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*IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
* NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
~ FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA

WILLIAM WINDSOR, " CASE NO. 2018-CA-010270-O
Plaintiff, - ‘

V8.

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS
DISTRIBUTION L.L.C., aForeign Limited L1ab1hty Company,
Defendants.

EMERGENCY MOTION FOR STAY AND/OR CONTINUANCE

Comes Now, William M. Windsor (“Win(lsor” or “Plaintiff”), and provides.this
Emergency Motion for Stay and/or Continuance. Windsor shows the ‘Court as follows:

1. Windsor did not receive fair treatment from Judge John Marshall Kest (“Judge ]
Kest”). The orders of Judge Kest provide evidence of h1s prej judice and bias. Windsor
respectfully submits that his Petition for ert of Prohibition prov1des overwhelming evidence of
prejudice and wrongdoing by Judge Kest. [EXHIBIT 1.]

2. Newly-assigned Judge Ashton is being asked to declare‘monetary sanctions -
agalnst Windsor for the outrageous actions of the Defendants, their attorneys, and Judge Kest.
Wmdsor will be without legal recourse. Windsor will be unable to pay, and Windsor is unsure if
that will cause him to be jailed or lose his case. Windsor has suffered serious injuries caused by
the Defendants, and lle is destined for a miserable existence until he dies unless he can win this
case and obtain the funds needed for nlultiple surgeries.

3. Windsor’s Petition for Writ of Prohibition (Case No. 5D2020-2666) was filed on
December 21, 2020, but the Append1x was reJected ‘multiple times because Windsor couldn’t -

figure out how to do all the special thlngs the appellate courts want appellants to do




electronically with appendix items. The.a'ppellate' court refused to accept the paper appendix that
Windsor prepared The Appendix was ﬁnally accepted J anuary 25, 2021. A copy of the ert of
Prohibition was ﬁled in this case on December 21, 2()20 asan exh1b1t to an Emergency Motron
for Stay, and it is attached again as EXHIBIT 1 hereto.

4. Windsor is askmg the Fifth District to deny Judge Kest participation in any matter
regarding Wrndsor He is askmg the Fifth Dlstnct to declare that the Florlda Rules of
Professional Conduct do not apply to pro se parties as Judge Kest falsely and ma11c1ously
claimed. Windsor is also seeking to have the new judge reconsider all of the crders in the case.

5. | Wind‘sor is 72-years-old, divorced, and disabled by the Defendants. He is pro se
and has absolutely no help with his legal work- Windsor’s sole source of income is social
security, and he is $1,500,000 in  debt. He cannot afford an attorney or a sanction. He isin -
constant pain from the Defendants He cannot afford surgery or medical treatment; h1s auto
insurance coverage has expired.

6. Windsor requests a stay until the Fifth District rules on the Petition fcr Writ cf
vProhvibition. This short delay will not affect anything in this case. |
“ 7. Windsor also needs to subpoena the attorneys for the Defendants prior to the
hearing orr attorney’s fees. An affidavit was just filed that requires investigation. The
examination of the attorneys is likely to take several hours. Win‘dsor has found _the attorneyé to

be extremely dishonest. The half hour set by the Defendants for 2/2/2021 is insufficient.

%W

William M. Windsor

100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3

Leesburg, Florida 34748

352-577-9988

billwindsorl@outlook.com -- bill@billwindsor.com

Submitted this 27th day of January, 2021




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been furnished by Electronic Mail
to:

David I. Wynne and Scotty Astrin
Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin
100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605
Tampa, Florida 33602

david.wynne@aig.com, tampapleadings@aig.com,
emily.christopher@aig.com, scott.astrin@aig.com

813-526-0559 - 813-218-3110

Fax: 813-649-8362

[ ) . P/
William M. Windsor
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34748
352-577-9988

billwindsor1 @outlook.com .
bill@billwindsor.com

This 21st day of December, 2020. |







CCASENO. ot

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL
OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA
FIFTH DISTRICT

CASE NO.: 2018- CA—010270

IN TI—IE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY FLORIDA

. Tn ve William M. Windsor

WllllamMWmdsor, T S
- Petitioner |
,,,,,,,, e N e T veonl
_;ROBERT KFITH LONGEST, an nindividual, and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING -
' MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION L L. C aForelgn L1m1ted L1ab111ty Company, _

: Respondents ‘A o )

WllhamM Wmdsar
~100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3, Leesburg, Florlda 347 48
352 577—9988 blllwmdsorl@outlook com b111@b111w1ndsor com .

| | Davnd I Wynne and Scotty Astrin
- © Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin
- 100 N ‘Tampa Street, Suite 2605; ‘Tampa,Florida 33602
dav1d wynne@aig. com, tampapleadmgs@aug com,
- emily. chr1stopher@a1g com; scott:astrin@aig. dom ™~
813 526-0559 - 813-218- 3110 - Fax 813-649- 8362
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l Pursuant to Flor1da Rules of Appellate Procedure(“FRAP”) ,Rule_,;_
9. 100 and thlS Court’s Inherent Power, Pet1t1oner WILLIAM M. WINDSOR
| ‘(“Wlndsor”), respectfully petrtlons thls Court for a wrlt of proh1b1t10n restrammg
the Honorable J ohn Marshall Kest Judge of the C1rcu1t Court of the Nmth Jud1c1al
C1rcu1t m and for Orange County Flonda from pres1d1ng asa c1rcu1t Judge in the
matter of WILLIAM M. WINDSOR VS, ROBERT KEITH: LQNGEST (“Longest’l)
and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION LLC.
(“Borse Cascade”) in Case No. 2018—CA~0127 0- O Wmdsor also pet1t1ons th1s
Court to declare that Pro Se part1es are not Sub] ect to the Florlda Bar Rules of .
Profcs51onal Conduct declare that Wmdsor has no hourly restrlctlon on -,
deposrtlons, and order anewly- assrgned Judge to reconsider the orders of Judge
John Marshall: Kest and.J udge L1sa T Munyon (“Judge l\/Iunyon ) |
e Th1s Petmon follows the denral of a trmely-ﬁled mot1on to drsqualrfy
[APPENDIX 6 l] in Wthh Wlndsor establlshed that he has an Ob] ectrvely
| reasonable fear that he has not recerved a falr trlal from Judge Kest and the

prejudrce of Judge Kest assures h1s J anuary 5 2021 Jud1c1al replacement will be

. requlred to:move the case’ forward W1th the’ unfa1r an unlawﬁll orders of Judge e
Kést The Petrtron was premrsed on FRAP 2 330 Florrda Statutes, and the Flor1da

' Code of Jud1c1al Conduct all of Whrch requlre that a Judge d1squa11fy hrmself once
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a party has estabhshed a reasonable fear that he. wrll not obtarn a falr heartng See

Florlda Rules of Jud101al Admlm A”) 2 60 Fla Stat §§ 38 02

38 lO, :F,l ode_Jud Conduct Canon 3~B (7) and E 2 I

S v._-.-,--'f;s-.BASIS FOR INVOKING JURISDICTI.N
3 . Art1cle V sectlon 4(b)(3) of the Flor1da Constrtutron author1zes

district: courts of appeal to 1ssue wr1ts of proh1b1t1on See also FRAP 9 030(b)(3), ,

“ vFRAP 9 lOO ThlS 1s an or1g1na1 act1on under Rule 9 lOO(a) of the FRAP Thls . .-
| vCourt has or1g1na1 Jurlsd1ct10n pursuant.to FRAP and Art1cle V Sectlon 3(b)(8) of
the'Flortda Constrtuuon See Bundy V. Rudd 366 So 2d 440 (Fla 197 3) (grantrng
- writ: where crrcurt court erroneously demed motion to recuse Judge)

gl The den1al of a mot1on to dlsquahfy a successor Judge 1s rev1ewed for

abuse of drscretron, see Kzng v. State 840 So 2d 1047 1049 (Fla 2003), and should

only be drsturbed 1f “the record clearly refutes the successor Judge S, dec1s1cn to
deny the rnotron 7 Pznf eld V. State 7 10: So 2d 2()1 202 (Fla Sthe DCA 1998) see .
_also: Qumce v State 732 So.2d 1059 1062 (Fla 1999) (“a court’s rullng ona

| diééreridﬁary matter W1ll be sustamed unless no reasonable person would take the

view adopted by the court ”).

B

NATURE OF RELIEF SOUGHT

T The nature of the rehef sought m th1s Peutlon is.a Wnt of Prohrbmon

| precludtng Judge Kest from conductmg proceedlngs in th1s case Wmdsor also




seeks to have th1s Court declare th" tPro Se partres are not: subJ ect to. the Florlda e - |

‘ Bar Rules of Professronal Cond ndsor has Do hourly restrrctron .
on deposmons, and order a newly assrgned judge to. reeons1der the.orders of Judge
- John: Marshall Kest and Judge L1sa T. Munyon

STATEMENT OF THE ' iCTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
6  On May 5, 2017 Wmdsor was h1t by an. 18-whee1er at 7()—m11es—per— '

hour H1s car was totaled and he was drsabled Wmdsor suffered four hermated

dlSCS 1n hrs back ﬁve hermated dlSGS in, hlS neck and an allegedly 1noperab1e

abdomlnal 1nJury, Diastasis Rect1

o T T h1s case was mstrtuted in'the Nmth J udlcral Circuitin Orange |

County, Florrda on September 20 2018 It was ﬂled by DanNeWhn & Partners

' (“Newhn”) [APPENDIX 1 ] The oase Was assrgned to Judge Lrsa T Munyon ':
8 Plarnt1ff’ s Request for Adrmssrons to Borse Cascade was, frled on.,

.,9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 2 K Plamtlff’ S Request for. Adrmssrons to Longest Was

v 'ﬁled on: 9/20/201 8 [APPENDIX 3 ] Plamtrff’ § Interrogatorres to Borse Casoade |

was ﬁled on 9/ 20/201 8. [APPENDIX 4 ] Plarntrff S Interrogator1es to Longest Was: \

ﬁled on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 5 ] Plalntlff’ s Request to Produoe to B01se

Casoade was frled on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 6 ] Plamt1ff’ S. Request to Produoe |

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




9, The DEFENDANTS.ﬁled_their-Answer,to Plaintiff’s Original -

. On Apnl 29 2019 Newlm ﬁled Plam‘nff S Request for Coples

-[APPENDIX 9. ] These documents Tave never been produced
11 On May 16, 2019 Dav1d I Wynne (“Wynne”) became the attorney

for the Defendants [APPENDIX 10 ] On March 19 2020 Newlm was termmated
by Wmdsor [APPENDIX 11.] Th1s was because Wmdsor was completely unhappy
_ with thelr work. and lack of work.: V

N A W1ndsor ‘began: representmg hunself pro se He is not an: attomey, but
he has mdependently studled law and has represented hlmself in var1ous act1ons for
over 20 years, mcludmg several petmons to the Un1ted States Supreme Court
| '. 13 When Wlndsor obtamed the ﬁles from Newlm he discovered that
Nevylin- had; done a horrendous job---~:He.began_ work on problems with motions to -
compel 1nterrogator1es, compel productlon, and‘o'bj'e'ctions to adm1sﬁon‘si' o
T '14 | Plamtlff’ s Mot1on to Compel Incomplete Answer to Interrogatory
was ﬁled on 6/3/2020 [APPENDIX 12 1 '_ o o

; - 15 Plamtlff’ S, Mot1on to Compel Productlon of Purported Prwﬂeged

Documents was ﬁled on 6/3/2020.. [APPENDIX 13 ]




- 16. Pla1nt1ff” S ObJ ectrons to Robert Kelth Longest s Answers to

Interrogatorres and a Mot1on for San i ___efendant Robert Ke1th L "

\'Longest (“Longest”) was filed 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 141
Pla1nt1ff’ S GbJ ectrons to Borse Cascade s Answers to Interrogatones
: s1gned by Ivan Wayne Laster and Motlon for Sanctrons agamst Defendant Bo1se
Cascade (“Bmse Cascade”) was ﬁled 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 15.]
o 1 8 Pla1nt1ff’ s Motron to Determme the Sufﬁclency of the Answers to- .

Requests for. Adrmssrons to Defendant Robert Keith Longest (“Longest”) was filed :

_6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 16 1
| _ 19 Plamtrff’ s Motron to Determme the Sufﬁcrency of the Answers to
Requests for Admrssmns to B01se Cascade was. ﬁled 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 17 J.
o 20 : Pla1nt1ff’ s. Amended Motlon for Sanct1ons agalnst Longest.was’ ﬁled
on7/ 1/2020 [APPENDIX 18.] ¢
] 1 Plalntlff s Amended Motron for Sanctrons agalnst Bmse Cascade was
filed on 7/1/2020 [APPENDIX 19. ] o o “ ) ._ - y
o | 22 | The DEFENDANTS responded by ﬂhng one of the most fr1volous

. motlons in the hlstory of Florrda ClVll courts == Defendants Emergency Mot1on

a ~Request1ng the Court Détermine: 1f Plamtlff W1111am Wrndsor 1s Mentally

‘ Competent to’ Represent Hlmself was ﬁled 7 /20/ 2020 [APPENDIX 20 ]




23. Plamtlff’ s Motlon to Cancel August 4, 2020 Heanng and Mot1on to

“Strike filed. 7/27/2020 [APPENDIX 21 g

24.- Plamtlff’ S Motlon to Cancel September 29 2020 I-Iearmg and Motion
for Sanctlons was filed 7/27/2020 [APPENDIX 22 1
| 25 P1a1nt1ff’ S Motlon to Strlke Conﬁdent1a1 Informa’aon ‘and Motion for

: Sanct1ons was filed 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 23 ] It ‘was 1gnored by Judge Munyon

and Judge Kest. |

26. P1a1nt1ff’ s I\/Iotlon to Find Boise Cascade in Contempt pursuant to
Florida Rules of Civil Procedure (“FRCP”) Rule 1. 380 was filed on 8/4/2020
: [APPENDIX 24 ]
27, Plaintiff’s Mot1on to Compel Depos1t1ons was ﬁled on 8/4/2020
| »[APPENDIX 25 e |

Plalntlff’ S Mot1on to Compel Defendant Boise Cascade to Produce
| ‘.Docum.e ts pursuant 6 FRCP Rule 1.380 was ﬂled on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 26.]
) Plamtlff S Mot1on to Compel Defendant Longest to Produce _.:\_,' |

' Docume ts pursuant to FRCP Rule 1 380 was ﬁled on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 27. ] _ ,‘

1 30 Plamtlff’ S I\/Iotlon to Compel Subpoena for. Documents from Dr."

) Stephen Goll; pursuant to. FRCP 1nc1udmg Rule 1 351 Was filed 8/4/2020




31 Defendants Comprehensrve Motron for Protectwe Order on All

Discovery. Pending‘ Determmatron of Competency and Drsmrssal was ﬁled
| .8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 29.] |

32. Pla1nt1ff’ s Amended Response 1o Mot1on for. Protectwe Order and
Motion to Str1ke was ﬁled on 8/ l 1/2020 [APPENDIX 30 1

33. Pla1nt1ff’ s Request for Fmdmgs of Fact and Conclus1ons of Lawon
) Order Granting Protectrve Order was ﬁled on 8/ 19/2020 [APPENDIX 31 ]

’34. _ The Notrce of Appearance of Scott Astrin was ﬁled on 8/ 19/2020

L35 Plamtrff’ S: Request: ”rf:‘Flndmgs .of Fact and Conclusions of Law on

Vi 'jtron to Exeeed 30 Interrogatones and 30. Requests for

W

Admlssmnswas ﬁled on 8/22/2020 [APPENDIX a3y

o 36.- Pla1nt1ff’ s Request for Fmdmgs-} of 'Fact an ,E_Conclus1ons of Law on

Order Deny -Plamtrff’ s Motron to Strike Defendants Emergency Motron

Requesting the’ Court Determlne if Pro Se Plamtlff erham Windsor is Competent
to Represent Hlmself was ﬁled on 8/22/2020 [APPENDIX 34.]
37. - Plaintiff’s Motion for Recon31derat1on of Order on Mot1on for

Sanctrons Agamst Defendant Robert Kelth Longest for Fraud on the Court Was

ﬁled:o.u 8/23/2020 [APPENDIX 35 ]




Ly

‘ 38 Plamtlff’ S Mot1on for ReconS1derat1on of Order on Mot1on for ) DR

: Sanct1ons agalnst Defendant Bo1se Cascade Vf : -'Fraud on the Court was ﬁled on -
| 8/24/2020 [APPENDIX 36 ]

9 Pla1nt1ﬁ” s Ver1ﬁed Response to Mot1on to D1smlss l\/lot1on to Strrke, ‘
_ and l\/lotlon for Sanct1ons was. ﬁled on 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 37 ] o
. 40. Pla1nt1ff’ s Response to: Mot1on for Competency, l\/Iot1on to Strlke; and B

Mot1on for Sanotlons was ﬁled on. 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 38 ] | R

| : 41 On August 25, 2020 Wmdsor ﬁled a Mot1on to D1squa11fy Judge Llsa
T. Munyon The Order Grantmg Wlndsor S- Motron to D1squal1fy Judge Munyon
was ﬁled on 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 39 ]

| 42 On August 25 2020 Judge John Marshall Kest (“Judge Kest”) was

amed to: replace Judge Munyon

Plalntlff sent a letter to Judge-Kest on: 8/25/2020 requestmg 18
motrons tobe set for hearlng [AP; . 1nt1ff’ S Th1rd Amended Mot1on

for Leave to ﬁle an Amended Complamt was the only motlon set for a hearlng

44 Pla1nt1ft’ 3 Motion: for‘ an‘ jonis to:Stiiki "‘An"‘wer of Longest for :

Fraud on the Court M:

for E‘Vldenﬁary Hearmg was ﬁled on 8/29/2020 [APPENDIX 4l ]

fRules, and Mot1on S




" 45. Plaintiff’s Motion for Sa;nc_ti'dnsifo Strike the Ahsw_er of Boise

\;Cascade for Fr_a,udlonfhé Court; MotmnforS ‘ ons for Viol‘aﬁémbf_ the Rules;

énglﬂl.\‘{{gtion for Evi'd_entliary.I—_Ieari_ng-‘wasﬁlédv on-8Z29/2026. [APPENDiX 42.]
46 Plaintiff :.sgﬁt::aysll’fett,@r toJudgeKestrequestmg two _ﬁlotions- for fraud

onthecourt to besetfor evxdenuary hearmgs, thlswas sent on 8/29/2020." s

47, Tudge Kestissued an “Order Requiring Compliance by Atomeys and |

2020, [APPENDIX 44.] This Order states: - RN

‘:-9Att9m¢ys and pro se litigants re reminded that all attorneys and pro se’s

o must comply with, ‘and follow, the. Administrative procedures, -

R Administrative ordérs,'Uﬁffoﬁn Administrative Policies and Procedures of
-« .the Courts:in the Ninth Judicial Circuit, as well as the Guidelines of each
v 1nd1V1dua1 jgdgﬁ before whom a party will appeat.

“For '*éxample, Administrative Order 2012-03 requires that a mandatory meet
_and confer be undertaken before a hearing or motion is scheduled. ‘It is the

-t

" responsibility. of the party. scheduling the hearing to-arrange the conference,

Failure to “meet and confer” on éach motion will result in a hearing
being cancelled if it was scheduled and/or sanctions may be imposed.”
“[emphasis added.] T =

48 AdmlmstratweOrder2012-03 states: o it

“A mandatory meet and confer process is hereby established, as set forth
" below. for all-motions to be set for hearing in the circuit civil division and to
occur before scheduling the hearing except for the following motions:
...~ injunctiverelief without notice;judgment on the pleadings; stimmary
udgment; or to permit maintenance of a class action.

Ry




“Counsel with full authority to resolve:the tmatter shall confer before
scheduling the hearing on the motion'to attempt to resolve orotherwise

- narrow the-issues raised irithe fotion; an jinclude 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. - S ' o

“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 B
fax, e-mail or letter. Counsel who merely attempt to confer have not ;

conferred for purposes of this Order. [emip_l hasis-_added.]

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

“Counsel shall include in the Notice of Hearing the Certificate of
Compliance certifying that the meet and confer occurred (or did not occur
and setting out the good faith attempts to schedule the conference) and
identifying the date of the confetence, the names-of the participating
attorneys, and the specific results obtained. - -

| }“Counse;l'who notices the héari;ﬁr.lg shall ensure 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 qonference.”' O o '

49, TheNmth Circuit doésﬁéfc evéini address the 10W1y pro se parties, but

theyhdve done a brilliant job of showmg Ju%clge Kest to be dishonest. Judge Kest -
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50.  An Order Denying Windsers_s' Motioﬂ for Sanctions to Strike the
Answers o’f Longest and Boise CascadeforFraudonthe C_odrt; Motion'fer
‘Sanctions for VioIat;_lo'nsv of the Rd-l-es; and Motion- for Evidentiary' Hearing was
'ﬁled on 9/2/2020 [APPENDIX 45.] -
51. On 9/2/2020, Wmdsor ﬁled a Motlon for Recons1derat10n of the Order
dated 9/2/2020. [APPENDIX 46.1
52, J udge Kest had his first live ihteractien with Windsor at a Case
Management Conference on 9/ 21/2020.
53, On9/21/2020, Wynne ﬁled a document titled “Defendants’ Re_s_ponse
to PRO SE Pla1nt1ff’ ] Mo’uons for Reconsideration.” [APPENDIX 47 g
54. Wmdsor came to the realization on 9/21/2020 that Judge Kest was
.prejud1ced and biased. Wmdsor sent a letter to Judge Kest advising that he was
filing a motion to disqualify him; thls Was sent on 9/23/2020 [APPENDIX 48 ]
55.. On 9/27/2020 Wlndsor ﬁled a Mot1on t0 Cancel September 29,2020
Hearing and Motion for Sanctlons [APPENDIX 49. ]

-~ 56. On9/28/2020,

_Wmdsor ﬁled a Verlﬂed Motlon to Dlsquahfy J udge
John Marshall Kest. [APPENDIX 50] k

57. . On 9/3 0/2020 Judge Kest entered an Order denying Windsor’s Motion

to Disqualify. [A_PPENDIX 51.1
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- 58. On 1 1/ 19/2020 Wmdsor ﬁled a Second Motlon to D1squal1fy Judge
John Marshall Kest [APPENDIX 52: ] On 11/20/2020 Judge Kest entered an Order

denying Windsor’s Second Motion to Dlsqualrfy [APPENDIX 53 ]

59, W1ndsor S Supplement to Verlﬁed Mot1on to Drsquahfy Judge John

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

. ». _6 Plamtlff’ s Motron for Recons1deratron of Orders of Judge Munyo_n |

was filed on 9/29/2020 [APPENDIX 551

61. An Order Denying Wmdsor § Verrﬁed Motion to Drsqualrfy Judge

John Kest-was filed on 9/30/2020. [APPENDIX 56.]

62 An Order Denymg Defendants Mo’uon to D1sm1ss a:nd Emergency
led on 10/ 1/2020 [APPENDIX 57 ]

ENDIX 58 ]

Mot1on to Determme Competency was ﬁ
63. Orders on Multlple Motrons were ﬁled 10/20/2020 [APP

6 Plamtlff’ 3 Mot1on for Recon31derat10n of Orders of Judge J ohn

as ﬁled on 11/3/2()20 [APPENDIX 59 ]

Marshall Kest W
on of Orders of Judge Kest dated

B 65 - Plamt1ff’ s Motion for Recons1derat1

October 20 2020 was ﬁled on’ 11/6/2020 [APPENDIX 60 ]

| 66 Plamtrff’ s Second Venﬁed Motlon to Drsquahfy Judge Kest was ﬁled |

on 117/ 19/2020 [APPENDIX 61 ]
N 67 | An Order Denymg Wmdsor S Second Veriﬂed Motionto Disqualify

Judge John Marshall Kest was ﬁled on 11/20/2020 [APPENDIX 62 ]

14.




REASONS WHY THE WRIT SHOULD ISSUE

= . 68. W1ndsor 8 Afﬁdav1ts of Prejudl<.?.. st _,ed very clearly the facts and

reasons for the behef that’ b1as and pre;udwe emsts Dates t1mes, places,
cirCumStanceS’ and statements are 1temlzed The reasons for the behef are mater1a1
“and stated w1th partrculanty [APPENDIX 50 Exh1b1t A 1 [APPENDIX 61,
Exh1b1t A 1
Judge Kest WRONGFULLY ordered sanctlons agamst Wlndsor for
ﬁhng his Ob_] ectlons to Robert Kelth Longest’s Answers to Interrogatorres and
Motlon for Sanotlons agamst Defendant Robert Ke1th Longest [APPENDIX 58
Pages4and5] L - | | |
t 70 Judge .Kest "c.lalms, w1thout legal authorlty, that Wmdsor s Obj ections
were not made in: good falth [APPEND]ZX 58 Page 5. 43 ‘This i is 1aughable See
: APPENDIX 14 especrally 1]1[ 18:42. The Ob] ect1ons were made under oath under
,penalty of perjury Wmdsor s sworn statements of fact are uncontroverted :
: Wlndsor 1dent1ﬁed five false answers Wrndsor 1dent1ﬁed several counts of
perjury, 2 and he provrded ev1dence .Wlndsor 1dent1ﬁed 1ncomplete answers that

Longest knew were 1ncomplete, completely madequate answers. Longest
comrmtt'ed 55 'V1olat1ons of Florlda Rules of Civil Procedure (“FRCP”) Rule 1.340
V(a) [APPENDIX 14 1[ 44, 1 Longest gave fa 1se sworn answers to Interrogator1es

_Nurnber 6 8 10 11 23 Longest faﬂed to answer Interrogatory Numbers 5 and 7.
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Longest gave 1ncomp1ete answers to Interrogatory Numbers 2, 10 13 18, 24 and- |

27. [APPENDIX 18 APPENDIX ] I ongest has ommltted fraud on \ the court :

__And Judge Kest has 1et h1m get away w1th 1t and has sanctroned W1ndsor
71. FRCP Rule 1 380 prov1des for the rules for faﬂure to make dlseovery...
Proper notlce was prowded |

72.. FRCP Rule 1 380 (a) (2): prov1des that 1f a deponent fa1ls to answer a

 question propounded or subm1tted under rule :1. 3 10 or 1 320 ora corporatlon or
other ent1ty fails to make a des1gnat10n under rule 1 3 10(b)(6) or 1. 320(a) ora |
- party fails to answer an 1nterrogatory submltted under rule 1 340 or, 1f a party 1n

- response to a request for 1nspect10n submrtted under rule 1. 350 falls to respond that
, 1nspect10n wﬂl be perm1tted as requested or fails to perrmt 1nspect10n as requested |

. or, 1f a party 1n response to a request for exammatlon of a person submitted: under

rule 1 360(a) ObJ ects to the ‘examination; faﬂs to respond that the examrnatmn w111
be perm1tted as requested or farls to submlt to or  to produee a person 1n.that :
' party S eustody or legal control for exarntnatlon the dlseoyertng party may rnove :
for an order compelhng an. answer FRCP Rule 1 380 (a) (3) prov1des that an

evaswe or 1neomp1ete answer shall be treated asa: fallure to answer Judge Kest’

" order v1olates the lavv [APPENDIX 58, Page 5.1 ‘Judge Kest LIED in hlS order

: cla1m1ng Wrndsor did not cornply W1th the Rules Th1s Court should snnply read

APPENDIX 14 15 and 58 and see that Judge Kest hed to 1nf110t h1s preJudme
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3. Judge Kest cla1ms there was no Valid legal bas1s to objeot to Longest s
answers to request for adm1ss1ons FRCP Rule l 37 0 (a) prov1des the legal
authority that Wmdsor 01ted The answers were false and Longest knew they were
false. FRCP l 370 requrres “The answer shall spec1ﬁcally deny the matter or set ‘
forth in deta1l the reasons why the answermg party cannot truthfully adm1t or deny .‘
_the matter. A denral shall fa1r1y meet the substance of the requested admrss1on, and |
“when good fa1th requires that a party quahfy an answer or deny only a part of the
matter of wh1ch an adm1ss1on is requested the party shall specify so much of it as

is true and qualify or deny the remalnder . FRCP 1. 370 provides “The party who
| has requested the adrmssmns may move to deterrmne the sufﬁorenoy of the
answers or objecuons S ,_..: E .' . :~,,. “ - SR | L l Coo
” 7'-4,. - The actlons of Longest 1n th1s case have been fraudulent Longest has
filed a fraudulent -answer, false ‘_sworn answers to 1nterrogator1es false. answers to
requests for admissions; and he has liedﬁ 1n hrs .'depos:_rtron.andm ’court. .
_ [APPENDIX41] _ T S i

75 Judge Kest’s den1al of all ObJectrons to Bolse Cascade .s Ahswers to

Interrogatorres and Motron for Sanctlons agamst Defendant except 15 and 24 are

s1m11arly wrong. . [APPENDIX 58,P. 5 ]

6. Judge Kest cla1ms there isno Valld legal basis to; obJect to Borse’s‘ S

' answers to request for adrmssmns [APPENDIX 58 P 6 ] The answers were false,
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' and Boise knew they were false FRCP- '1 37, req : 'res “The answer shall

specrﬁcally deny the matter or set forth in, .detaﬂ the reasons why the answerrng
party cannot truthfully admrt or deny the matter A den1a1 shall fa1r1y meet the .'f' .
substanoe of the requested adnnssmn, and when good fa1th requlres that a party

_quahfy an answer or deny only a part of the matter of Wthh an. admrssron 1s - :

quested the party shall speo1fy ) much of it as 1s true and quahfy or deny the L

rernalnder ” FRCP 1 370 prov1des “The party who has requested the adm1ss1ons “
may move to determme the sufﬁcrency of the answers or Obj ect1ons : |

77. . 'Judge Kest cla1ms Plamtrff’ S Motron for Sancuons to Strlke the ) -
Answer of BOlSe Cascade Motlon for Sanetrons to Str1ke the Answer of Longest
Motion for Fraud on the Court Mot1on for Sanotrons for V1olat10ns of the Rules
E and Motlon for Ev1dent1ary Hearrng d1d not provrde ev1dence [APPENDIX 58, P.‘- |

. ] There is masswe ev1dence, and the oourt would have been rem1nded at the o

' requested ev1dent1ary hearlng Judge Kest:has arnazrngly sa1d that Wlndsor is -

obhgated to. comply w1th the Florlda Bar Rules of Professronal Conduot Wthh the

Jaw does not prov1de, yet he cla1ms there is : 'o ba‘:' ; for- the Cot

, attorneys for Vrolatlng theRules And he has ordered sanctrons agamst Windsor:
pursuant to the- mles of o1v11 procedure Th1s is prejudrce and blas Judge Kest is '

dishonest and llhely corrupt.




7 8 An ob_] ect1ve observer, lay observer nd/or d1s1nterested observer

‘must entertam s1gn1ﬁeant doubt of the 1mpart1a11ty of Judge Kest A reasonably

prudent person w111 be in fear of not reeelvmg a fa1r and 1mpart1a1 tr1a1

79 Orders of Judge Kest demonstrate 51gn1ﬁcant prejudlce and b1as, and

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

: 80 JudgeKesthas .falsely stated that many ‘of 'Win_dso_r?s'_moti_onsfare not

based on statutory or Flor1da case law and some are not 1ega11y sufﬁc1ent
[APPENDIX 58 ] Judge Kest has not’ 1dent1fied these Wmdsor has comphed W1th',
Call statutes and Rules and his motlons are legally sufﬁc1ent Judge Kest Just wrote
th1s to mﬂ1ct hlS prejudtce agamst Wmdsor . | |
; 8t An honest Judge would have stncken the pleadmgs of the: Defendants
[APPENDIX 18 19 35,36,41, 42,451 Judge Kest is not honest SR
'82;_' Judge Kest obJects to Wmdsor ﬁlmg so many mot1ons The only |
reason W1ndsor has ﬁled much of anythmg is the wrongdomg of the Defendants; .
and the Judges Judge Kest is termmally blased
s 83. Judge Kest did nothmg about the totally fr1volous Defendants
“ mottons for competency and motlon to dlsm1ss Wmdsorvs mot1on for sanctlons, o

was IGNORED
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84. Judge Kest denled 1ndsor1s,motlons‘to compel the Defendants to

produce documents and for sanct1ons ‘wrthout a hearmg [APPENDIX 58, ] ThlS is
_ OUTRAGEOUS There was nothlng 1mproper about these requests '
5 _ J udge Kest has 11m1ted Wmdsor to one hour per deposmon, apparently"
asa sanctron [APPENDIX 58 P 3 ] ThlS 1s totally 1nadequate as to the two i
| Defendants Wmdsor has never taken a deposrtlon, and he'is deahng w1th liars.
}Judg:e Kest 'wants to. do whatever he: can to screw Pro Se Wmdsor before he retrres
Wmdsor w111 f11e a Bar Complarnt agamst hrm o
-_: 8H6 Judge Kest demed Wmdsor s Motlon to Compel Subpoenas for
Documents from Dr ‘Stephen: Goll.. [APPENDIX 58, P. 3.} The Motron fully
_ explarns the need but Judge Kest fergned 1gnorance [APPENDIX 28. ] Dr Goll
relled on the notes he made whrle exammmg Wrndsor, and these are dlscoverable
g 87 Judge Kest has outrageously demed Wlndsor s Motion for Sanctrons .
- agamst each of the Defendants for Fraud on the Court He has demed hearmgs |
He ‘cl'a'lms the findrngs of the prlor Judge are vahd but she drd not address the .
.1ssues that Were clearly stated ThlS smacks of corruptron Perhaps Judge Kest has
been pard off by the attorneys for the Defendants to 1ssue such outrageous orders

88. Judge Kest estabhshed a clearly ﬁxed view about substantive pendmg

tr1al matters, s0 th1s must rarse concerns about the “appearance of 1mpropr1ety, _

standard that must be safeguarded under apphcable recusal law.
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Judge Kest has effectwely demed _W'u sor’srlghtsof the equal .'

_protectlon under the law under A-rtrcleiVI of the' Const1tutron
90. o J udge Kest’.s’.a.otlons prove that he has' exere1sed h1s power 1n th1s c1v11< -
actron for hrs own personal purposes rather than the w111 of the lavv g o
3 | 9 | . Wmdsor has not recewed falr and 1mpart1a1 treatment W1th Judge |
.. Kest He 1s prejudrced agarnst Wrndsor .
| ._ 92 A11 Wlndsor wants is to have someone falr and rmparual w1thanopen
mrnd to hsten to the faots and rev1ew as much of the ev1dence as is needed to prove
eaeh of h1s clalms,.:, It,vrs obvrous to Wmdsor that Judge Kest doesn t care about the | |
faots and doesn t want to apply the laW |
g 93. | The Umted States Constrmtlon guarantees an unb1ased Judge who Wlll
always prOV1de htlgants W1th full protectron of ALL RIGHT S Judge Kest is -
blased agamst Wmdsor He has demonstrated thrs agam and agam and agaln. .
9 Wlndsor S mot1ons, afﬁdav1ts, certlﬁcates of good farth and
| memorandum of author1t1es meet the requrrements fora motron to dlsquahfy
' [APPENDIX 50 61 ] |
- 95 Wmdsor has a well—grounded fear that he-wil-l not receive' a fa1rtr1a1 A

He hasn’t recelved a falr tl'l_al-a | e R
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- 96. Judge Kest. estabhshed a clearly ﬂxed V1ew about substant1ve pendmg

trial matters, so th1s must ra1se concerns about the appearance of 1mpropr1ety,

standard that must be safeguarded under apphcable recusal laW o

STANDARD OF REVIEW

97, The demal of a motlon to d1squa11fy a c1rcu1t Judge is revrewed de
novo. Parker V. State 3 So. 3d 974 082 (Sup. Ct Fla 2009)

LEGAL ARGUMENT

98.. The test to be used by the trial court in revrewmg a motion for __
d1squal1ﬁcat1on has been determmed by the Florida Supreme Court In MacKenzie -
.v Super szs Bargam Store Inc 565 So 2d 1332 (Fla 1990), the Supreme Court
held that the facts alleged ina motlon to d;lsquahfy need only show a movant s
Well-grounded fedr that the movant w1ll not receive a falr tr1al The test to be
utilized is whether the facts alleged Would place a reasonably prudent person in
fear of not recervmg a fa1r and 1mpart1al tr1al MacKenzze 565 So 2d at 1335 see
also F zscher V. Knuck 497 So 2d 240 (Fla 1986)

: 99 In rev1ew1ng the legal sufﬁ01ency of a mot1on for d1squal1ﬁcat1on,

whether the movant has alleged facts g1v1ng rise toa well founded fear that the

'movant w1ll not rece1ve a fa1r trlal the facts must be taken as true and must be :
V1ewed from the movant S perspecnve See szngston 441. So 2d 1083 (“The

‘ quest1on of d1squa11ficat10n focuses on those matters from Wh1ch a l1t1gant may
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: reasonably quest1on a Judge N 1mpart1ahty rather than the judge’s perceptlon of the

judge’s ab111ty to act falrly and 1mpart1a11y ”).
100 In order to decide Whether the motlon is legally sufﬁcrent Wmdsor
‘must only show: ‘a well grounded fear that he wﬂl not rece1ve a fair [hearmg] at
the hands of the judge. Itis not a questlon of how the Judge feels itisa questron
of What feehng res1des in the afﬁant’s mrnd and the basis for such feehng ‘State ex
rel. Brown v. Dewell, 131 Fla. 566, 573, 179 So. 695, 697- 98 (1938). See also
Hayslip v. Douglas, 400 So.2d 553 (Fla 4th DCA 1981). The questlon of
| dlsquahﬁoa’uon focuses on those matters from which a htlgant may reasonably
quest1on ajudge’s 1mpart1a11ty rather than the Judge s perception of his ab111ty to
- act falrly and 1mpart1ally State v. szmgston, 441 So.2d 1083, 1086 (Fla. 1983)
| 101. The preJudrce ofa Judge isa dehcate questron for a litigant to ra1se but
when ralsed as a bar to the trial of a oause 1f predrcated on grounds Wlth a
modicum of reason, the Judge in quest1on should be prompt to recuse himself. No
Judge under any 01rcumstanoes is Warranted in sitting in the tr1a1 of a cause whose
neutrality is shadowed or even questloned chkenson V. Parks, 104 Fla. 577 140
So 459 (1932), State ex rel Aguzar Vi Chappell 344 So 2d 925 (Fla 3d DCA

1977). State v. Steele, 348 So. 2d 398 401 (Fla 3rd DCA 1977).
©102. The Uruted States- Supreme Court has explalned that in decrdmg
whether a particular J-udge cannot preside over a 11t1gant’s trial: the 1nqu1ry rnust be

\
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- not only whether there was actual b1as on respondent’s part but also Whether there
was ‘such a hkelrhood of bias or an appearance of b1as that the Judge was unable to "
hold the balance between V1nd1cat1ng the 1nterests of the court and the 1nterests”of

| the accused Ungar V. Saraf te, 376 U. S 575 588 (1964) ‘Such a strlngent rule
may somet1mes bar tr1a1 by Judges who have no actual bras and who would do therr ’

' very best 10 we1gh the scales of Just1ce equally between contendlng part1es, but

due process of law requ1res no less In re Murchzson 349 U S. 133 136 75 S.Ct.

623, 625, 99 L Ed 942 (1955) Taylor V. Hayes, 418. U S 488, 501 (1974)

(emphas1s added)

| 103. The appearance of 1mpropr1ety v1olates state and federal constrtu‘uonal.

r1ghts to due process A falr hearmg be’fore an 1mpart1al tnbunal isa basrc |

, , 1 '
requ1rernent of due process See In re Murchzson, 349 U S 133 (1955) “Every

1t1gant[] is ent1tled to nothmg less than the cold neutrahty of an impartial Judge.

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

there can be no’ full n:and farr hearlng
‘ 104 The test for determmmg the legal sufficiency ofa motion for o
drsquahficatron is an obJ ectrve one Wthh asks whether the facts alleged in the

motion would place a reasonably prudent person in fear of not. receiving a fa1r and

. 1mpart1al hearing. See Livingston v. State, at 1087 “When the Judge enters 1nto the
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- proceedings and becomes a partlcrpant a shadow is cast upon judicial,neutrality SO

that disqualiﬁcation- -[-of the c1rcu1t] is requ1red » Chastme V. Broome, at295.

A :WINDSOR SHOWED THAT ANY REASONABLY PRUDENT
o PERSON WOULD BE IN FEAR OF NOT RECEIVING A FAIR

105 “ There are a host of reasons why any reasonable prudent person_» would
be in fear.-of not recew‘mg a~fa1r:tr1al in the case. But the cons1derat1on is easy by
looking at what Judge Kest did when consrdermg sanctlons "

106 W1ndsor swore under oath under penalty of perjury that ‘Lies, .
'_consplracy, false statements to law enforcement alleged brlbery, fraud attempted _
fraud, false pleadings; ahost of discovery V1olat1ons, ‘humerous v1olat1ons of the - |
Florlda Rules of Professronal Conduct concealment of the key evrdence, 4_

' concealment of the 1dent1ty of one of the key fraudsters perjury, alleged fraud bya
pa1d expert w1tness, V1olat10n ofa court order, contempt mal1c1ous prosecutron,
~and fraud on. the Court. The Defendants and their attorneys have done 1t all ”
‘Windsor presented Judge Kest wrth 298 causes of act1on for sanct1ons .
‘[APPENDIX 18 and 19 APPENDIX 34 and 35; APPENDIX 41 and 42. ]

107 Surely 298 vrolatrons is destlned for the Gumness Book. -
108 J udge Kest demed the motlons wnhout the requested evidentiary
hearing clalmmg ‘they were motrons for “reconsrderatlon ”. [APPENDIX 45, Page ‘

1.] On Septernber 2 2020 Judge Kest 1ssued an ORDER ON MOTIONS FOR -
R T e ‘




. G_ AND DIRECTING

RECONSTDERATTON-, REQUEST FORHEA
DEFENDANT TO FILE A RESPONSE ” [APPENDIX 45 ] This ORDER is
‘ absolutely false cla1m1ng the August 29 2020 motlons ﬁled by . Wmdsor were L
“mot1ons for reconsrderauon ” [APPENDIX 45 P 1 g The openmg paragraphs of
the motions state that on June 24, 2020 Wlndsor orrglnally presented 98 counts to
- show. FRAUD ON THE COURT by, each of the Defendants And that “smce the
- 98 counts were ﬁrst presented the Defendants and 1ts attorneys have each -
comrmtted another 51 counts Fraud on the court requlres a clear and conv1nc1ng |
‘_showmg, SO thls Motion 1ncludes all of the counts that are part of the scheme
[APPENDIX 41 421 102 new counts agamst the Defendants does not const1tute a
“motion for recons1derat1on » Th1s 1s 1nexcusable - 4. | . | A‘ L

109 Whrle th1s alone should be enough Judge Kest outrageously R
.sanctloned Wlndsor [APPENDIX 58.] There isno logrcal explanatron for the
actions-of J udge Kest ‘He'is clearly prejudrced He may ‘have other problems

110. A reasonably prudent person Would NOT be in fear of rece1v1ng a fair

trial. They’d be scared to death‘ | | |

B. JUDGE KEST DEMONSTRATED HIS PREJUDICE AGAINST PRO
SE PARTIES REPEATEDLY

Judge Kest’s preJudme agamst pro se part1es lrterally JUMPS OFF T I-IE

. PAGE He has the term ¢ pro se” 1tallclzed in h1s orders [APPENDIX 44 45 51
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53, 56, 57, 58, and 62.] Th1s is a; clearly 1ncorrect Enghsh usage Latin terms are not
:italicized'- nor are everyday legal terms Wmdsor beheves Judge Kest 1ta11c1zes pro
se as a slap in the face of pro se part1es and asa means of 1nd1cat1ng prose part1es are
| a lesser class of 11t1gant wh1ch is clearly uulawﬁll o

C... - JUDGE KEST FALSELY CLAIMED THE: MOT ION TO -
DISOUALIFY WAS NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT

112, Judge Kest ordered The Court finds that the Mot1on is legally '

] 1nsufﬁ01ent ”? [APPENDIX 62 -- ORDER P l T[ 3 ] He gave no explanatmn .

Indeed he couldn t. It w111 be simple, for th1s Court to determme that Judge Kest

was snnply 1nﬂlct1ng his bias and prejudlce yet agam | |
113, A Mouon to D1squa11fy 1s govemed by Flor1da Statute 38 10 and |

FRJA 2 330 and Wmdsor met all requlrements [APPENDIX 52 ] .

“A mot1on to, d1squa11fy is governed substantwely by sectlon 38.10, Flonda
Statutes . and procedurally by Florida Rule of Judicial Administration
2.330.” Gregary v. State, 118-80:3d 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 account of the prejudice of the judge’-as well as
‘the facts and the reasons for the belief'that any s such bias or prejudice
- exists.’” Peterson vi State, 221 So. 3d 57 1; 581 (Fla 2017) (quotmg § 38.10,
. __.Fla Stat (2014)) L e e i" _ )

l 14. MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT The Motlon tc Dlsquallfy was'in

wr1t1ng Wmdsor ﬁled an Afﬁdavrt of Prejudlce statmg his fear that he would not

receive a fair _trlal -due to the pre]udlce of Judge Kest It prov1ded the facts and the
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reasons for the b.e11ef that such b1as and preJudlce ex1st This Motlon was signed
under oath There had been one prev1ously granted motlon to dlsquahfy the former
Judge A Certlﬁcate of Good Fa1th Was also ﬁled [APPENDIX 52 Exh1b1t B]
The Mot1on to Dlsquahfy was ﬁled w1th the Clerk and a copy was sent by emaﬂ to |
' Judge Kest c/o h1s assistant, Dlane Iacone [APPENDIX 52. ] |
H 115, GROUNDS "The Motton to D1squa11fy showed that the Plaintiff
| ,feared he would not recewe a falr tr1a1 because of spec1ﬁcally descnbed pre_]udlce
or b1as of J udge Kest | | |

- 116, "TIME: The Motion to Dlsquahfy was ﬁled within a reasonable time

‘not to- exceed 10 days after dlscovery of the facts constltutmg the grounds for the

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

D.v | | JUDGE JOI-IN MARSHALL KEST FALSELY CLAIMED THE
| MOTION TO DIS()UALIFY WAS NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT
1 17 In h1s Order dated November 20 2020, 7 udge Kest found “the Motion

D

is 1ega11y 1nsufﬁc1ent [APPENDIX 62. ]

118. J udge Kest 1dent1ﬁed nothmg that was legally 1nsufﬁc1ent

“119. The Motion to Dlsquahfy Judge Kest was 1ega11y sufﬁc1ent and K
procedurally adequate, and Judge Kest Was supposed to so determme Th1s was a

proper apphcatlon for a ohange of Judge The PETITION FOR WRIT. OF

; PR(DHIBITION should have been granted
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E.  WHEN JUDGE K KEST FIRST INTERACTED WITH WINDSOR, HE
FALSELY ACCUSED HIM OF LYIN’ |

120 “On September 21 2020 Judge Kest had h1s f1rst 11ve 1nteract10n w1th .
Wlndsor at a Case Management Conference v1a Zoom J udge Kest clalmed |
Wmdsor made a. false statement to the Court denymg that the case had been stayed.»
The'case was never stayed and saymg Wmdsor ‘made a false statement to the |
_ Court was both 1mproper and erroneous ~: o | |

121 USLegal com deﬁnes “stay as “a court order”preve‘ntmg further

~ actjon until a future event occurs. ” In th15 case, Windsor explamed that there was

~ only'a protect1ve order to block any further chscovery, but J udge Kest refused to.

| listen. [APPEN‘DIX 63 ] T he Order clearly states “Dlscovery is stayed " 2 In
d1rect conﬂlct W1th the Order of 8/ 19/2020 Judge Kest branded Wlndsor as
dlshonest He seemed to have little mterest Whatsoever in what a lowly pro se had :
to say. Proven preJudlee SR = I S |

F. | JUDGE KEST VIOLATED RULE 2 9 ( C) OF THE CODE OF
JUDICIAL CONDUCT AND THREATENED WINDSOR ;
122 Judge Kest 1ndrcated at the Case Management Conference that he had

1ndependently researched cases Wlndsor had been 1nvolved in, and he threatened

) Wmdsor W1th sanctrons for frrvolous motlons under Florlda Statute 57. 105

: Wi’ndsor 'hasl.never flled anythmg frlvolous but the DEFENDANTS sure have
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123. Rule 2 9 (C) of the. Code of Judlcral Conduct states “A Judge shall not

investigate facts ina matter mdependently, and shall con51der only the ev1dence

presented » udge Kest Vlolated thls Rule And then he threatened Wrndsor

G.

JUDGE KEST PREJUDGED WINDSOR’S CASE

124 At the Case: Management Conference, Judge Kest 1ndleated to the

partles that he had prejudged Wlndsor from mdependently researchmg cases

- Wmdsor had been 1nvolved in and then threatenmg h1m N

“While it is well—settled that a Judge may form mental 1mpressmns and
opinions during the course of hearing evidence, he or she may not prejudge
the case.”? - Sée Wargo v. Wargo, 669 S0. 2d1039°(Fla. 1st DCA 1996);

. LeBruno Alummum Co., Inc. . Lané 436 So. 2d 311, 312.(Fla. 2nd DCA -
11999) o ' | ’

o 125 The comment of Judge Kest can be reasonably interpreted to mean

Judge Kest. had. orossed the line from: formmg mental 1mpress10ns to prejudgmg the

issue.” (Barnett V. Barnett 727 So. 2d 3 11 3 12 (Fla 2nd DCA 1999) )

H JUDGE KEST IGNORED THE PREJUDICE AND BIAS OF JUDGE

LISA T MUNYON

126 Wmdsor has a well—grounded fear that he W111 not reeeive a fa.irtrial.

Judge Kest 1gnored all of the preJudlce and b1as of Judge Lisa T Munyon J udge g

‘Munyon granted a protectlve order to stop dlscovery ‘when there was no. 1ega1

authorrty to do SO. Judge Kest allowed that o continue: [APPENDIX 29, 55 ]

_I.

JUDGE KEST ALLOWED AN ATTORNEY WHO I-IAD NOT FILED
A NOTICE OF APPEARANCE TO FILE MOTIONS IN THE CASE
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INCLUDING AN OUTRAGEOUSLY FRIVOLOUS MOTION T0 -
: HAVE WINDSOR DECLARED MEN | -LLY INCOMPETENT TO.
| REPRESENT HIMSELF

127 Judge Kest allowed an attornes! ufho had not ﬁled a Not1ee of -
Appearance to ﬁle an outrageously frlvolous mot1on to have Wrndsor declared
mentally’ 1ncompetent to represent hlmself [APPENDIX 20 32 37 38 ]
-Accord1ng to the law, the rnot1on had to be strrcken but J udge Kest 1gnored hts |
legal duty because of h1s blas B | | |

128. APPENDIX 38 PP. 2- -5 and APPENDIX 21 deta1l the wrongdomg of
Scott L. Astnn (“Astrm”) N | | | ._ | |

| 129 Judge Kest d1d not address Flonda Rule 2 505 (e) (3) of the Rules of
J udrcral Adm1n1strat10n or. case law that prov1de TI-[E COMPET ENCY MOTION ,
" of Astrrn ‘was olearly a nulllty | | ‘

"130. Judge Kest d1d not address the false pleadmg Astrm ﬁled Wlth the |

.Court 1n h1s purported Not1ce of Evrdentlary Hearmg Judge Kest d1d not address
that Astrm had V1olated Rule 4- 3 1, Rule 433, and Rule 4- 3 4 of the Flor1da Rules
of Professronal Conduct. [APPENDIX 21,29, 41, @y

"131.- On. 9/21/2020 Judge Kest ordered a September 29 2020 hearlng on

‘ Defendants Robert Kerth Longest & B01se Cascade Bulldmg Materlals

Dlstrlbutxon, LLC along w1th the LaW Ofﬁoes of, Soott L. Astrln and Attorney

David. Wynne S Emergency l\/lotron Requestrng the Court Determme if Pro Se
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Pla1nt1ff W1ll1am W1ndsor is Competent to Represent Hlmself Motron Enforcmg
Pro Se Plarntlff Wllllam Wrndsor to Comply and Adhere to Florrda Bar Rules of
-Professmnal Conduet and Motron for an Award of Monetary Sanctrons Th1s _
establrshed that J udge Kest was allowmg thrs completely and totally frwolous
motion to move forward Wmdsor S Response to the l\/lotlon filed 8//25/2020
}detalls Why this'is such a frrvolous motlon {APPENDIX 38. ] If Judge Kest Was an

honest 1mpart1al Judge, he Would have 1mmed1ately d1sm1ssed 1t

J. | JUDGE KEST ALLOWED HEARINGS ON. FRIVOLOUS MOTIONS
AND IGNORED THE RULES AND HIS ORDERS IN FAVOR OF
THE DEFENDANTS

________...—-—--——--——

132. Judge Kest has allowed hearmgs on frrvolous motrons by the .
Defendants' Whlle 1gnor1ng V1olat10ns of hlS own. rules and orders. J udge Kest
stated at, the Case Management Conferenee that it was essentral that motlons be. .
supported by laW, but he V1olated thls requrrement | R

B 133 Judge Kest 1gnored the fact that there was 10 legal ba51s glven by the
Defendants for e1ther of the motions that Judge Kest ordered to be set for hearmg.

134, Judge Kest outrageously stated inan order that tWo mot1ons Were not

: being set for hearmgs beeause they Were motlons for recons1derat1on When clearly

they Were no such thlng [APPENDIX 45 ]
| 135 Judge Kest extended the tr1a1 date for another year When he will not

even be-a Judge Wlth no consrderatron glven to. Wmdsor S medlcal cond1t1on
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136. Judge Kest announced at the Case Management Conference that he
* treats pro se parties the same as attorneys but this i is' ne1ther farr nor the laW

137. Judge ‘Kest argued with _Wln‘dsor over whether there had been the |
required_“rneet and confer” _With the }De:fendant.s’ vatto‘;rne.ys,' Judge Kest ciaimed
. » .that a telephone bullying by Attorney Astrin -arnounted toa “confer.” Windsor
tried to. explain that confer means an aetuat di'seussi'on. Judge Kest rej eoted that,
yet he knew the sneoiﬁcs of the law Vvtrhillvge pro :sé Windsor did not. Windsor was
absolutely right about the requirements to confer, and 'Judge Kest lied and claimed -
he was'wrong- |

138. Judge Kest ordered sanotlons agamst Wrndsor When he did nothlng

improper, Whlle he 1gnored 11terally hundreds of v1olat10ns of the rules and law by o |

the Defendants and the1r attorneys [APPENDIX 58.]

139 Judge Kest isa past‘pres_rdent'and Governor of the Bar Association’ so' |
" he h'a's been 'a"'\}'e‘:‘r‘."‘y 'aetiVe rnember of a club that the Defense attorneys helong to.
that Wlndsor W111 never belong to Judge Kest has been an attorney for 48 years
and a judge for 17 years. He has seemmgly developed dlsdam for pro se partles

over the-- past:'4'8 years. Wmdsori has these »feel‘rn‘gsbecause after studylng the

developrnents in this case, he sees T udge Kest aotrng w1th blas agaln and agarn

The mot1on is 1egally suffie1ent ifit shows the party S well-grounded fear
- that'the party will nottecéive a fair trial. See Livingston v. State, 441 So.2d
1083, 1087 (Fla. 1983) In other words; would the facts (which must be taken
~astrueina rnotron to d1squahfy) prornpt a reasonably prudent person to fear
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that he could not get a fair and 1mpart1al trials See e.g., Peterson V.
Asklipious, 833 So. 2d 262 (Fla 4th DCA 2002)

The facts alleged in the motlon 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,itis -

not for the trial judge to say that it is not there. ? Parks, 141 Fla. at 5 18,194
'So. at 614. Further, “it is 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
1697-98. (szmgston v. State, 441 So 2d 1083 (Fla 10/27/ 1983))

140. In determmmg the legal sufﬁc1ency of a mot1on to d1squal1fy, a court
looks to see wh‘ether the facts alleged would place a reasonably prudent person in
fear of not rece1v1ng fa1r and 1mpart1al treatment from the trial judge. See, e.g.,

_ 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 hlS prejudlce or b1as,~ |

depnved h1m of fa1r and 1mpart1a1 treatment. A prudent person would KNOW he

or she is screwed

- 141, Judge Kest was. obligated to accept the truthr of Windsot’s ‘statements.

“Whena party seeks to d1squa11fy a Judge under sectlon 38.10, the judge
cannot pass on the truth of the statements of fact set forth in the affidavit.
State v. Dewell, 131 Fla. 566, 179 So. 695 (1938) ‘The facts.and reasons for

- the belief of prejudice must be taken as true, and the judge may. only pass on. .
the legal sufficiency of the motion and: suppox’ung #ffidavits to invoke the-
statute. Raybon v. Burnette, 135 ‘So 2d 228 (Fla. 2d DCA 1961). Section .

38.10 creates a substantive rightito seek the d1squal1ﬂcat10n ofa tr1al ]udge A
“but the- pI'OCGSS of the dlsquahﬁoatlon is procedural szzngston V! State 441

So 2d 1083 (Fla 1983)
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142. Judge Kest allowed ‘thee?Defendants;.to;-__Violate 'his;_Order [APPENDIX
42] and Admmlstratwe Order 2012 03 whlle cla1m1ng ina Case Management
Conference that these orders do not requlre What they very clearly requ1re

143 Asa pro.se party, Wlndsor gets h1s legal educat1on from “the

, unrvers1t1es of Google and Yahoo as well as Versuslaw com. The People’s Law
Drctlonary has this to say about “meet and confer

.. requ1rement of courts that before certaln types of motions and/or
petrtrons will be heard by the Jddge the lawyers (and sometimes their
clients) must "meet and confer’ to try'to resolve the matter or at. least
determine the points of conflict. This ‘has the beneficial effect of resolving

~ many matters, reducing the time for arguments and making the lawyers and
 clients face up to the realities of their positions. ” The People S Law o
Drctlonag[ by Gerald N Hrll and Kathleen T. Hrll

|

144. - The Legal Informatron Instrtute of Cornell Law School deﬁnes “meet

and confer?’ as:
_ "‘a requrrement in some Jur1sdlct10ns that partres to a suit must meet and
discuss various. matters and attempt to resolve disputes without court action.-
.. The purpose of meet and confer rules is to.save the parties time and :
- -money and increase judicial economy by encouragrng parties to resolve their
- disputes w1thout the need for court 1ntervent10n
145 But most 1mportant of all 1s the text of the actual Orders
146. Judge Kest’ September 1 2020 Order makes th1s clear: “Faﬂure to

‘meet and confer on each motlon wﬂl result ina hearrng being cancelled if it was

scheduled.” Windsor filed an emergency motron to have the hearmg cancelled

Judge Kest violated his own order yet agam [APPENDIX 44 ]
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147 Wh1le Wmdsor had prev1ously read Admm1strat1ve Order 2012- 03 he
d1d not have it comm1tted to memory orin front of h1m at the Case Management
Conference ‘He. Was srckened when he later read the Order and. drscovered that

everythmg Judge Kest was clarmmg Was false and proven so in the Order

A j8 'Adm1n1strat1ve Order 2012 03 prov1des

A mandatory' meet and confer process is hereby estabhshed as set. forth
o below, for all motions to be set for hearing in the circuit civil division and to
occur before scheduhng the. hearmg except for the following 1 motrons

‘ut not1ce, Judgment on the pleadmgs summary

[ ".“Counsel w1th full author1ty to resolve the matter shall confer before o
., schedulmg the hearmg on the motior to attempt to resolve or otherwise
' Hiarrc sues raised nthe motion, and include a Certlﬁcate of
o :;'"Comphance (attached hereto as “Exhibit A”) that the: conference has
- occurred in the Notice ‘of Hearing filed with the court. It shall be the
:f';respons1b111ty of counsel who schedules the hearing to atrange the
s i?conference RN

B f‘The term “confer” requires a siibstantive conversatlon in person or by
. telephone in a good faith effort to resolve the motion without the need to
" gchedulé 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. Order {e mphas1s added 1

e f‘“Counsel must respond promptly to 1nqu1r1es and commumcat1ons from
" opposing | ‘coumsel 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 hearmg miust identify in the Certificate of
. Compliance: the dates and t1mes of the efforts made to contact opposmg
counsel”" o : :

- “Counsel shall 1nclude in'the Notlce of Hearmg the Certificate of
Comphance certrfyrng that the meet and confer occurred (or d1d not occur
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and setting out the good.faith'attéhipt's o échedule the ‘_'co'nference) and
identifying the date of the:conference, the names of the participating
attorneys, and the specific fesulit_sz'v’obfaiped. N :
“Counsel who notices the heari_ngv shall.véns_ure'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.” .. ‘ . '
149. During the Case Management Conferenée’,‘ Judge-_KCSt argued with
Windsor over whether there had beén the-r_e_quired “meet and confer” with the
Defendants’ attoméys. Judge Kest ,clagimeclg that a ,tele'p.'hone. bullying by Attorney
Astrin amounted to a"“\c:onfer.” Win(_lsor trled to explain that confer means an
- actual discussion. Judge Kest rejected ,thatjé yet he knew the spedi’ﬁcs of the Rule
while pro se Windsor did not., Wlndsorwas .ab’sollitely right about the
requirements to confer, and Judge Kest imérdpérly claimed he was wrong. ‘When
Windsdr_read,Administrative Ordex*~2“012—,()§3;.;he immediately began drafting his

Motion to Disqualify Judgé Kest.

K. THEIMPARTIALITY OF JUDGE KEST MUST BE QUESTIONED.
150. An objective.observer, lay ébSerVér, and/or disinterested observer
must entertain sign‘iﬁcant doubt of the impartiality of Judge Kest.
151, The Code of Judicial Conduct ‘rgquire‘d.that Judge Kest disqualify
himself | e | |
' The Code of Judicial Conduct sets forih basic principles of how judges
~ should conduct themselves in carrying out their judicial duties. Canon 3-.
7 C(1) states that “[a] judge should disqualify himselfin a proceeding in ,
7 which his impartiality might reasonably -be.--quéstioned‘.-.-.;.-’?"This' is totally
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consistent w1th the case law of thrs Court Wthh holds that a party seekmg |
to dlsquahfy a judge need only show “a well grounded fear that he will mot
 receive a fair trial at the hands of the Judge It is not a question of how the -
judge feels; it is.a question of what feeling. resrdes 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 Hayslip v. Douglas 400 So. 2d .
553(Fla. 4th DCA 1981). The questlon of drsquahficatron focuses on those

" matters from which a litigant may reasonably: questioria judge’s impartiality
rather than the Judge s perceptlon of h1s ab111ty to act falrly and 1mpart1a11y

JUDGE KEST FAILED TO ADDRESS ALL OF THE LEGAL
'GROUNDS FOR DISOUALIFICATION

152 The Motion to Dlsquahfy [APPENDIX 61 Page 1] asked:

..that J ohn Marshall Kest (“Judge Kest”) be drsquahﬁed from.the above
ent1t1ed matter under Flor1da Statute 38.10, Florida Rule of Judicial
Administration 2: 330 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 United States
Constitution, the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution, the Constrtutton of the State of Florlda, and the Court’s -
1nherent powers .

153 Judge Kest stated that he oonsrdered only Florrda Statute 38 10

Canon 3(E)(1) of the Code of Judrcral Co,nduct and Florlda Rule of Judicial -

Administration 2.330. [APPENDIX 62 P. 1 ]

154. Judge Kest did not consrder Canon 2 other sect1ons of Canon 3 of the"

Code of Judicial Conduct other relevant statutory and state and federal case law,

as well as the F1rst, Frfth, Sixth, Erghth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S.

Constrtutron, the Due Process Clause of the F1fth Amendment to- the Constrtut1on,

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 Umted States Judges tells Judges :

to “avo1d 1mpropr1ety and the appearance of 1mpropr1ety 1n all act1v1t1es, on the

bench and off ” 'Judge Kest has demonstrated h1s preJ udrce by Vlolatmg Canon 2 ‘-

‘WINDSOR IS ENTITLED TO THE COLD NEUTRALIT Y OF AN

IMPARTIAL JUDGE

B 156 Wmdsor is entltled to an 1mpart1a1 Judge and that 1 1sn t T udge Kest

. ‘1_“Every 11t1gant is ent1t1ed to nothlng less than the cold neutrahty of an
" ° impartial Judge It is the duty of Courts to scrupulously guard this right and

for refrain: from attemptlng to exercise Jurlsdwtlon in any matter where his

'qua11ﬁcat1on to'do sois serlously brought in question. Hayslip v. Douglas,

~ 400.S0.2d at 557 (quotmg State ex rel Davzs V; Parks 141 Fla. 516, 194 So.
"'613 615 (1939)) S .

- “We ﬁnd that the mot1on and supportmg afﬁdav1ts Were legally sufﬁc1ent
* and the proper procedure, in light of the serious allegatlon of bias, was for
the Judge 1o grant the motion. (James V. Theobald 557 So. 2d 591 15 Fla L,"
O ,",Weekly D215 (Fla. App Dlst 3 01/ 16/ 1990). ) ‘

- ':--.:"‘Where there is any legally sufﬁc1ent basis, Whether factually accurate or-
--:pot, for & founded fear of possible’ pre_]udwe to-exist in the mind of a

" -deféndant, recusal is mandated.” -See, e.g., * Management Corporation of '
l,--,.:‘..Amerzca Inc. v.. Grossman, 396 So 2d 1169 (Fla 3rd DCA 1981)

fJUDGE KEST FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS AND EOUAL
APROTECTION TO. WINDSOR

157 Judge Kest has. vmlated Wmdsor S crv11 and constltutlonal nghts ‘

under color of law

L .[t]r1a1 before an’ unb1ascd Judge is essermal to due process » Johnson v.

Mzsszsszppz 403 U.S. 212,216 (1971); accord Concrete Pipe & Prods. V.

" Constr. Laborers Pension Tt rust, 508.U. S.602, 617 (1993). (citation

R omltted) (See also Levine v. Umted Statés, 362 U.S. 610, 80 S.Ct. 1038

(1960) c1t1ng Offuttv Umted States, 348US 11, 14,75 S. Ct. 11 13
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3 . (1954), Mathewsv Eldridge; 424US 319 344 (1976), Petersv Kzﬁ‘ 407, SR
o __US 493 502 (1972) e T , A

' _': 158 Wmdsor has Just cause to beheve that he cannot been g1ven a fa1r tr1a1.‘- o |

e f159 The due process clauses of both the. Florlda and the Un1ted States B |
Const1tut1ons guarantee a party an 1mpart1a1 and drsmterested tr1buna1 in 01V11 B
| cases Marshall V. Jerrzco Inc., 446 U S. 238 242 100 S Ct 1610 1613 (1980)
Partlahty in ) favor of the govemment may raise a defendant’s due process
“‘concerns.” » In re United States of Amerzca, 441 F.3d at 66 (crtmg Inre '
_Murchzson, 349 U S. 133 (1955)
28 U S.C. 155 may sometimes bar tnal by Judges who have no actual bias
. and who would do their very | best to Welgh the scales-of Justlce equally .
" between contendmg parties, but due. Process ‘oflaw requires no less.” Taylor ‘
- v. Hayes, 418 U.S: 488, 501 (1974) (crtatrons and quotatron marks omrtted)
e }See also Murchzson, 349 U. S at 136 . : ‘

. 160 Judge Kest has effectlvely demed Wmdsor s r1ghts of the equal

. protectron under the law under Art101 e, VI of the Const1tutron

0'--1 JUDGE KF ST,VIOLATED
" WINDSOR

AT HE CONSTIT UTIONAL RIGHTS OF

161 J udge Kest has V1olated Wmdsor s Constrtutronal rrghts
162 The Slxth Amendment provrdes trre Constrtutmnal rrght to self— :

represerrtatron That r1ght should be: enjoyed Wrthout fear of harassment or Judlclal
.' Vl;:prejudme furthermore, no. 1aw ‘regulatlon or pohoy should e?ust to abr1dge or. |
surreptltrously ext1ngu1sh that rrght Pro Se L1t1gants have no less ofa r1ght to

o :?effectlve due process as those Who utlhze an attorney




163 The Due Process Clause entrtles a person to an 1mpart1a1 and

d1s1nterested tr1buna1 in: both c1v11 ang ',crlmrnal cases T hrs requirement.0 of
neutrality; it ad;ud1cat1ve proceedmgsisafegaards the tvvo central concerns’ of

- procedural duie- process the preventlon of unjust1ﬁed or: rnrstaken deprlvatrons and '
the promouon.of part1c1pat10n and d1alogue by affected 1nd1v1duals in the decrsron

making process See Carey v. Pzphus 435 u. S: 247 259 262; 266~ 267 (1978) The |

neutrality reqn:rrernentz__helps toguarantee-.that. ,lflfe, -.hb_e_rty,. or property w111 not be

no. person W111 be depnved of hlS 1nterests ln the absence of a proceedmg in wh1ch R

' he may present h1s case W1th assurance that the arblter is not predrsposed to ﬁnd,

'agarnst h1m Marshall i Jerrzco Inc 446U S 238 242 (1980)

164 Canon 3E Fla Code Jud Conduct and Rule 2 160 Fla R Jud

, 'Admrn mandate that a Judge drsquahfy hlmself ina proceedmg “in which the -

I . . . .
Judge 4. 1mpart1a11ty m1ght reasonably be questroned The‘_.'f;'dis_qual_-iﬁcation rules

requrre Judges fo av01d even the appearance of 1mpropr1ety' It is the established ‘

law of this State that every 11t1gant is entrtled to nothmg 1ess than the cold
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| neutrahty of an 1mpart1al Judge It is the duty of the coutrt to scrupulously guard

'th1s r1ght of the ht1gant and to refram from attemptmg to exerc1se Jur1sd1ctron in
any rnanner Where h1s quahﬁcatlon to do so 1s ser1ously brought into quest1on The |
exercise Iof any other pohcy tends to dlscredrt and place the Jud1c1ary ina ”
cornpronusmg att1tude Whlch is bad for the adnnmstratlon of Just1ce Crosby V.

‘ V'State, 97 So 2d 181 (F 1a 1957) State ex rel Davzs V. Parks l4l Fla 516 194 So
613 (1939), chkenson V. Parks 104 Fla 577 140 So 459 (1932), State ex rel.
Mickle'v. Rowe, 100 Fla 1382 131 So 3331 (1930) [T

| 165 Fordue process and to seoure the Const1tutlonal r1ghts of Wlndsor, |
Judges may not take the law mto th 1r A‘own hands But th1s 1s prec1sely what Judge |
: Kest has done He has 1gnored the law,;lgnored the facts and clalmed laws and |

rules provrde somethlng that they do not prowde, Wh1le abusmg and

dlsadvantagmg Wmdsor ST

166 For due process to be secured the layvsrnust operate:ahke upon all‘
and not subJ ect the 1nd1v1dual to the arbrtrary exercrse of governmental povyer
(Marchant V. Pennsylvama R R 153 U S 380 386 (1 894) ) Judge Kest has
v1olated Wrndsor S r1ghts by us1ng h1s power to 1nﬂ1ct h1s b1as

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

created n statute and case law Due process allegedly ensures that the governrnent .

Wlll respect all of a person s legal rrghts and guarantee fundamental farrness '
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the Code of Jud1cral Conduct

This 17th day Of Deccmbcr, 2020

168 Due process requ1res an, estabhshed course for‘ Jud1c1a1 proceedmgs
des1gned o safeguard the legal rlghts of the 1nd1v1dual Action. denymg the :
process that is “due” 1s unconst1tut10nal Inherent m the expectatron of due process:- |
is that the Judge W1ll ab1de by the rules Judge Kest has 1nterfered with the. process
and v1olated rules for the purpose of damagmg W1ndsor TR e

i 169 An 1nherent Constrtunonal rlght 1s the honesty of the Judge Judge

Kest has not been honest Judge Kest has Vlolated Canon 2 and other Canons of

' 170 Due process guarantees basw farrness and to make people feel that

they have been treated fa1r1y Wlndsor has not been treated farrly

, 1,71.. Judge Kest has effeetrve enled Wmdsor s r1gl1ts of equal protectron

under the law Of course, 1n Judge Kest’s world a pro se party 1s unequal

| conasion

WHEREFORE Pet1t10ner W[LLIAM M WINDSOR respectfully urges

the Court to enter a wr1t proh1b1t1ng Judge J ohn Marshall Kest from proceedrngs
in th1s case; declare that Pro S6 partles are not subJ ect to the: Plorrda BarRules- of

Profess1onal Conduct; declare that Wmdsor \

10 hourly restrrct1on on .
deposrtrons, and order a newly-a551gned Judge to recons1der the orders of Judge

J ohn Marshall Kest and Judge Lisa T M‘f‘n}’On TR

‘-;‘Wiﬂiazh M. Windsor
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APPENDIX 36 Plarnuff’ 3 Motlon f R ‘:ons1derat1on of Order on Mot1on for ,

Sanctlons agalnst Defe ,dant Bo1se Casoade for Fraud on the -
* Couirt filed 8/24/2020 -

APPENDIX 37. - Pla1nt1ff’ S Verrﬁed Response to Motron to Dlsmlss Motlon to
o Strlke, and Motron for Sanctions filed 8/25/2020. o

f AG .




' _“APPENDIX 3 8 -~ Pla1nt1ff‘ s Response to Motlon for Competency, Mot1on to
APPENDIX 39 - Order. Grantmg Wmdsor 8 Verlﬁed Motlon to D1squal1fy Judge
. Lisa T. Munyon ﬁled 8/25/2020 s
APPENDIX 40 -- Plaintiff’ s Letter to Judge K' 'V"t requestmg 13 mot1ons to be set
- for hearmg, sent 8/25/2020 il - & - i
APPENDIX 41 -- Plaintiff’s’ Mot1on for Sanot1ons to Str1ke the Ansvver of Longest

for Fraud on the Court Mot1on for Sanctlons for V1olat10ns of
the Rules, and Mot1on for Ev1dent1ary I—Iearmg ﬁled 8/29/2020
APPENDIX 42 == Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctlons to Strike the Answer.of Boise
Cascade for Fraud on.the. Court Motion for. Sanctions for
~ Violations of the Ru.l.e'
o fied 8202020, - i L
- APPENDIX 43 -- Pla1nt1ff’ s Letter to Ju«llg Kest requestmg two.motions for fraud
on the court to be set for earmg, sent 8/29/2020
APPENDIX 44 -- Order Requ1r1ng Comphance by ttomeys and PRO SE

.and .Mouo_n for Evidentiary ,Hearmg.

L1t1gants with Proeedures and Adrnmstratlve Orders ﬁled
9/1/2020 s e = |
APPENDIX 45 - @rder Denymg Wmd

Answers of Longest and Bo1se Cascade for Fraud on the Court;

"3 KMOthIl for Sanctlons to Strlke the "

V101at1ons of the Rules, and Motion.
Hea 11ed 9/2/2020 '
APPENDIX 46 -- Mot1on for Reconsf'd ' rdated 9/2/2020 ﬁled
‘ , 9/2/2020. - , R
APPENDIX 47 Defendants Response 10.P _:o.: fSe Pla1n1:1ff’ s Mot1ons for

Recons1derat1on filed9/21/2020

Ccar




APPENDIX 48 -- Plarntlft’ s Letter to Judge Kest adv151ng hlm that Wlndsor was

ﬁhng a motlon to dlsquallfy h1m sent 9/23/2020 _
APPENDIX 49 —Plaintiff’s Motion to Cancel September: 29, 2020 Hearmg and
Motton for Sancttons ﬁled 9/27/2020 :
VAPPENDIX 50 — Plaintiff’ S Verrﬁed Motlon to Drsquahfy Judge John. Marshall
 Kest filed 9/28/2020. | |
APPENDIX 51 - Order Denylng Wmdsor s Verrﬁed Mot1on to Disqualify Judge |
| J ohn Marshall Kest filed 9/30/2020
_APPENDIX 52 -- Plaintiff’s Second Verlﬁed MOthl‘l to D1squal1fy Judge John
~ Marshall Kest ﬁled 11/ 19/2020.
APPENDIX 53 - Order Denying Wmdsor s Second Ver1ﬁed Motion to Disqualify
~ Judge John Marshall Kest filed 1 1/20/2020. |
APPENDIX 54 -- Pla1nt1ff s Supplement to Verified Motion to Drsquahfy Judge
John Marshall Kest ﬁled 9/28/2020
| VAPPENDIX 55 -- Plaintiff’s Motion fer Recon31derat10n of Orders of Judge Lisa
| T. Munyon ﬁledﬁ9/29/2020

, J ohn Marshall Kest ﬁled 9/ 3 0/2020 _
' APPENDIX 57 -- Order Denymg Defendants Motron to Drsmlss and Ernergency
Motlon to Deterrmne Competency ﬁled 10/ 1/2020

APPENDIX 59 - Plalntlff’ s Motlon for Reconsrderauon 0 Orders of J udge John,

| Marshall Kest filed 11/3/2020. | N

’APPENDIX 60 - Plamt1ff’ s Motion. for Reconstderatlon of Orders of Judge John
Marshall Kest dated October 20, 2020 filed 11/6/2020.

APPENDIX 61 -- \Plalntlff’ s Second Verrﬁed Mot1on to Disqualify Judge J ohn
Marshall Kest ,ﬁl_ed 11/1 9/2020. ‘
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_'CERTlFiCATE.'di«*f.GOMPLIANCE |

I HEREBY CERTIFY that tlns Petmon comphes W1th the font requ1rements of Rule

9 100(1)‘-0f the Flonda Rules of Appellate Procedure

Th1s l7th day of December, 2020

o William, M-._Windsp.r |

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Dav1d L Wynne and Scotty Astrln '
~Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin
100 N. Tampa Street, Suite. 2605, Tampa, Florida 33602
lavid. wynne@aig;: com,; tampapleadmgs@alg com,
" éemily.christopher@aig. com, scott.astrin@aig.com
P 813 526 0559 - 813-218- 3110 Fax: 813-649-8362

= L Judge John Marshall Kest
5 c/o Ms. Dlane Iacone Judicial Assistant to Judge John Marshall Kest
SRR Courtroom 18-C, Orange County Courthouse
L 425 N Orange Avénue, Orlando, Florida 32801
" o ctgadll@ocnjcc org

, /7‘“

A

* This 216f day of December, 2020,

: “WllllamM Wlndsor :
e 100 East Oak Terrace: Drwe, Un1t B3
-7 Legsbiirg, Flotida 34748 SR
352-577-9988
T blllwmdsorl@outlook com = b1ll@b1llw1ndsor com




',.VERIFI"C&AT'ION

- Personally appeared before me the undersrgned Notary Pubhe duly authorized to
adm1n1ster oaths, Wﬂham M Wmdsor WhO after bemg duly SWOrn: deposes and states that he is
' authonzed to make -thls.venﬁeatron 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 belief, and that as to those matters he bel1eves them to be true. -

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

personal knowledge. -

This 17th day of December, 2020, -

. William M. Windsor

Sworn and subscribed'before'rrre ‘this I7thi'day of ;December, 2020, by means of phys'ical :
: presenee. N

’ W\
o SN \\*P‘ BAH’ '
Q} o * . ,;;:':‘&Q\\;OTAR}’ 06:9”6

Notary Public”







CASE NO. 5D2020-2666

N THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL -
OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA =
FIFTH DISTRICT

CASE NO.:/2018,—CA—010270~ |

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

In re William M. Windsor

William M. Windsor,
Petitioﬁer
ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an~indiVidi‘1a1,_ .and B:OI“SE CASCADE BUILDING
- MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION, L.L..C., a Foreign Limited Liability Company,

- Respondents. - -

EMERGENCY MOTION FOR STAY

7 William M Windsor -
100 Bast Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3, Leesburg, Florida 34743
352-577-9988 - billwindsor] @outlook.com - bill@billwindsor.com

David I. Wynne and Scotty Astrin
Law Offices of S¢ott L. Astrin
100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605, Tampa, Florida 33602
david.wynne@aig.com, tampapleadings@aig.com,
‘emily.christopher@aig.com, scott.astrin@aig.com
813-526-0559 - 813-218-3110 - Fax: 813-649-8362

.




- Comes Now, William M. Windsor. (“Windsor” or “Petitionet”), and provides

Wlndsor has not and Will not ré‘c’:éiire"‘fair,.t're'atméhr"ffom Judge John

Marshall Kest (“Judge Kest”)-.--:*The' orders of Judge Kest prov1de ev1dence of h1s

preJudrce and b1as ' Wmdsor respectfully subm1ts that hrs Pet1t1on for Wrrt of

elmmg evrdence of re'ud1ce and wrongdomg by

o 2 W1ndsor ﬁled a Motion for Stay in the Trial Court, and it was denied.
[EXHIBIT 1 ] Judge Kest said there was no emergency, but that’s easy for the
prejud1ced Judge to say. Judge Kestis bemg asked to declare monetary sanctions
. agamst Wrndsor, and if he or. h1s replacement do so, Windsor will be Wlthout legal
recourse Wrndsor W1ll be unable to pay, and Wlndsor is unsure if that w1ll cause
h1m to be Jarled or lose his case. Wmdsor has suffered serious injuries caused by
the Defendants, and he is destmed for.a mlserable ex1stence unt11 he d1es unless he
can. vyln thrs case and obtaln the funds needed for multrple surgerres

W1ndsor s Pet1t1on for Wr1t of Proh1b1tron was ﬁled today W1th th1s
Court R ”
.4.: " \JVindsor is asking the appellate court to deny Judge Kest participation
in. any rnatter regardrng Wmdsor He'is ask;mg the Frfth Circuit to declar_e that the

Florrda Rules of Profess1onal Conduct do not apply to pro se parties as Judge Kest

2




-has falsely and ma11c1ously clalmed Wlnscr is. also seekmg to have anew Judge to

recon31der all of the orders in the case

5. .1 Judge Kest w111 no 1onger be the Judge in th1s Tnal Court as of

- anuary 5, 2021 He should not be maklng any declsmns m thls case.

6 ~ Windsor is. 72—years—old dworced and dlsabled by the Defendants
He is pro'se and has absolutely no help w1th hrs legal Work Wmdsor s sole source

of income is s001a1 securrty, and he is. $1 500 000 1 in debt He cannot afford an

* attorney or a sanctron He is in constant paln from the: Defendants ‘He cannot

afford surgery or med1ca1 treatment hlS auto msurance coverage has explred

7. Wmdsor requests a stay untﬂ the Frfth D1strtct tules on the Pet1t10n for

Writ of Prohibition.

-Subnritted this 21st day of Decenab

e East (ja_ crrace ] ane Unit B3
‘ ?‘Leesburg, Florida 34748
3 .352—577—9988 o

. billwindsorl @outlook com. .

- bill@billwindsor.com




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

- David L Wynne and Scotty Astrm
! __Law Offices of Scott L. Astrin
A ampa, Florida 33602
vid: ‘com, tampapleadings@aig.com,
etmly chr1stopher@a1g com, scott.astrin@aig.com. .
813 526-0559 - 813 -218- 3110 Fax 813-649-8362

AR Judge John Marshall Kest
c/o Ms Dlane Tacone - Judicial Assistantto Judge John Marshall Kest
. " Courtroom 18-C, Orange County Courthouse
425 N Orange Avenue, Orlando, Florlda 32801
v -+ ctjadil @ocnjcc.org

This zli'st.&éy-é_@peoember, 2020.

- William M. Windsor
100 East Oak Terrace DI‘IVG, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34748 - :
- 352-577-9988
~ billwindsorl @outlook com -
o 3b111@b111wmdsor com







Filing # 118498470 E-Filed 12/19/2020 08:20:00PM

o IN TI-IE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
. ~ NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT; IN AND
: 'FOR ORANGE COUNTY FLORIDA

: - -CASE NUMBER 2018-CA—010270—0
WILLIAM WINDSOR '

Plaintiff(s),
V8.
ROBERT KEITH LONGEST

befendan_t(s). B

-'ORDER DENYING EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY
“This matter canie before the Court in Chamibers, on December 18, 2020, on the
pro se  Plaintiff”’s Emergency ‘Motion for Stay filed with the clerk of the court. The motion
appears to seek a. stay because he is. “askmg the appellate court” to review. a pnor order of ﬂlls
Court denymg plamtlff’ s other motlons . | PR |

Tlns Court ﬁnds that there is no. emergency, and there is no need for the grantmg of a.

stay Therefore the Mohon for Stay is DENIED

~ John Marshall Kest
7 Cirouit Judge

1 The Motion is factually |na(:curate lh Paragraph 5the PIamtiff aliegés that the judge “is’ being forced to retlre
"The Cotdrt is. not ‘being forced to.tetire. This judge has' compLeted his third full term as judge and has decided not to
run for: re-electmn in that hlS age would,prevent h:m from completmg a fourth term. .




I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing was filed with the Clerk of the Court this 18th

 day-of December, 2020 by using the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal Systémn. Accordingly, a copy - -

of the foregoing s being served on fhis day to all atiomey(s) interested partics idendified on the
- ePortal Electronic Service List, via trausmission of Notices of Electronic Filing generated by the
- ePortal System. R S N A







~ CASENO -'5'1’)’202'0-266':6

IN: THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL
- OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA o
FIFTH DISTRICT '

CASE NO 2018 CA 010270

IN TI—IE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE, NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
’ IN AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY FLORIDA

" In re William M.;Win'ds‘_o‘r

‘William M. Windsor,
o : Petitioner
ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an 1nd1v1dual and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING_
MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION L L C a Fore1gn Limited L1ab111ty Company,

‘Respondents..

EMERGENCY MOTION TO wAivE C()MPLIANGE WITH RULE 9.220

Wllham M Wmdsor

500 East Oak Terrace Drlve, Umt B3 Leesbu_rg, Florida 347 48
' outlook:co 1 l@b’llwmd or.com.

Law Ofﬁces of Scott L. Astrm :
- 100 N. Tampa Street, Sulte 2605, Tampa, Florida 33602

' tamp'a " ead1ngs@a1g com, .o oo
“astiin(@aig.com., -
Fa 813 649 8362 LT




Comes Now, William M. Windsor (“Windsor” or “Petitioner”), and provides
this Emergency Motion to Waive Complrance Wwith Rule 9.220. Windsor shows

the Court as follows:

1. The Petitioner’s -Apbeﬁd;g is tao large for online filing. The
Petitioner requests a waiver of compliance with ,Rule'.9.220.-
2. The Petitioner attempfed to, upload the o3-4<Appendix documents (total
file size of over 200 MB), but the five submissions (118519776, 118520422,
118520810, 118521251, and 1 18522208) were all rejected.
3. The Clerk’s Office informed.:fhe Petitioner that the App’endix must Be‘
~one file. | - |

4. The Petit'ioner bongntieoﬂnvaref online to convert the 63 files into one.
One 200 MB file was created but the onlme ﬁhng 11m1t is 50 MB. The Petltroner A
then bought software online to compress the ﬁles1ze but 1t failed.

5. A second ﬁle compressmn purohase managed to get the file reduced
to less than 40 MB, but 1t was reJected by the Clerk as the 1 600 pages are not
oonsecutlvely numbered (though each Appendlx Itern 1s olearly numbered and

| presented oonseoutwely) and “Appendlx should also be bookmarked— instructions
- may be found on our website wWww. 5dca org |
6. | The Petitioner‘ has followed the insrrncjcions found on Sdce.org,' but the

~ attempt to convert the pdf to Word and then back to pdf did not work.. Documents




thathe is attempting to convert contain‘signatures,‘ and the Petitioner knows those
are always corrupted in conversions. __ o
7. The Petitioner is-72-years-otd ~divorced l'ivesalone, and was disabled
by the Defendants He is pro se and has absolutely no help with his legal work.
.Wlndsor s sole source of income is somal securlty, and he is $1,500,000 in debt.
‘He cannot afford an aﬁome‘y,"hélp;’ or'a"s‘anction.“ He'is in constant p'am from the .
Defendants Unless he wins th1s case, he cannot afford surgery or med1ca1
treatrnent vh1zs auto rnsurance 'coverage has exp1red Judge Kest is berng asked to
declare the arnount of rnonetary ”sanctrons‘agalnst the Pet1t10ner and 1f he. or h1s
| replacement do sothe Petitioner will be without legal recourse. The Petitioner .
will be unable to pay, and the Petitioner is%'unsure-~if that will catise him to be.jailed
or 1ose his case. The Petitioner has suffered ser1ous 1nJur1es caused by the |
‘Defendants, and he is destlned for 'a mlserable ex1stence unt11 he d1es unless he can
win this casé and obtain the funds needed for multiple surgeries.
: 8. .: . The Pet1t10ner is computer hterate he has used a computer daily since
1982 But he can’ t ﬁgure out a Way to 'do what the Clerk requests | -
WHEREFORE, the Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court waive:

comphance with Rule 9.220 and accept one of the Append1x subnnssmns already

'presented or allow the Pet1t10ner to mail oe hard copy of the Append1x for ﬁhng




This 21st day of December, 2020.

" 'William M. Windsor R
. -.100-East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
: Leesburg, Florlda 34748 ‘
0 352-577-9988 - ‘ e
- billwindsorl @outlook com=
_bill@billwindsor.com

CERTiFiCATE'OF S’ERVIéiE:' o

Davnd j B Wynne and Scotty 2 Astrm o
“Law. Ofﬁces of Scott L. Astrm '

100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 2605, Tampa, Flonda 33602 ,. e

- david. wynne@alg com, tampaplead1ngs@a1g com,::.
emily.christopher@aig.com, scott. astrin@aig.com
813-526-0559 - 813—-218-3110 - Fax:813-649-8362

e i - Judge John Marshall Kest
c/o Ms Dlane Iacone Judicial A351stant to Judge John Marshall Kest
Courtroom 18-C, Orange County Courthouse
425 N Orange Avenue Orlando, ! Flor1da 32801 .
e ‘ ctJadll@ocn]cc org

This 21st day of December, 2020

P -Wllllam M Wlndsor
~ 100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34748
- 352-577-9988 '
~ billwindsorl @outlook.com~ -
. bﬂlQbﬂlwmdsor com

. .




