIMED THE -
| MOTION TO DISOUALIFY WAS NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT
1 17 In hrs Order dated November 20 2020, Judge Kest found “the _Mot1on

is legally 1nsufﬁcrent [APPENDIX 62: ]
118! Judge Kest 1dent1ﬁed nothmg that was Iegally 1nsufﬁcrent
“119. The Motion to Drsquahfy Judge Kest was Iegally sufﬁcrent and

procedurally adequate and Judge Kest Was supposed to SO deterrnlne Th1s was.a
proper. appllcanon for a ohange of Judge The PETITION FOR WRIT OF

PROHIBITION should have been granted
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E. WHEN JU DGE KEST FIRST INTERA”‘?’%TED WITH WINDSOR HE
FALSELY ACCUSED HIM OF LYING

120 “On September 21 2020 Judge Kest had h1s ﬁrst 11ve 1nteract10n w1th | -
Wmdsor at a Case Management Conference v1a Zoom Judge Kest clarmed
Windsor made a. false statement to the Court denylng that the case had been stayed.
The case Wais never stayed and saylng Wlndsor made a false statement 10 the o
_Court was both 1mproper and erroneous 4~ ' v B a0

121 .. USLegal com deﬁnes “stay” s “a court vorder preventrng.further
action unt1l a future event occurs.’ In this- case, Wlndsor explarned that there was
only & protect1ve order to block any further drscovery, but Judge Kest refused to.
ltsten [APPENDIX 63 ] The Order clearly states “D1scovery is. stayed B n .
dlrect confhct wrth the Order of 8/ 19/2020 Judge Kest branded Wlndsor as
.d1sh0nest ‘He seemed to have little: 1nterest whatsoever in what a lowly pro se had |

to say. Proven prejudlce

F. JUDGE KEST VIOLATED RULE 2. 9 (C) OF THE CODE or
JU DICIAL CONDUCT AND THREATENED WINDSOR |
122 J udge Kest 1ndrcated at the Case Management Conference that he had

1ndependently researched cases Wrndsor had been mvolved in, a_nd he threatened

Wmdsor wrth sanctrons for frrvolous motrons under Florrda Statute 57 105

Wmdsor has never ﬁled anythmg fr1volous but the DEFENDANT S sure have.
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123. Rule 2 9 (C) of the Code of Judrc1a1 Conduct states “A Judge shall not
investigate facts ina matter 1ndependently, and shall cons1der only the eV1dence
presented Judge Kest Vrolated th1s Rule And then he threatened W1ndsor

G. JUDGE KEST PREJUDGED WINDSOR’S CASE

124, At the Case Management Conference Judge Kest 1nd1cated to the :
partres that he had preJudged Wlndsor from mdependently researchlng cases |
Wlndsor had been 1nvolved in and then threatemng h1m o .

“Whﬂe itis well—settled that. a Judge may form mental 1mpressrons and

oprnlons duting the course of hearing evidence, he or she may not prejudge

the case.”” See Wargo v: Wargo, 669 So. 2d 1039 (Fla. 1st DCA 1996),

. LeBruno: Alummum Co., Inc V. Lane 436 So.2d 311 312 (Fla 2nd DCA

1999) : g L |

g 125 The comment of Judge Kest can be reasonably interpreted to mean .
Judge Kest had crossed the 11ne from formmg mental 1mpress1ons to prejudglng the

: 1ssue ? (Barnett V. Barnett 727 So 2d 311 312 (Fla 2nd DCA 1999) )

H. JUDGE KEST IGNORED THE PREJUDICE AND BIAS OF JUDGE
LISA T MUNYON U 0

126 Wlndsor has a well—grounded fear that he Wﬂl -.not.rec‘eilv‘e :a.fa‘ir.trial.' |

J udge Kest 1gnored all of the preJudlce and b1as of J udge Lrsa T. Munyon Judge
'Munyon granted a protectlve order to stop drscovery when there was no legal
authorrty 1o+ do $0:: Judge Kest. allovved that to contmue [APPENDIX 29 55 ]

L JUDGE KEST ALLOWED AN ATTORNEY WHO HAD NOT FILED
A NOTICE OF APPEARANCE 10 FILE MOTIONS IN THE CASE
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INCLUDING AN OUTRAGEOUSLY FRIVOLOUS MOTION TO

~ HAVEWINDSOR DECLARED MENTALLY INCOMPETENT TO.
,’ REPRESENTHIMSELF el e s e
| 127 Judge Kest allowed an attorney Who had not ﬁledla.--.,Noti_ceﬂ-of e ot

Appearance to file an outrageously frlvolous motron to have Wrndsor declared
mentally 1ncompetent to represent h1mself [APPENDIX 20 32 37 38 ]
(’-Accordrng to the law, the mot1on had to be strrcken, but Judge Kest 1gnored hrs |
legal duty because of h1s b1as ' | | - o | : o |
128 APPENDIX 38, PP. 2-5 and APPENDI’X--z‘r detail the vvifoﬁgjdoing of
“Seott L. Astrrn (“Astrrn”) R SR b | _
N 129 Judge Kest d1d not address Florlda Rule 2 505 (e) (3) of the Rules of
Jud1c1al Admmrstratron or case law that provrde TH:E COMPETENCY MOTION .
of Astrm was. clearly a nullrty i | | | | |
130 Judge Kest d1d not address the false pleadlng Astrrn ﬁled w1th the -
Court 1n hrs purported Not1ce of Evrdentrary Hearmg Judge Kest d1d not address
that Astrrn had V1olated Rule 4 3 1 Rule 4—3 3; and Rule 4-3.4. of the Florrda Rules '
of Professronal Conduct [APPENDIX 21 29 41 42 ] |
Sl 3 v.' On 9/21/2020 Judge Kest ordered a September 29 2020 hearmg on
Defendants Robert Ke1th Longest & Bmse Cascade Bu11d1ng Mater1als v |
Drstrrbutron, LLC along Wrth the Law Ofﬁces of Scott L Astrln and Attorney
Davrd Wynne s: Emergency Motlon Requestmg the Court Determrne 1f Pro Se




Pla1nt1ff William Wlndsor is Competent to Represent Hrmself Motion Enforcing
Pro Se Plamt1ff erltam Wlndsor to Comply and Adhere to Florrda Bar Rules of
-Professronal Conduct and Mot1on for an Award of Monetary Sanctrons Th1s
estabhshed that Judge Kest was. allow1ng thrs completely and totally fI‘lVOlOUS
motion to move. forward Wrndsor s Response to the. Mot1on filed 8//25/2020
deta1ls why th1s is such a frwolous rnotron [APPENDIX 38.] If J udge Kest was an
honest 1mpart1al Judge, he would have 1mrned1ately d1sm1ssed 1t

A .JUDGE KEST ALLOWED HEARINGS ON FRIVOLOUS MOTIONS
W_}_AND IGNORED THE RULES AND HIS ORDERS IN FAVOR OF
"THE DEFENDANTS .

_________-—-—-————‘—‘"—_

132 Judge Kest has allowed heartngs. on frwolous mot1onsiby the
Defendants ’whrle 1gnor1ng V1olat10ns of hlS own. rules and-orders. Judge Kest
stated at the Case Management Conference that it was essent1a1 that motrons be
supported by 1aw but he Vlolated thrs requ1rement | “ | |

| i' 133 Judge Kest 1gnored the fact that there was no legal bas1s grven by the
- Defenda its. for either of the motions that Judge Kest ordered o be set for hearing.

134 Judge Kest outrageously stated inan order that. two motrons were not
belng set for hearrngs because they were motlons for reconsrderatron when clearly
Rthey were no such thmg [APPENDIX 45 ] - . | |

| 13 5 J udge Kest extended the trlal date for another year when he will.not

even be a Judge, with no consrderatlon g iveri to Wlndsor s medlcal condition.
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136. Judge Kest announced at the Case Management Conference that he

treats pro se part1es the same as attorneys, but th1s is ne1ther fa1r nor the law
137, Judge Kest argued w1th Wmdsor over whether there had been the
required “meet and confer” w1th the Defendants attorneys Judge Kest clalmed
that a telephone bullymg by Attorney Astrm amounted toa “confer ? Wlndsor
. tr1ed 1o explam that confer means an actual dlscussron Judge Kest reJ jected that
yet he knew the spec1ﬁcs of the law whrle pro se Wmdsor d1d not Wmdsor was
absolutely rrght about the requlrements to confer and Judge Kest lred and cla1med
he was wrong,.

138. Judge Kest ordered sanctrons agarnst Windsor Vvhen he did nothing‘l N
1mproper, vvh1le he 1gnored hterally hundreds of Vlolatlons of the rules and law by |
- the Defendants and the1r attorneys [APPENDIX 58 ]

139. Judge Kest isa past pre31dent and Governor of the Bar Assoc1at1on, SO
he has been a. Very act1ve member ofa club that the Defense attorneys belong to
that W1ndsor w1ll never belong to Judge Kest has been an attorney for 48 years
and a Judge for 17 years He has seemmgly developed d1sda1n for pro se part1es
.' over. the past 48 years. Wmdsor has these feehngs because after studylng the

developments in this case, he sees Judge Kest act1ng W1th b1as agam and aga1n :

The mot1on is legally sufficlent 1f 1t shows the party s well-grounded fear
 that'the party will not recéive a fair trial.See szmgston v: State, 441 So0.2d

1083, 1087 (Fla. 1983). In other words; would the facts (which must be taken
~astrueina mot1on to drsquallfy) prompt a reasonably prudent person to. fear
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that he could not get a fa1r and 1mpart1al tr1al See e. g Peterson v.
Asklzpzous, 833 So. 2d 262 (F 1a 4th DCA, 2002)

The facts alleged in the mot1on need only show that “the party making it has
a well grounded fear that he will not receive a fair trial at the hands of the '
judge.” Dewell, 131 Fla. at 573, 179 So. at 697. “If the attested facts -
supporting the suggestion: are. 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, “itis a question of what feeling resides in the affiant’s
- mind and the basis. for such feeling.” Dewell, 131 Fla. at 573,179 So. at
697- 98 (szmgston v. State, 441 So.2d 1083 (Fla 10/27/ 1983))

l40 In determmmg the legal sufﬁclency ofa mot1on to d1squal1fy, a court
looks to see Whether the facts alleged Would place a reasonably prudent person in
» fear of not recewmg farr and 1mpart1al treatment from the trlal Judge See €8, |
Johnson v. State 769 So 2d 990 (Fla 2000) In the 1nstant case, a reasonably .
| prudent person would be i fear that Judge Kest, because of h1s prejudlce or b1as, .

. vdeprwed hrm‘ f farr and 1mpart1al treatment A prudent person would IQ\TOW he

or she is screwed o
v _141 Judge Kest was: obhgated to accept the truth of Wmdsor S statements.

o When a party seeks to d1squal1fy a Judge under section 38.10, the Judge
‘cannot pass on the truth of the statements of fact set forth in the affidavit.
.- Statev. Dewell, 131 Fla. 566, 179 So. 695 (1938) The facts and reasons for
 the belief of prejudrce must be taken as true, and the judge may only pass on
- the legal sufficiency of. the motion and.: supportmg affidavits to. invoke the. -
statute. Raybon v. Burnette, 135 So0.2d 228 (Fla. 2d DCA 1961). Section .

38.10 creates a substantive right to seek the d1squal1ﬁcat1on ofa tr1al Judge, ‘
“but the: process ‘of the dlsquahﬁcatron is procedural szmgston v State 441 B
So 2d 1083 (Fla 1983) Do N :

34




142 Judge Kest allowed the Defendants 1 Vlolate his Order [APPENDIX, o
42] and Adm1n1strat1ve Order 2012 03 Wh11e clarmlng ina Case Management
Conference that these orders do not requlre what they Very clearly requrre

S e
143 As a pro se party Wlndsor gets h1s legal educat1on from ‘the

 universities of’ Google and Yahoo as Well as Versuslaw com.: The People s Law
D1ct1onary has this to say about “meet and confer

..a requ1rement of courts that before certam types of motrons and/ or.
petltrons will be hedrd by the judge,’ the lawyers (and sometimes their
“clients) must "meet and confer’ totry: to resolve the matter or at least
determme the points of conflict. This has the beneficial effect of resolvmg
. many matters reducing the time for arguments, and making the lawyers a and '
 clients face up to the rea11t1es of their positions.” The Peoole slaw =~
D1ct1ona_1;y: by Gerald N H111 and Kathleen T. H1ll

144 The Legal Informatron Instrtute of Cornell Law SchOol deﬁnes_ “meet

and confe

- “a requrrement in some Jurrsd1ct10ns that partres to a suit must meet and
discuss various matters and attempt.to, tesolve disputes without court action..
.. The putpose of meet and confer rules isto-save the parties time and
money and increase Jud101al economy by encouragmg partles to resolve therr
' d1sputes W1thout the need for court 1ntervent1on

145. But most 1mportant of all 1s the text of the actual Orders
146. Judge Kest’s September 1 2020 Qrder makes thrs clear “Fa1lure to _

et and confer on each motron W111 result ina hearmg be1ng cancelled if it was

'scheduled ”? Wmdsor ﬁled an emergency motron to have the hearmg cancelled

Judge Kest yiolated his own order yet agam [APPENDIX 44. ]
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147 Whrle Wmdsor had prevrously read Adm1n1strat1ve Order 2012-03, he

did not have it commltted to memory or 1n front of .h1m at the Case Management
Conference He was srckened When he later read the Order and d1scovered that
everythlng Judge Kest Was clarrnlng Was false and proven s0 1n the Order

: 8" ”Admlmstratlve Order 2012 03 prov1des

SEA mandatory, ', eet and oonfer process is hereby estabhshed as set forth

,:_belovv for all motions to be set for hearrng in the circuit ¢ivil division and to-
occur before scheduhng the hearing except for the following motions: -

hout,not1ce Judgrnent on. the pleadmgs, summary »

f“Counsel w1th full authonty to resolve the matter shall confer before R
- schedulmg the hearmg on the motion to attempt to ‘resolve or otherwise -

L .'1"ssues. 'a1sed in the motion, and include a Certificate of -

*'::Z'Cornpllanee (attached heteto as- “Exhibit A”) that the. conference has

' '__d':m _the Notice .of Hearing filed with the court. Tt-shall be the

Joj} "ihty Of counsel Who schedules the hearmg to. arrange the .

"'"'“The‘ term “confer” requires: a substantlve conversatlon in erson or b’ :

: ;_:--_._i-'fi:"f-_'tele phone i ina ood faith effort to resolve the motion without the need to )

‘. gchedulé a hearing, “and doeés tiot envision- an. ‘exchange of ultimatums by
fax, e-mail or etter. Counsel WhO merely attempt to ‘confer have' not
,..-.__‘;.:_;,»-,conferred for purposes of thlS Order [emphasm added ]
'“Counsel must respond prhrnptly to 1nqu1r1es and: commun1cat10ns from
“* < opposing counsel who notice s the hearing ¢ 'l"_d"' s attempting to: Schedule the .
* conference. If counsél who notices the hearing is.unable to reach opposmg
_counsel 1o conduct the' oonference after three (3) good faith attempts, |

counsel who notices: the hearing must identify inthe Certificate of

L ‘_Compllance the dates and t1mes of the efforts made o contact opposmg
-coumsel. - © o »

¢ Counsel shall 1nclude in the Notlce of I—learmg the' Certrﬁcate of - _
o Cornphance cert1fy1ng that the meet and confer occurred (or d1d not oceur
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and setting out the good fat th attempts to schedule the conference) and
identifying the date of the. conference,; the names of the partrcrpatrng
attorneys, and the specrﬁc results obtamed o :

“Counsel who notices the hearlng shall ensure that the court and the court S
judicial assistant are aware of any narrowrng of the 1ssues or other resolution
as a result of the conference.”

" 149. Du'ring the -Case Management Conference, Judge Kest argued Wrth
Windsor over whether there had been the requrred “meet and confer” wrth the |
Defendants attorneys Judge Kest clalmed that a telephone bullyrng by Attorney
Astrrn amounted to a confer »? Wmdsor tr1ed to explam that confer means an-
actual drscussron Judge Kest rej! ected that yet he knew the spe01ﬂcs of the Rule
while pro se Wmdsor d1d not W1ndsor Was absolutely right about the
requ1rements to confer and Judge Kest nnproperly clarmed he was wrong When
Wlndsor read Admmrstratwe Order 2012—03 he 1mmed1ately began draftlng his o

Motion to Drsquahfy J udge Kest

K. T HE IMPART IALITY OF JUDGE KEST MUST BE OUESTIONED

| 150 An Ob_] ectlve observer lay observer, and/or d1s1nterested observer
must entertarn srgnrﬁcant doubt: of the 1mpart1ahty of Judge Kest
-151. The' Code of Jud101al Conduct requrred that: Judge Kest drsquahfy

hrmself

e The Code of Judrclal Conduct sets forth bas1c prrncrples ofhow judges
o _should conduct themselves in carrying out their judicial duties. Canon 3-
" (1) states that “[a] judge should disqualify himselfin a. proceedrng in

" which his: 1mpart1a11ty mrght reasonably be: questroned ..... »Thisis totally -
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~ consistent with the case laW of thls Court whtch holds that a.patty’ seekmg
1o dlsquahfy a judge need only show “a well.grounded fear that he will not
receive a fair trial at the hands of the judge 1t is not a question of how the
~ judge feels; itis a question of What feehng res1des in the affiant’s mind and
the basis for such feeling.” State ex rel. Brown V. Dewell, 131 Fla. 566,
573, 179 So. 695, 697-98 (1938) See also Hayslzp v. Douglas, 400 So.2d 4
553 (Fla. 4th DCA 1981). The question of disq ualification focuses on those '_
matters from which a litigant may reasonably: quest1on a Judge S 1mpart1ahty‘ ;
rather than the Judge S percept1on of h1s ab111ty to act falrly and 1mpart1a11y

r. JUDGEKEST FAILED TO ADDRESS ALL OF THE LEGAL
- 'GROUNDS FOR DISOUALIFICATION |

152 The Motron to D1squa11fy [APPENDIX 61 Page 1] asked
that John Marshall Kest (“Judge Kest”) be d1squahﬁed from the above
entltled matter under Florida Statute 38. 10, Florida Rule of Judicial
- Administration 2330, and Canons 2 and 3 of the Code of Judicial Conduct
~all other relevant statutory and state and. federal case law, as well as the "
First, Fifth, Sixth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the Un1ted States
Constitution, the. Due Process Clause-of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S.

‘ Constitution, the Const1tut1on of the State of Florlda, and the Court s
,_,mherent powers

153 Judge Kest stated that he cons1dered only Florlda Statute 38 10
Canon 3(E)(1) of the Code of Jud1c1al Conduct and Flonda Rule of Jud1c1a1
Administration 2. 330 [APPENDIX 62, P 1 ]

154. Judge Kest d1d not cons1der Canon 2 other sectlons of Canon 3 of the :
Code of Judlc1al Conduct other Arelevant statutory and state and federal case laW,
Aas well as the Flrst F1fth S1xth Elghth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S.-
Const1tut10n, the Due. Process Clause of the Flfth Amendment to the Constrtuuon,

the Constltutron of the State of Florlda and the Court’s inherent powers. .
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155 Canon 2 of: the Code of Conduct for Unlted States Judges tells Judges'v« _
to “avord 1mpropr1ety and the appearance of 1mpropr1ety. m all act1v1t1es, on the -

bench and of A Judge Kest has demonstrated hlS prejudlce by V1olat1ng Canon 2 -

M WINDSOR IS ENTITLED TO THE COLD NEUTRALITY OF AN
L "f‘IMPARTIAL JUDGE o . .
1 56 Wmdsor is: entrtled to an. unpar‘nal Judge, and that'-.'rsn-’--t '-'J_'udge K‘est._. o

o “Every htlgant is entitled to nothmg less than the cold neutrahty ofan
7 impartial judge. Itis the duty: of Courts to scrupulously guard this right and
-+ torefrain from attemptrng to. exercise Jurrsdretmn in any matter where his
- quahﬁcatmn to do so is serlously brought in questlon Hayslip v. Douglas,
o _400 So.2d at 557 (quotmg State ex. rel Davzs V. Parks 141 Fla 516, 194 So.
L :'.613 615 (1939)) : T .

T -{“We ﬁnd that the motron and supportmg afﬁdavrts were 1ega11y sufﬁcrent
-+ and the proper proeedure in light of the serious ‘allegation of bias, was for .-

“ " the judge to grant t the motion. (Janies v. T. heobald, 557 So 2d 591, 15 Fla L.f-

i ;'j'v‘»v:';weekly D215 (Fla App. Dist.3 01/16/1990) )

SO Where there is any 1ega11y sufﬁ01ent basis, whether factually aecurate or
~+pot, for'a founded: fear of possrble prejudme to exist in the mind of a

R “defendant, reeusal is'mandated.” See, e.g., - Management Corporatzon of
-}.-;,_‘._.:Amerzoa Inc V.- Grossman, 396 So. 2d 1169 (Fla 3rd DCA 1981) '

o N '_;;JUDGE KEST FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS AND EOUAL o
L ‘-‘-PROTECTION TO WINDSOR | | |

157 Judge Kest has vrolated Wmdsor S, 01v11 and const1tutlona1 rlghts -
under color of 1awr b - e |

- ...[t]r1a1 before an: unb1ased Judge is essent1a1 to due process A Johnson V.
 Mississippi, 403 U.S. 212,216 (1971); accord Concrete Pipe & Prods. V.
i Constr. Laborers Penszon T mst 508 U.S. 602, 617 (1993). (citation. =~
" omitted). (See. also Levine v. United States, 362 U:S. 610,80 8.Ct. 1038
(1960) 01t1ng Offuttv UnztedStates, 348U S- 11,14, 75 S. Ct. 11 13 .
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- (1954); Mathews v Eldrzdge 424us 319; 344 (1-9.76);‘_ Poters v. K’ifﬁ407.,f o
U.S. 493,502 (1972) R RN _

158 Wmdsor has Just cause to beheve that he. cannot been g1ven a falr tr1al,- ; |

- 159 The due process clauses of both the Flor1da and the Unrted States ; o

Constrtutmns guarantee a party an 1mpart1a1 and drsmterested tr1buna1 in crvﬂ . R

cases Marshallv Jerrzco, Inc., 446US 238 242 100 S Ct 1610 1613 (1980)

~_"'~Part1a11ty in. favor of the government may. raise a defendant s due process
~concerns.” Inre United States of Amerzca 441 F. 3d at 66 (c1t1ng Inre
_Murchzson, 349 U. S 133 (1955)

28 U.S. C. 155 may sometlmes bar trlal by ]udges Who have no actual bias
~ and who ‘would-do their very best to Wergh the scales of Justrce equally
"between contendmg part1es, but due. process ‘of law requrres no less?™ Taylar
V. Hayes, 418 U.S: 488, 501 (1974) (c1tat10ns and quotatron marks om1tted)

o See also Murchzson, 349 U. S at 136

160 Judge Kest has effectlvely demed Wmdscr s rrghts of the equal '

. protectron under the law under Art1cle VI of the Const1tut10n

- 'JUDGE KEST VIOLATED THE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS OF
: '_WINDSOR

i 161 Judge Kest has v1olated Wlndsor S Const1tut10na1 rrghts

’ 162 The erth Amendment prov1des the Constltutlonal rlght to self— :

representat1on That rlght should be enjoyed wrthout fear of harassment or Judrcral

- :.___,prejudlce Furthermore no. 1aw, regulatlon, or pohcy should exrst to abndge or"

- 2 surrept1t10usly extmgulsh that rrght Pro Se L1t1gants have no 1ess of a. rrght to

o effectrve due process as those who utlhze an attorney




©163. The Due Process Clause entrtles a: person to an 1mpart1al and
d1s1nterested trrbunal in: both crvrl and crlrnlnal cases Thrs requ1rement of
neutralrty in ad;ud1cat1ve proceedmgs safeguards the two central concerns of .
procedural due process, the preventlon of unjustlﬁed Of" m1staken depr1vat1ons and

the. promot1on of partrcrpatron and dralogue by affected 1nd1v1duals in the decrsron i

making process See Carey v Pzphus 435 U S 247 259 262 266 267 (1978) The-

neutrality requrrernent helps to guarantee that lrfe,,l,iberty or properw w1ll not be '

Mchth""341 US,12 72,
no person wrll be depr1ved of h1s mterests in the absence of a proceedtng 1n whlch . "

’he may present h1s case wrth assurance that the arbrter is not pred1sposed to ﬁnd

J rrzco, Inc 446US 238 242 (1980)

’”

. agamst h1rn Marshal '
164 : Canon 3E Fla‘. Code Jud Conduct and Rule 2 160 Fla R Jud
‘Admrn rnandate that a Judge d1squa11fy h1mself in a proceedlng ‘in whrch the

Judge S 1mpart1al1ty mrght reasonably be questloned T he: dlsquahﬁcatron rules
requlre judges to avord even the appearance of 1mpropr1ety It is the .establrshed _

law of this State that every lltlgant 1s e tltled to noth1ng less than the cold
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duty of the court to scrupulously guard

neutrahty of an 1mpart1al Judge It isthe.
thrs rlght of the l1t1ga nt and to refram ..from:attemptmg to exercrse ]ur1sdrct10n in
any manner Where h1s qualtﬁcatlonto doso 1s serrously brought 1nto questron The |
exercise of any- other pollcy tends to drscredrt and place the Jud1crary 1n a.
cornpromlsmg attrtude Wh1ch is bad for the adm1n1stratlon of Justrce Crosby V.
 State, 97 SO 2d 181 (Fla 1957)" State ox rel Davzs v Parks, 141 Fla. 516 194 S0,
613 (1939), chkenson v, Parks, 104 Fla 577 140 So 459 (1932) State ex rel
| Mzckle Y. Rowe 100 Fla 1382 131 SO 3331 (1930).# %

| 165 For due process and to- secure the Constrtutronal rrghts of Wlndsor,
Judges may not take the law mto thetr own hands But thrs 1s precrsely what Judge -
: Kest has done He has 1gnored the law, 1gnored the facts, and clanned laws and
rules prov1de somethmg that they do not provrde, Wh1le abusrng and B
drsadvantagmg Wmdsor o : f L | o |

166 For due process to be:secured. the lawsz must operatel ahke upon”all

and not subJ ect’ the 1nd1v1dual to the arbltrary exerctse Aof governmental povrer
(Marchant 2 Pennsylvama R R 15’% U S 380 386 (1894) ) Judge Kest has

Vtolated thdsor 3 rlghts by usmg h1s power to 1nfl1ct h1s b1as

167 For due process, Wlndsor has the rrght to protect1ons expressly

created in statute and case laW Due process allegedly ensures that the government ‘

thl respect all of a person s legal rlghts and guarantee fundamental falrness L
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168 Due process requ1res an. estabhshed course for Judicial proce.edings

,desrgned to safeguard the legal rrghts of the 1nd1y1dual Actlon denymg the
process that is “due” is unconstrtutlonal Inherent in the expectatmn of due process"'.'
is that the Judge w111 abrde by the rules Judge Kest has interfered with the process
' and v1olated rules for the purpose of damaglng Wmdsor B

.- | 169 An 1nherent Constltutlonal r1ght is the honesty of the Judge Judge
Kest has not been honest Judge Kest has Vrolated Canon 2 and other Canons of
the Code of Jud101a1 Conduct | R i

170 Due process guarantees basrc fa1rness‘and to make people feel that

they have been treated fa1r1y Wmdsor has not been treated farrly

| 17 1 Judge Kest has effectrvely demed Wlndsor s rrghts of equal protectron
under the 1aw Of course m Judge Kest’s World a pro se party is unequal | .. |

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE Petltloner WILLIAM M WINDSOR respectfully urges
the Court toenter a wr1t prohlbltmg Judge J ohn Marshall Kest from proceedmgs ‘

i this case;’ declare that Pro Se partres are not subject 1o the Flor1da Bat Rules’ ‘of

Professronal Conduct declare that Wmdsor ;'.hourly restrrctlon on .
deposrt1ons, and order a newly—as31gned Judge to recons1der the orders of Judge

John Marshall Kest and Judge L1sa T Munyon TR
This 17th day ofDecember 2020 e Ak L W TR '4

o .'~.W_.i¥li}=z‘m M. Windsor o |
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APPENDIX INDEX

(

APPENDIX 1 -- Complarnt to mst1tute Case No 201 8 CA-0127 0- O in the Nmth
| R Jud1c1al C1rcu1t in Orange County, Flor1da ﬁled by Dan Newlm B
- on 9/20/2018. - i T R :
’ APPENDIX 2 Pla1nt1ff’ S Request for Adrmssrons to Bo1se Cascade ﬁled on
9/20/2018 S
:APPENDIX 3 Plamtrfl’ s Request for Adrmssrons to Longest ﬁled on 9/20/2018
APPENDIX i Pla1nt1ft’ S nterrogatorles to Berse Cascade filed on 9/20/201 8.
_APPENDIX 5 Pla1nt1ff’ § Interrogatorres 1) Longest ﬁled on 9/20/201 8.
APPENDIX 6 Plamtlff’ S Request to Produce to B01se Cascade ﬁled on -
~9/20/2018. | -
: APPENDIX 7= Plamtlft’ s Request to Produce to Longest ﬁled on 9/20/201 8.
APPENDIX 8~ Defendants Answer to Plarnnff’ s Orrgmal Complamt ﬁled on .
10/10/2018 . , S FERIE
' APPENDIX 9 Pla1nt1ff’ S Request for Copres recerved 1n response to Not1ces of
o Productlon to Non-Part1es ﬁled on 4/29/2019 e
APPENDIX 10 St1pu1at1on for Subst1tut10n of Counsel for Defendants nammg
DaV1dI Wynne ﬁled on 5/10/2019 o
APPENDIX 1 [ Order Grantmg Wrthdrawal of Dan Newlm ﬁled on 3/ l9/2020
;APPENDIX 12 -= Plarnt1ff’ s Motlon to Cornpel Incomplete Answer to
- Interrogatory ﬁled 6/3/2020 . _
APPENDIX l3 - Pla1nt1ff’ 8 Motlon to Compel Productron of Purport,e‘d._,_Priyileg_ed-
Documents filed 6/3/2020 S - | R
APPENDIX 14 -- Plamuff’ s ObJectlons to Longest s Answers to Interrogatorres

and Motron for Sanctrons Agamst Defendant Longest ﬁled
6/24/202()
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APPENDIX 15 == Plarntrff’ . Ob] ectlons to ‘Bmse:l-Cascade s Answers to |

APPENDIX

APPENDIX 17 - Plalntrff’-s'l\/lotron to Determme Sufficieney of , Casc
| Answers to Requests for Adm1ss1ons and Motron for Sanctrons |
Agamst Defendant Borse Cascade ﬁled 6/24/2020 '

APPENDIX 18 - Plarntrff’ s Amended Motron for, Sanctlons Agarnst Longest for |

Fraud on the Cou : -filed 7/ 1/2020

. APPENDIX 19 - Pla1nt1ff’ s Amended , ,fn?for Sanctrons Agamst Borse

Cascade for Fraud on the Couit’ ﬁled 7/ 1/2020

| APPENDIX 20 - Defendants Emergency Mot1on Requestlng the Court - L
| Determme 1f Pro Se Plamtrff erlram Wmdsor is Competent to o

APPE‘.NEI‘X 2% - -Plamnff’s Motlon-to find Boise Cas adelnContemptﬁled S

TR  8/4/2020.
: APPENDIX 25 e Plarntrff’ s Motr

| APPENDIX 26 -~ Plamtrff’ s 'Motron to Compel Productlon of Documents and
garnstnBorse Cascade ﬂled 8/4/2020

on. to. Compel Depos1t10ns ﬁled 8/4/2020

Motlon for Sanctro _




APPENDIX 27- -~ Plalntrft’ s Mot1on to Compel Productlon of Documents and

ns Ag: ongest ﬁled 8/4/2020

APPENDIX 28 - Plamtrft’ S Mot1on to Co _ "_'pel Document Subpoena to Dr
Stephen Goll ﬁled 8/4/2020 S

APPENDIX 29 -~ Defendants Comprehenswe Motlon for Prote_ctive Qr__d_er on All
D1scovery ﬁled 8/4/2020 y " ‘_ o }‘ | B |

APPENDIX 30 -- Pla1nt1ft’ S Amended Response to Mot1on forProtectlve .Order

| ~ and Motion to Strlke ﬁled 8/11/2020. R

APPENDIX 31— Plamtrff’ S Request for F1nd1ngs of Fact and Conclus1ons of Law

o on Order Granting Protective Order filed 8/ 19/2020 '

APPENDIX 32 - Not1ce of Appearanee of Scott Astrin ﬁled 8/ 19/2020 :

APPENDIX 33 - Plamt1ft" s Request for Fmdmgs of Fact and Conclusrons of Law "
< on Order Denying’ Motron to: Exceed 30 Interrogatones and 30

e e Requests for. Adm1ss1ons filed 8/22/2020. L

' APPENDIX 34 - Plamtlff’ s Request for Fmdlngs of Fact and Conclusrons of Law.

| T f‘ on Order Denymg Plamtlff Wllham M Wmdsor s Motlon to
Str1ke Defendants Emergency ‘Motion: Requestlng the Court
Determme 1f Pro Se. Plamtrff William. Wmdsor is. Competent to

: Represent Himself ﬁled 8/22/2020 '_ S

APPENDIX 35 -~ Plamt1ff’ S Motlon for Reconsrderatron of 'Order on Motlon for ‘_
Sanctlons Agalnst Defendant Robert Keith Longest for Fraud on
the Court. ﬁled 8/23/2020 T SRS I

APPENDIX 36 Pla1nt1ff’ s Motlon for Reconsrderatron of Order on l\/lotlon for -

" Sanctrons agarnst Defendant Borse Cascade for Fraud on the -

Court ﬁled 8/ 24/2020 .
APPENDIX 37 == Pla1nt1ff’ ) Verrﬁed Response to Motion to DlSIIllSS, Mot1on to
EEE Str1ke and Mot10n for Sanetrons ﬁled 8/25/2020 '




or for Competency, Motion to

_ Strike, and Mot1on for Sanctlons filed 8/25/2020 |
.Mot1on to D1squaltfy Judge

APPENDIX 39 - Order Grantmg Wmdsor s Ver1ﬁed
| L1sa T Munyon ﬁled.‘:8/ /2020

APPENDIX 40 -- Pla1nt1ff’ s Letter to Judge_Ki_,; requestlng 18 motions to be set

- for hearlng, sent 8/25/2020 4 |
anct1ons to- Strrke the Answer of Longest

APPENDIX 41 - Pla1nt1ff’ S Motron for S
for Fraud on the Court l\/Iotn for Sanotlons for V1olatlons of

the Rules and Motlon for Ev1dent1ary Hearmg filed 8/29/2020 .
Strike the Answer of Boise |

APPENTDIX 42 s Pla1nt1ft’ $ Mot1on for Sanctlons to
* Cascade for Fraud on. the Court Mot1on for. Sanctlons for "

V101at10ns of the Rules, and 'Mot1on for Ev1dent1ary Hearrng

ﬁled 8/29/2020

APPENDIX 43 - Plamt1ff’ s Letter to Judge T
on the court to be set for. hearmg, sent 8/29/2020 | |
e by Attorneys and PRO SE

st‘requestrng two motrons for fraud.‘ |

APPENDIX 44 - Order Requ1r1ng Comphanc

L1t1gants with Proeedures and Admmrstratwe Orders ﬁled

| 9/1/2020 i ae n
APPENDIX 45 - Order Denymg Wlndsor ,.si \ otlon for Sanct1ons to Strrke the -

Answers of Longest and Borse Cascade for Fraud on the Court;
and l\/lot1on

Mot1on for Sanctlons for V1olat10ns of the Rules;

for Ev1dent1ary Hearlng ﬁled 9/2/2020
: £ :‘dated 9/2/2020 ﬁled

APPENDIX 46 - Mot1on for Recons1dera n of
9/2/2020 v

APPENDIX 47 Defendants Respons
Reconsrderanon ﬁled 9/21/2020 L

Pro Se Plalnuff’ s Motrons for

A




APPENDIX 48 -- P1a1nt1ff’ S Letter to Judge Kest adv1s1ng him that Wmdsor was
filing a mot10n to dlsquahfy hlrn sent 9/23/2020.
APPENDIX 49 Plaintiff’s Motron to Cancel September 29,2020 Hearmg and .
‘ Motlon for Sanctlons ﬁled 9/27/2020
APPENDIX 50 — Plarnt1ff s Verrﬁed Motron to D1squa11fy Judge John Marshall
Kest filed 9/28/2020. | SR
APPENDIX 51 -- Order Denylng Wmdsor s Verrﬁed Motion vte‘ Disqualify Judge
J ohn Marshall Kest filed 9/30/2020 |
APPENDIX 52 - Plalntlff’ s Second Verified . Motion to Drsquallfy Judge J ohn
© Marshall Kest filed 11/19/2020. ERR
APPENDIX 53 - Order Denylng Wrndsor S Second Verified Motion to D1squa11fy
- J udge John Marshall Kest filed 11/ 20/2020. :
APPENDIX 54 -- Pla1nt1ff’ s Supplement to Verlﬁed Mot1on to Dlsquahfy Judge
John Marshall Kest filed 9/28/2020. ‘ 5
APPENDIX 55 -- Plaintiff’s Motlon for Recons1derat10n of Orders of Judge- Lis’a
T Munyon ﬁled 9/29/2020 ‘ '
'APPENDIX 56 -~ Order Denymg dsor 4Ver1ﬁed Motion to D1squa11fy Judge
' John Marshall Kest ﬁled 9/30/2020. R
APPENDIX 57 -= Order Denymg Defendants Motron to D1smlss and Emergency
Motron to Determme Competency ﬁled 10/ 1/ 2020
APPENDIX 58 - Order on Multiple Motions filed 10/20/202( |
APPENDIX 59 -- Plarntrff’ s Motlon for Recons1derat1on of O .;:‘.rders of Judge John
Marshall Kest filed 11/3/2020

APPENDIX 60 -- Pla1nt1ff’ s Mot1on for Recon51derat10n of Orders of T udge John -
Marshall Kest dated Oetober 20, 2020 filed 11/6/2020.

APPENDIX 61 - Plamt1ff’ s Seeond Verrﬁed Motron to Drsquahfy Judge John.
© Marshall Kest filed 11/19/2020. |
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CERTIFICATE -'Oi«" COMPLIANCE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that th1s Petltlon comphes W1th the font requirements of Rule-
: '.9 100(1) of the Flonda Rules of Appellate Procedure

-1 Th1s 17th day of Deoember, 2020.

William, M. Wind%or y

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Dav1d I Wynne and Scotty Astrm
, Law Ofﬁces of Scott L. Astrin ,
100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605, Tampa, Florida 33602 '
dav1d wynne@alg com, tampapleadmgs@alg con, '
" émily.christopher@aig.com, scott.astrin@aig.com
813 526 0559 - 813-218- 3110 - Fax: 813-649- 8362

. - Judge John Marshall Kest
c/o Ms Dlane Tacone - Judicial Assistant to Judge John Marshall Kest
' L Courtroom 18-C, Orange County Courthouse
. 425 N Orange Avenue, Orlando, Florida 32801
' o ctjadll@ocnjcc org

" This 21st day of December, 2020.

Wllham M Wmdsor A
. e1100 East Oak Terrace Drwe, Umt B3
s ‘Lecsburg, Flonda 34748 - :
o 352-577-9988
e "blllwmdsorl@ouﬂook com ~ b111@b111wmdsor com
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VERIFICATION

- Personally _‘appeared before me the unders1gned Notary Pubhc duly author1zed to
adm1mster oaths W1111am M. Wmdsor, who after bemg duly sworn deposes’ and states that he is
authorized to make thls ver1ﬁcat1on and that the facts alleged in the foregomg are true and
correct based upon his’ personal knowledge, except as to the matters herem stated to be alleged
on information and behef and that as to those matters he beheves them to.be true

I declare under penalty of. perjury that the foregomg is true and correct based upon my

personal kno.wledge. :

This 17th day of December, 2020,

.‘ Wllllam M-Wmdsor

SWom and eubscribed before. me this 17th day of Dec_enlber, 2020, by means of f)hy..sical :

presence.

: Notary Public '
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"IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
“NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN-AND
' ; FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA

WILLIAM WINDSOR, - CASENO. 2018-CA-010270-0
Plaintiff, | | | |
V8.

'ROBERT KEITH LONGEST an 1nd1v1dual and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS
DISTRIBUTION LLC.,a Forergn lelted L1ab111ty Company,

- Defendants.

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION
’ OF ORDER OF JUDGE JOHN MARSHALL KEST DATED OCTOBER 20, 2020

| . COMES NOW William M. Wi:ndsor- (“Wir\rdsor” or “Plaintiff”), and files this Motion for -
- Rec_onsideration of Order of Judge J obn Mar'shall}Kest dated O.ctober 20, 2020, and shows the :
Court as follows: | |

FACTUAL! BACKGROUND

' 1. _ On September 28; 2020, Wmdsor filed a Motron to Dlsquahfy Judge John
Marshall Kest |
2 " On September 29 2020, Wmdsor ﬁled a Motron for Recon51derat1on of Orders of .
Judge L1sa T. Munyon | |
3. On October 1, 2020 Wmdsor filed a Notrce of Intent to file Petition for Wrrt of

Prohrbrtron regardmg Judge J ohn Marshall Kest
4. ~ On October 1 2020 Judge John Marshall Kest entered an order

5. On October 20, 2020 Judge John Marshall Kest entered an order.




6. On November 1, 2020, 'Winds'orfﬁ'le"d an Emergency Motion for Stay that would
stay ’rhe case until a new judge is ass_i%ned followling.-the tetirement of J udge Kest on December
31,2020, |

7. On November 3 2020 J udge John Marshall Kest entered an order gﬂrng the

Defendants five days to ﬁle a response to Wrndsor ] Emergency Motron for Stay

', ARGUMENT' .
8. Orders of Judge J onn Mars_hall Kest demonstrate signiﬁcent prejudice and bias,
and he has ignored the law and the rules. | o
9. “ Wrndsor seeks reconsiderarion of the order of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest dated

" October 20, 2020, As the grant of Windsor’s/ pending Motion for Stéy wiil delny any fnrther
action in this case until a new judge is assigned m January, Wi_ndsor will further deteil“ the issues -
to be ‘reconsid"ered once the Motion for Stay.is,resolved; If Windsor’s Motion for Stay is denied,
Windsor w111 file a new v motion to d1squahfy Judge John Marshall Kest .

10, Judge Kest has falsely stated that many of Wrndsor S mot1ons are not based non
statutory or Florida case law and some are not legally sufﬁc1ent Judge Kest has not identified
these. But Windsor has complred with all statutes and Rules and hrs motions are legally
sufficient.

11.  Judge Kest objects to Windsor ﬁling’so many motions. The only reason Windsor _
has filed anythmg is the Wrongdorng of the Defendants |

12, Yet Judge Kest did nothmg about the totally frivolous Defendants’ motions forl

competency and motion to dismiss. Wlndsor s m_otlon for sanc’uo_ns were IGNO,REDr




13. Judge- Kest re-fused 0 'ﬁndvthe Defendants 1n contempt- but the Defendants

\ v1olated a court order. ThlS requ1res a hearlng and a ﬁndmg of contempt

14. Judge Kest demed W1ndsor s Motron o Compel Defendant Boise Cascade to
Produce Documents and for Sanctlons wrthout a hearmg Thrs is OUTRAGEOUS There was
nothmg 1mproper about these. requests | | |

15, Judge Kest demed Wmdsor 8 Motlon to Compel Defendant Longest to Produce
ADocuments and for. Sanct1ons wﬂ:hout a heanng This is OUT RAGEOUS There Was nothmg
“improper about these requests | | |
16 J udge Kest has 11m1ted Windsor to one hour per depos1t10n This is totally
inadequate as to -the.two Defendants. Wlndsor has never take a depos1t10n,,and he is dealing.
wrth hars One hour is msufﬁ01ent o .
: 17 a Judge Kest den1ed Wmdsor s Motlon to Compel Subpoenas for Documents from
Dr. Stephen Goll The Motion fully explams the need, but Judge Kest fergns 1gnorance Dr.
) Goll relled on the notes he made whlle exammlng Wmdsor
18. - Judge Kest has outrageously demed Wlndsor S Mot1on for Sanct1ons agamst each‘
. of the Defendants for Fraud on the Court He has denled hearrngs He cla1ms the fmdmgs of the
prior judge ’are-v,ahd,- but- she did not address the issues that were clearly stated. This smacks of - -
Cdmpﬁqn, L z . R | . - _ _
19, Judge Kest has WRONFULLY ordered sanctrons agamst Wlndsor for ﬁhng his
ObJ ections to Robert Keith Longest’s Answers to Interrogatorles and Motlon for Sanctrons
. ageunst Defendant Robert Keith Longeet Judge Kest clalms, thhout legal authonty, that
g Wmdsor s Ob_] ectrons were not made in good fa;tth ‘This is laughable The Objections were

. made under oath Wmdsor 1dent1f1ed perjury, false answers, 1ncornplete answers that Longest




knew were incomplete, completely inadequ_ate ansi;vers_. V-T:ongest committed 55 violations of
Florida»RuIes of Ciuii,Proeedure Rule 1 340 (a) ..Lonéest gave false sworn answers to o
Interrogatories Number 6, 8, 10, 11 23. Longest falled to answer Interrogatory Numbers 5and
T Longest gave 1ncornp1ete answers 10 Interrogatory Numbers 2, 10, 13 18,24, and 217.
Longest has comrmtted fraud on the court gy |

20. FRCP Rule 1 380 provrdes for the rules for fallure to make discovery. The rule
provides that upon reasonable notice to other parties and aIl persc‘)ns affected, a party-_rnay apply
for an order cornpelhng d1soovery That notlce was provrded | | |

21. FRCP Rule 1. 380 (@) (2) prov1des If a deponent fails to answer a question |

propounded or subrmtted under rule 1.310 or 1.320, ora corporatlon or other ent1ty fa:lls to make
a des1gnat10n under rule 1. 310(b)(6) or 1. 320(a), ora party fa11s to answer an mterrogatory ‘
submrtted under rule 1.340, or’ 1f a party in response toa request for mspeotlon subnntted under
rule 1 350 fails to. respond that 1nspect1on will be permitted as requested or farls to permrt
inspection as requested or if a party in response to a request for examination of a person
submitted under rule 1. 360(a) objects to the exammatron, fails to respond that the exam1nat1on .
erl be permrtted as requested or fa11s to submrt to or to produce a person in that party s custody
or legal control for examrnatron the dlscoverrng party may move for an order compelhng an
answer.... FRCP Rule 1.380 (a) (3) prov1des that an evasive or 1ncomplete answer shall be
treated as a fallure to answer. Judge Kest must recons1der hls order as it violates the law

22, Judge Kest clalms there is no vahd legal ba31s to object to Longest’s answets to

request for admissions. Flor1da Rules' of Civil Procedure Rule 1.370 (a) provules the legal
authority that Windsor crted The answers were false, and Longest knew they were false

Florida Rules of Civil Procedure 1.370 req'u_lres: “The answer shall spee1ﬁca11y deny the matter

.»\»




' or set forth i in deta11 the reasons why the answermg party cannot truthfully admrt or deny the

matter. A demal shall falrly meet the substance of the requested adm1ss1on, and when good faith
'requ1res that a party quahfy an answer or deny only a part cf the matter of whlch an adm1ss1on is
~ requested, the party shall speclfy s0 much of it as is true and quahfy or deny the remarnder)
Florida Rules of Clvﬂ Procedure 1 370 prov1des “The party who has requested the admlss1ons
, may/move to determme the sufﬁc1ency of the answers or Ob_] ectlons
N 23. | The act1ons of Longest in thls case have been fraudulent Longest has ﬁled a
fraudulent answer, false sworn answers to. 1nterrogator1es false answers to. requests for (
adm1ss1ons, a.nd he has 11ed in hrs deposrtron and in court. : |
24, Judge Kest’s demal of all Objectrons to Boise Cascade s Ahswers to |

Interroga_tories and Motion for Sanctions agalnst Defendant, except 15 and 24, 'are s1mtlarly'

| 25, Judge Kest',claimsthere is no yalidle‘gal basis;to ohject to Boise’ s‘answers to‘ '
request for admissions. The answers were' 'false, and Boise knew they were' false. Florida l{ules ;
of Crv11 Procedure 1. 370 requ1res “The answer shall specrﬁcally deny the matter or. set forth in
detail the reasons why the answermg party cannot truthfully adrmt or deny the matter A demal
’ shall farrly meet the substance of the requested admrssron, and when good farth requlres that a
party qual1fy an answer or deny only a part of the matter of wh1ch an: adm1ss1on is requested the

|
party shall spec1fy so much ofiit as 1s true and quahfy ot deny the remarnder . Florrda Rules of

- determine the sufﬁcrency of the answers or obJectlons

Civil Procedure 1 370 prcvrdes “The party who. has requested the adrmssrons may move to

R 26. Judge Kest clarms Pla1nt1ff’s Motron for Sanctlons to Strike the Answer of Boise

.' Cascade Bulldrng Mater1als Dlstrrbutron, LLC Motron for Sanctrons to Str1ke the Answer of




vDefendant Robert Keith Longest; Mot1on for Fraud on the Court Motion for Sanctions for

\‘x$

V101at1ons of the Rules and Mouon for.Ewdentlar)r Hearlng d1d not prov1de ev1dence There is .

' rnassrve evrdence | and the Court Would have been remmded at the requested ev1dent1ary hearlng. o
Judge Kest has amazrngly said that Wlndsor is obhgated to comply with the Florlda Rules of
Professional Conduct Wh1ch the. la\:v does not prov1de but he cla1rns there is no ba51s for the

Court to sanction attorneys for V1olat1ng the Rules And he has ordered sanctions agamst

Windsor pursuant to the rules of civil procedure Thrs is prejudme and blas

- PRAYERFOR RELIEF
27 . Wherefore Windsor moves the Court to reconsrder the order of Judge John
Marshall Kest; conduct hearings on the matters upon which J udge John Marshall Kest 1ssued
orders, allow Wmdsor to further. detaﬂ the reconsrderatron issues after Wlndsor S Mot1on for .’
' Stay is resolved; and grant such other and further rehef as is deemed Just and proper -

This 6th day of November, 2020. S L 0

William M. Windsor




R VERIFICATION

Personally appeared before lne the underszgned Notary Public duly authorized to
admlnlster oaths, William M. Wlndsor Who after belng duly sworn deposes and states that he is
authorlzed to make th1s Ver1ﬁcat1on and that the facts alleged in the foregomg are true and
correct based upon h1s personal knowledge, except as to the matters herem stated to be alleged

on information and bel1ef and that as to those matters he be11eves them to be true.

I declare under penalty of petjury that the foregomg is true and correct based upon my

William M. Wmdsor

personal knowledge

This 6th day of November 2020

* Sworn and subscribed before me this 6th day of Novernber, 2020, by means of physical _

presence, . ;
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I.HEREBY CERTIF Y that a copy of the foregomg has been furmshed by Electromc Mail

to}

oy S Dav1dI Wynne

. S RS ‘Law Offices.of Séott L. Astrin
N 1OON Tampa Street, Suite 2605
RS i Tampa, Florida 33602
SR i;fd'av1d wynne@alg com, tampapleadmgs@alg com,
- | emily.christopher@aig.com, scott. astrin@aig.com.

- 813 526-0559 - 813-218-3110

Fax 813-649-8362

This‘ 9th-v day of vNoverf;ber, 2020.

William M. Windsor
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
-+ Leesburg, Florida 34748
352.577.9988 |
billwindsor]1 @outlook com
:blll@blllwmdsor com.




