| bFiling # 121363686 E-Filed 02/15/2021 06:37:49 AM

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

WILLIAM WINDSOR, v CASE NO. 2018-CA-010270-0O

Plaintiff, |

vs.

ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, and BOISE CAS,CADE BUILDING MATERIALS
DISTRIBUTION, L.L.C., a Foreign Limited Liability Company, :

Defendants.

NOTICE OF FILING PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROH_IBITION

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, William M. Windsbr (“Windsor” or “Plaintiff’) and files

this Notice of Filing Petition for Writ of Prohibition, attached hereto.

This 15th day of February, 2021.
r U}Uﬂ/w/hp Uj,(;ih—v

William M. Windsor

100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34748
352-577-9988

billwindsor] @outlook.com
bill@billwindsor.com




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE }
[ HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the 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@aig.com, tampapleadings@aig.com,
emily.christopher@aig.com, scott.astrin@aig.com

813-526-0559 - 813-218-3110

Fax: 813-649-8362

am:bva*ﬂ\

William M. Windsor

100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34748
352-577-9988

billwindsorl @outlook.com
bill@billwindsor.com

This 15th day of February, 2021.
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INTRODUCTION

‘1'. Pursuant to Flor1da Rules of Appellate Procedure (“FRAP”) Rule 9 100 and thls

Court’s Inherent Power Petltroner, WILLIAM M WINDSOR (“Wmdsor”) respectfully
| petrtrons thls Court for a wr1t of proh1b1t10n restramlng Judge J effrey L Ashton, J udge of the . o

| C1rcu1t Court of the Nlnth Judrc1al Clrcult in and for Orange County Florlda from pres1d1ng as: a. - -.
c1rcu1t Judge 1n the matter of WILLIAM M. WINDSOR vs. ROBERT KEITH LONGEST ’: : N

' (“Longest”) and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION L L. C

_ (“B01se Cascade”) in Case No 2018 CA-01270 O.

_ 2. | Wlndsor also pet1t1ons thls Court to declare that Pro Se part1es are not subj ect to .

) the Flonda Bar Rules of Profess1onal Conduct declare that Wmdsor has no hourly restnctron on

deposmons, and order a nevvly~ass1gned honest Judge to reconsrder the orders of Judge J ohn ‘
Marshall Kest Judge L1sa T. Munyon, and Judge Jeffrey L Ashton

3. | Th1s Petition follows the demal of a trmely—ﬁled rnotron to drsquahfy [APPENDIX

' 66] in whlch Wlndsor estabhshed that he has an obJectlvely reasonable fear that he has not -

rece1ved a farr tr1al from Judge J effrey L Ashton, and the preJud1ce of Judge J effrey L. Ashton

- assures th1s case erl nove forward w1th the unfarr and unlawful orders of Judge J ohn Marshall o

Kest

) 4... o The Pet1t10n was premlsed on FRAP 2 330 Florrda Statutes, and the Flonda Code R
) of Judicial Conduct all of whrch tequire that a Judge drsquahfy hlmself once a party has o

. estabhshed a reasonable fear that he wrll not obtam a fair hearrng See Florrda Rules of Jud101a1

Adm:.msﬁ:ation (“FRJA”) 2.160; Fla Stat §§ 32.02, 38 10 Fla Code Jud Conduct Canon 3-B

(7)andE 2L




~ BASIS FOR INVOKING JURISDICTION

5. Artlcle V sectlon 4(b)(3) of the Flonda Constltutlon authorlzes dlstrlct courts of

appeal to 1ssue erts of’ proh1b1t10n See also FRAP 9 O30(b)(3) FRAP 9 100 ThlS 1s an o
. or1g1na1 actlon under Rule 9. IOO(a) of the FRAP Thrs Court has ongrnal Junsd1ct10n pursuaut ro; . :

.FRAP and Art1cle V, Sec’uon 3(b)(8) of the Florlda Constrcutmn See Bundy V. Rudd 366 So 2d ' |
' 440 (Fla 197 8) (grantmg writ where clrcult court erroneously demed motron to recuse Judge) A.
6. | The denial of a motion to dlsquahfy a successor _]udge is reviewed for abuse of
| discretion, see ng v. State, 840 So. 2d 1047 1049 (Fla. 2003) and should only be d1sturbed if
“the record. clearly refutes the successor judge’s dec131on to deny the mot1on ” Pinfi eld V.
State, 710 S0.2d:201, 202 (Fla. 5th DCA 1998); see also Quince v. State, 732-So. 2d 1059 1062
(Fla 1999) (“a court’s ruling on a dlscreuonary matter w111 be sust_amed unless no reasonable '
-person Would take the view adopted by the court. ”) | |

NATURE OF RELIEF SOUGHT

7. : The nature of the relief sought i in this Petrtlon is a Writ of ProIiibifiori precludirlg :
Judge J effrey L. Ashton ‘from eonducting proceedi‘ngs ir1 this‘case Wirrdsor.also. seeks to have\
this'Court declare that Pro Se parties are not. subject to the Flonda Bar Rules of Professmnal
| Conduct declare that Wmdsor has no hourly restnc'aon on deposmons, and order a newly- :
assigned _]udge to recons1der the orders of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest Judge Lisa T. Munyon and |
N Judge Jeffrey L Ashton | | A |

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY .

8. On May 5 2017, Wmdsor was hit by an 18-whee1er at 7 O-rmles-per—hour H1s car

was totaled and he was d1sabled Windsor suffered four hemlated dlSCS in hlS back, five

herniated dlSCS in his neck, and an allegedly moperable abdommal mJury, D1astas1s Rect1




Windsor i is in constant pain. He can barely walk He has- fallen many tlmes He uses a cane He

can barely sleep and never more than a few hours ata tlme Wmdsor s only hope for some rellef C

will come from this lawsult as h1s personal 1nsurance coverage ran out long ago Wmdsor s

quality of life was rumed by the Defendants

9. . ThlS case was mstltuted in the Nlnth Judlc1al Clrcmt in, Orange County Flonda on
. September 20 201 8. It ‘was filed by Dan Newlm & Pa:rtners (“Newll ) [APPENDIX' 1.1 The‘ . | :
case was ass1gned to- Judge L1sa T. Munyon. ot |

10. P1a1nt1ffs Request for Adm1ss1ons to Bo1se Cascade was ﬁled on 9/20/201 8

K [APPENDIX 2 g Plalnt1ff’s Request for Admissmns to Longest was filed on 9/20/2018

- [APPENDIX 3 ] Plaintiff’s Interrogatones to BOISe Cascade was ﬁled on 9/20/201 8

_ '[APPENDIX 4.] Plaintiff’s Interrogatones to Longest was filed on 9/20/2018. [APPENDIX 5 ]
Plamttff’ S Request to Produce to Bo1se Cascade was filed on 9/20/2018 [APPENDIX 6.]
Plaxnt1ff’s Request to Produce to Longest was ﬁled on 9/20/201 8. [APPENDIX 7 ] |

11. The DEFENDANTS ﬁled then‘ Answer to Pla1nt1ff’s Orlgmal Complamt on o |

10/10/2018. [APPENDIX 8] B

12. On April 29 2019, Newlm ﬁled Plamtlft’s Request for Coples [APPENDIX 9. ]
These documents have never been produced L e T g o o o | |
13 On May 16, 2019 Dav1d I Wynne (“Wynne”) became the attorney for the o

.Defendants [APPENDIX lO J On March 19 2020 Newlm was termmated by Wmdsor |

[APPENDIX 1] Th1s was because Wmdsor was completely unhappy W1th the1r work and lack of

‘work,



14. W1ndsor began representmg hlmself pro. se. He is not an attorney, but he has -
. mdependently stud1ed law and bas represented thself n vanous actrons for over 20 years, -
1nclud1ng several pet1t1ons to the Umted States Supreme Court |

15. When Wmdsor obtamed the ﬁles from Newhn e d1scovered that Newlln had done o E
- a horrendous _]Ob He began work on. problems w1th motiotis to compel mterrogatones compel
productlon, and objections to adrmssrons

16. Plamtrff’ s Motion to Compel Incomplete Answer to Interrogatory was filed on

'
I

o 6/3/2020 [APPENDIX 12]

17. - P1a1nt1ff’ s Motion to Compel Productron of Purported Pr1v11eged Documents

was filed on 6/3/2020. [APPENDIX 13 ]
18, Plarntrff’s Objéctions to.Robert Kelth Longest’s Answers to Interrogatones and a ‘:‘

~Mot10n for Sanc’nons agamst Defendant Robert Kerth Longest (“Longest”) was ﬁled 6/24/2020 )

[APPENDIX 4]

19. Plalntlff’ S ObJ ectlons to Borse Cascade s Answers to Interro gatorles srgned by L
B .I\l/an Wayne Laster and Motron for Sanctrons against ] Defendant Borse Cascade (“B01se |
N Cascade”) was filed 6/24/2020 EAPPENDIX 15] C . . |

20 _‘ Plarnuff’s Mot1on to Deternnne the Sufficrency of the Answers to Requests for -

Admrss1ons to Defendant Robert Ke1th Longest (“Longest”) was ﬁled 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX
- 16.] A |

| 21 - Plamnff’s Motlon to Determme the Sufﬁc1ency of the Answers to- Requests for |
Adrmssrons to Boise Cascade was filed 6/24/2020 [APPENDIX 171 - |

22. Plalntlffs Amended Motlon for Sanc’uons aga;mst Longest was filed on. 7/1/2020_

[APPENDIX 18.]




23. Plaintiff’s Amended Motion ‘for- Sanctions aga_'inst Boise_:-Cascade was ,ﬁled¢ on-
7/1/2020; [APPENDIX 19] |

24, The DEFENDANTS responded by ﬁllng one of the most frivolous motlons in the

h1$tory of Flonda c1v11 courts -~ Defendants Emergency Mot1on Requestmg the Court Determme. ‘ L

1f Plalntlff William Wmdsor is Mentally Competent to Represent H1mse1f was ﬁled 7/20/2020
[APPENDIX 20] |

25.  Plaintiff’s Motron to Cancel August 4, 2020 Heanng and Motion to Strrke. was
filed 7/27/2020. [APPENDIX 21.] ‘
| - 26. Plamtlff’s Motlon to Cancel September 29,2020 Hearmg and Motlon for
‘Sanctions was filed 7/27/2020 [APPENDIX 22.] _
27, Plaintiffs Motion to Strike Conﬁdential ‘Information and Motion for Sancﬁons '
" was filed 8/4/2020. '_[APPENDIX 23] It was.tgnored by‘Judge" Lisa,T. Munyon and-’Judge' John o
Marshall Kest. | | | J | ‘
8 P1a1nt1ff’ s Mouon o F1nd B01se Cascade in Contempt pursuant to Flonda Rules "
‘of ClVll Procedure (“FRCP”) Rule 1.380 was ﬁled on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 24, ] |
29'. - Pla1nt1ff s Motion to Compel Deposmons was ﬁled on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX
5] | | | | |
‘ 30:'. N "Plaintiff’ s Motion to Compel Defendant Boise Cascade to Produce‘ -Documents
' pursuant to FRCP Rule 1. 380 was filed on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 26. ]

3 1. Plalntrff’ ] Mo‘uon to Compel Defendant Longest to Produce Documents pursuant

to FRCP Rule 1 380 was filed on 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 27.],

32. Plalntlff’s Mo‘uon to Compel Subpoena. for Doeuments from Dr. Stephen Goll, ‘ '

pursuant to’FRCP, including Rule 1. 351 was filed 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 28 ]



33 Defendants Comprehensrve Motron for Protectlve Order on All D1scovery |
‘Pendlng Determination of Competency and Dlsmlssal was ﬁled 8/4/2020 [APPENDIX 29. ]
There was no legal basis whatsoever for the motron to. d1smrss The Defendants filed 1t to
ﬂ defame Wlndsor w1th the Court and to make sure Judge J ohn Marshall Kest was aware that
j Windsor had been a lea.dmg act1v15t on judicial corruptlon This estabhshed extrajud1c1al b1as ;
agarnst Wlndsor, someone who Would ﬁght dlshonest and corrupt Judges unt1l the cows come |
home. : | |

34, Plamtlff s Amended Response to Mot1on for Protectlve Order and Motlon to
* Strike was filed on 8/11/2020. [APPENDIX 30 . | |

35. Plaintiff’s Request for Fmdmgs of Fact and Conclusrons of Law on Order
Granting Protectrve Order was filed on 8/ 19/2020 [APPENDIX 31 J L

36. The Notice of Appearance of Scott Astrin: was ﬁled on 8/ 19/2020 [APPENDIX
21 | P B
( 37, Plamtlff’ S Request for Findings of Fact and Conclus1ons of Law on Order
' ‘ ' Denymg Motron to Exceed 30 Interrogatones and 30. Requests for Admrssmhs was ﬁled on,
8222020, [APPENDIX 33.] | | |

| 38, . Plaintiff’s Request for Fmdmgs of Fact and Conclus1ons of Law on Order
Denying Plaln’uff’s Motion to Strrke Defendants’ Emergency Mot1on Requestlng the Court

_‘ Deterrmne if Pro Se Plaintiff W1111am Wmdsor is. Competent to Represent Hlmself was ﬁled on
| §/2212020. [APPENDIX 341 “ | |

- 39: Plamtlff’s Motion for: Recons1deranon of Order on Motlon for Sanctlons Agalnst

Defendant Robert Keith Longest for Fraud on the Court wis filed on 8/23/2020 [APPENDIX

35.]

o




40. . Pla1nt1ff’s Motion for Reconsrderatron of Order on Motlon for Sanctlons agamst

X Defendant Borse Cascade for Fraud on the Court was ﬁled on: 8/24/2020 [APPENDIX 36 ]

) 4.  Plaintiff’s Verlﬁed Response to Motron to. Dismiss, Mot1on to Strike, and Motron e |

for Sanctlons was filed on 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 37 1.

42, Plamtrff s Response to. Motlon for Competency, Motron to Strrke and Motlon for |
Sanctions was ﬁled on 8/25/2020 [APPENDIX 38 ]

43. . On August 25; 2020 Wmdsor ﬁled a Motlon to D1squa11fy Judge Lisa T Munyon
‘ The Order Granting Wrndsor s Motion to Dlsquahfy Judge Lrsa T Munyon was ﬁled on

8/25/2020. [APPENDIX 39 1

44, On August 25 2020, Judge John Marshall Kest (“Judge Kest”) was named to
' replace Judge LisaT. Munyon
45. Plamtlff sent a letter to Judge John Marshall Kest on 8/25/2020 requestlng 18 '
- .mouons to be set for hearing. [APPENDIX 40 ] Plamtlff’s Third Amended Motlon for Leave to |
filean Amended Complamt Was the only motlon set for a hearrng
.46, - Plamt1ffs MOlClOIl for Sanctions to Strlke the Answer of Robert Keith Longest for .'
: Fraud on the Court Motlon for Sanctlons for Vrolaﬁons of the Rules and Motlon for)
Evrdentlary Hearrng was ﬁled on 8/29/2020 [APPENDIX 41 ' | _ A AR |
47. . Plamtlff’ s Motron for Sanctions to Str1ke the Answer of Borse Cascade for Fraud
A on the Court Mot1on for Sanctlons for Vlolatlons of the Rules and Motlon for Evrdentrary
~ Hearing was ﬁled on 8/29/2020 [APPENDIX 42. ]

2

| s 48, Plalnt1ff sent a letter to Judge J olm Marshall Kest requestmg two motlons for

' fraud on the court 10 be set for evrdenuary hearings; this was sent on 8/29/2020 [APPENDIX

43.] Ne1ther was set for hearing.




49, Judge John Marshall Kest issued an “Order Requiring Compliance by Attorneys
and PRO SE Litigants with Procedures and Adiﬁinis,ti*aﬁveOrdqrs on September 1, 2020. ..
[APPENDIX 44.] This Order states: |

- “Attorneys and pro se litigants re reminded.that all attorneys and pro se’s must comply
. with, and follow, the Administrative procedures, Administrative orders, Uniform
Administrative Policies and Procedures of the Courts in the Ninth Judicial Circuit, as well .
as the Guidelines of each individual judge before whom a party will appear. o

“For example, Administrative Order 2012-03 requires that a mandatory meet and confer
be undertaken before a heating or motion is scheduled. It is the responsibility of the- |
party scheduling the hearing to arrange the conference.. Failure to “meet and confer”
on each motion will result in a hearing being cancelled if it was scheduléd and/or -

- sanctions may be imposed.” [emphasis added.] . T '

-

50. Adnﬁnigtratiye~0r;ier 2012-03 states:

~«“A’mandatory meet and confer process is hereby established, as set forth below, forall
motions to be set for hearing in the circuit civil division and to occur before scheduling
the hearing except for the following motions: injunctive relief without notice; judgment -
_ on the pleadings; summary judgment; or to permit maintenance ofaclass action. - '

“Counsel with full authority to resolve the matter shallconfer before scheduling the
hearing on the motion to attempt to resolve or otherwise narrow the issues raised in the -

motion, 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 th‘e,_c_(_)‘nference. '

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

" a sood faith effort to resolve the motion without the need to schedule a hearing, and .
Joes not envision an oxchange of ultimatums by fax, e-mailor letter. Counsel who
merely attempt to confer have not conferred for putposes of this Order. [emphasis =~

“Ciounsel must respond promptly to inquiries and commuﬁ)i'cationsfrom opposing counsel .. -
- who hotices the hearing and is attempting to schedule the conference. If counsel who' -

potices 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 inthe . .

Certiﬁ'clate of Compliance the dates and times of the efforts:made to contact opposing

counsel. L > : : : _ _

“Counsel shall include in the Notice of I—Ieéring the Certificate of Compliance c_értifyihg .'
that the meet and confer occutred (or did not occur and setting out the good faith attempts

.10 .




1o schedule the conference) and 1dent1fy1ng the date of the conference, the names of the C
partrclpatmg attorneys and the speclfic results obtamed '

) “Counsel who notices the- hear1ng shall ensure that the court and the court’s Judlc1a1

- assistant.are aware of any narrowmg of the issues.or other resolu’uon asa result of the ‘
conference.” :

51._ . The Nmth Circuit doesn t even address the lowly pro se partles, but they haVe
done a bnlhant JOb of showrng Judge John Marshall Kest to be d1shonest Judge Kest John
~ Marshall 11ed about the orders | |

: 52 An Order Denymg Wlndsor s Motlon for Sanctlons to Str1ke the Answers of L
Longest and Boise Cascade for Fraud on the Court Mot1on for Sanct1ons for Vlolatmns of the :
‘Rules;. and Motlon for EV1dent1ary Heanng was filed on 9/2/2020 [APPENDIX 45 ]

53. On 9/2/2020 Wmdsor filed a. Motlon for Recons1derat1on of the Order dated
9/2/2020. [APPENDIX 46.] o . o _ N
© 54, Judge John Marshall I){est had hls ﬁrst live mteractlon with Wmdsor at a Case |

Management Conference on 9/21/2020 | A :
- 55; | On 9/21/2020 Davrd Wynne filed a document titled “Defendants Response to =
PRO SE Plaintiff’s Mot1ons for Recons1deratlon ” [APPENDIX 47 ] N |

.56.' . Windsor came to the realization on 9/21/2020 that Judge John Marshall Kest was - .
.‘ preJudrced and b1ased Wmdsor sent a letter to Judge J ohn Marshall Kest adv1s1ng that he was |
.:ﬁhng a motion to drsquahfy hlm, this was sent on 9/23/2020 [APPENDIX 48. ] k o )

| 57. ~On 9/27/2020 Windsor ﬁled a Motion to Cancel September 29 2020 Hearlng and
. ’-Motlon for Sanctlons [APPENDIX 49.] - A ‘ | '.
‘58. | On 9/28/2@20 Wmdsor ﬁled a Venﬁed Motmn to D1squa11fy Judge John Marshall' -

. Kest. [APPENDIX 50.] -

11 ' o l, Cud




59. On 9/3 0/2020 Judge J ohn Marshall Kest entered an Order denymg Wlndsor s

Mouon to Dlsquahfy [APPENDIX 51.]

60. On 11/ 9/2020 Wlndsor ﬁled a Second Motion to Dlsqua.llfy Judge John Marshall
Kest. [APPENDIX 52.] On1 1/20/2020, Judge John Marshall Kest entered an Order denymg
Wlndsor s Second Mot10n to Dlsquahfy [APPENDIX 53 ] - _
61. Wlndsor s Supplement to Verlﬁed Motion to Drsquahfy Judge J ohn Marshall
Kest was filed on 9/28/2020 [APPENDIX 54. 1
| 62. . 'Plaln‘uff’s Motion for Recons1derat10n ef Orders QP Judge Lisa T. Munyen' was :
filed on 9/20/2020. [APPENDIX 55.] : |
»I . 63, An Order Denying Windsor’s Verified Motion to Disqualify Judge o] ohn MarshalI' B
Kest was filed on 9/30/2020. [APPENDIX 56 E PR |
. 64 ~ An Order Denymg Defendants Motron to Dlsmrss and Emergency Motron to .
» Determme Competency was ﬁled on 10/ 1/2020 [APPENDIX 57. ] |
; 65. ‘Orders on Multrple Mo’uons were filed 10/20/2020 [APPENDIX 58. ] The
' “Omnrbus Order” awarded attorney S fees and: costs under Fla R Civ. P. 1. 380
o 66 | Judge John Marshall Kest repeatedly sard pro se Wmdsor was subj ect to the
Florlda Bar Rules of Professional Conduct, but he is not. The Rules are very clear attomeys
67. | - Judge John Marshall Kest. placed a one—hour 11m1t on Wlndsor s deposmons
~ There was no explanation for this, and certainly no basis. o _ |
68.  Plaintiff’s Motlon for Recons1dera‘uon of Orders. of Judge John Marshall Kest was B

filed on 11/3/2020 [APPENDIX 59.]

69, Plamuff’s Motion for Reconsrderanen of Orders of Judge John Marshall Kest

dated October 20, 2020 was filed on 11/6/20_20. [APPENDIX 60.]. .

12




70, Plarntrff’s Second Venﬁed Mouon to Drsquahfy J udge J ohn Marshall Kest was
ﬁled on 11/19/2020 [APPENDIX 61 ] - s v
’ 7 1. An Order Denylng Wmdsor s Second Venﬁed Mouon to ]Drsquahfy Judge John
Marshall Kest was fﬂed on 11/20/2020 [APPENDIX 62 ] R S o
| 72 ' Plaln’uff’ S Pet1t1on for Wnt of Pr0h1b1t10n was: flled w1th thrs Court agamst Judge
- John Marshall Kest on 12/21/2020, referenced and 1ncorporated herem
T 3. -~ This Court demed that Petltlon on 1/29/2021 referenced and 1ncorporated hereln '_ o
- 74. The Plamt1ff filed an Amended Motron for Recon31derat1on of Orders of. Judge o
- J o]drr Marshall Kest i in the D,1str1'ct Court at,3:34 p.m. on 1/31/2021. [APPENDIX 6_4.;] -
75, . Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton denied the Plaintiff’s Amended Mouon for o
a | Recons1derat10n of Orders of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest in the D1strrct Court at 10: 13 am. on .
2/172021. [APPENDIX '65.] Evelyn Wood in her prrme ;_could ‘not‘have reed ‘the doc};me_nts in
: three»hours-and—tmrty-n1ne-mlnutes . L f “ B | | | . !
’76. The Plalntlff filed a Motlon o Drsqualrfy Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton on 2/ 1/2021 n "
» the D1str1ct Court [APPENDIX 66.] It mcluded Wllham M Wmdsor s Afﬁdawt of PreJud1ce of B
‘- Judge J effrey L Ashton [APPENDIX 67] and a Certlﬁcate of Good Fa;lth [APPENDIX 68].
| 7-.7. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton demed the Plamt1ff’s Mot1on to D1squa11fy Judge J effrey -
L. Ashton on- 2/2/2021 in the District Court [APPENDIX 69.] | |
'78'. On 1/27/2021 Wlndsor filed an Emergency Motron for Stay and/or Contlnuance )

- until the F1fth D1str1ct ruled on the Pet1t10n for Wnt of Proh1b1t10n [APPENDIX 70. ]

' 79  On 1/28/2021 Judge Jeffrey L Ashton demed Wmdsor s Emergency Motlon for .

. ,'.Stay and/or Contmuance clarmmg it was moot Whlch it was not. [APPENDIX 71 ] Judge e

J effrey L Ashton elther dldn t read Wmdsor s Petmon or d1dn’t care, or both



.'80'; 'On,1/27/'2021 .lud'ge JeffreyL. 'Ashton’s Judicial Assistant -Keitra Davis_,v erhailed -

Windsor for the first time to 1ntroduce herself She stated that “Hearmg Notebooks,
memorandums and case law must be prov1ded at least five (5) busmess days prtor to the | -
hearmg The heanng was only four (4) busmess days away, SO Wmdsor requested that the :
2/2/2021 hearlng be reset for another date as the documentatron could not be tlmely subrmtted
ThlS was 1nd1cated as the necessary procedure in the emall from Keltra Dav1s There was no

Aresponse to this Request or W1ndsor S ema11s Wmdsor ﬁled a Request for.Cancellatlon of
Hearing. [APPENDIX 72. ] | | Y ' |

81. On 1/28/2021, Windsor filed a Motion for Recon51derat1on of the Plamt1ff’ s
Emergency Motton for Stay and/ or Contmuance [APPENDIX 73 ] There Was no- response to
this Motion or Wmdsor s emarls .

82. ' On 1/3 0/2021 Wmdsor ﬁled a Second Emergency Mot1on for Stay and/or
. Continuance. [APPENDIX 74.] Wmdsor presented some med1cal hlstory regardmg his' eyes and

v- explamed that he was seeing ghosts, perhaps caused by his vaccmatmn for. COVID 19 or by a\

| detached retma Wmdsor spent all day on 2/2/2021 with doctors and he was unable to attend: the'

: -heanng E1ght hours were spent Whlle adrmtted to Advent Health Waterman 1n Tavares, Flortda A
The doctors d1d not find a detached retma or anythmg wrong with Windsor’s eyes except
mgmﬁcantly elevated pressure on the opnc nerve from Glaucoma Wmdsor then spent an hour -
. onthe phone wrth Moderna o explaln What had happened It seems “halluc1nat1ons ' can be a
' COVID 19 s1de effect | ‘ ‘ _ | |

" 83,; "On2/ 1/2021 Judge J effrey L. Ashton denled the motton for stay w1thout

e

explanation. [APPENDIX 75.]
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84. - On 2/2/2021 Judge J effrey L ‘Ashton purportedly conducted a heanng w1thout
'.Wmdsor [APPENDIX 7 7 ] Wmdsor was demed the opportumty to defend hnnself and to show
that the attorneys for the Defendants had hkely comm1tted fraud upon { the court wrth therr
_ outrageous request for attorney s fees Wll‘ldSOI‘ was den1ed the r1ght to examine the attorneys : -
for the Defendants, and he was demed the rlght to. questlon the fantasy of the b1ll1ng records
The “Mmutes” 1ndlcate that there was no testlmony, and there was no ev1dence presented
-.Attorney Asstrm filed an affidav1t cla1m1ng his request for $2 5 00 was. due to time expended to 5"
prepare responswe pleadmgs to address each motion ﬁled by the Pla1nt1ff He sald “numerous |
motlons ” But Judge John Marshall Kest only awarded attorney s fees on two motlons to S
compel Judge J effrey L. Ashton allowed Asstrrn to mﬂate the- b111 and he did not have to
provide any proof. | | o

85. Windsor filed a Motion for Issuance of afWritten‘ Dpini‘ori‘; Rehearing? and‘for
'Rehearing:'En BancWith this Court (rega;rding Judge John Marshall Kest) on 2/ 10/2621,
,referenc'ed and incorporated herein. o R

o

REASONS WHY THE WRIT SHOULD ISSUE

S6_. Wmdsor s Afﬁdavrcs of Pre]udrce stated very clearly the facts and reasons for the
belief that b1as and prejudice ex1sts Dates, tlmes, places c1rcumstances, and statements are \
1tem1zed The reasons. for the behef are. matenal and stated w1th pamcularrty [APPENDIX 66 ] '
' [APPENDIX 671 e

. 87 Judge John Marshall Kest WRONGFULLY ordered attorneys fees aga1nst

- Windsor for ﬁlmg hJ.S ObJ ectlons 0 Robcrt Kclth Longest’s Answers to. Interrogatones and.

Motlon for Sanctions agamst Defendant Robert Kelth Longest and Judge J effrey L. Ashton '

gnored th1s wlule falsely clalmmg he had rev1ewed the documents [APPENDIX 69 ] No honest o o
15 ‘ | o |




judge would say Windsor did anything wrong. Just two extremely d_ishonest jpudges; Judge John |
Marshall Kest and Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ' ” B o
- 88,  Judge J ohn Marshall Kest claimed, Wlthout legal authority, that Wmdsor s
obJectlons were not made i in good falth [APPENDIX 58 Page 5.] Th1s is laughable See.
APPENDIX 14, especially 1[1[ 18 42. The Objectlons were made under oath under penalty ot' o
perjury- Wlndsor s sworn statements of fact' are uncontroverted Wmdsor 1dent1ﬁed ﬁve false.
- answers. Windsor 1dent1ﬁed several counts of. perjury and he prov1ded ev1dence Wmdsor
1dent1ﬁed mcomplete answers that Longest knew were 1ncomp1ete, completely madequate |
‘answers Longest committed 55 Vlolatlons of Florida Rules of Civil Procedure (“FRCP”) Rule |
1.340 (a). [APPENDIX 14, §44.] Longest gave false sworn answers to Interrogatorres Number
6,8,10,11, 23. Longest failed to answer Interrogatory Numbers‘ 5and 7 : .'Longest gave
incomplete 'answers'to Interrogatory Nurnbers 2, 10,13, 18, 24, and 2% ; [«Ai’PENDIX ‘1-8,4
APPENDIX 41.] Longest has committed fraud on the court. And Judge J ohn Marshall Kest let
- hlm get away wrth 11: and has sanctmned Windsot. Judge J effrey L. Ashton 1gnored all of thls .
" [APPENDIX 69.] | o " |
89. / FRCP Rule 1. 380 prov1des the rules for failure to make drscovery Proper notice

was provrded
Co T

-90. FRCP Rule 1.380 (a) @ prov1des that if a deponent falls to answer-a quest1on ’

' propounded or subsnitted under rule 1.310 or 1.320, ora corporatlon or other entlty falls tomake -

a des1gnat1on under rule 1 310(b)(6) orl 320(a), ora party farls to answer an 1nterrogatory

- subrmtted under rule 1. 340 or. 1f a party in response toa request for 1nspect10n submltted under .l

rule 1. 350 fails to respond that 1nspect10n will be perrmtted as requested or fa1ls 0 permﬂ:

inspection as requested or if a party in response to a request for exammatron ofa person




subnfi«tted under rule 1.360(a) objects to _tbe examrnation,_ fails,to vr,espo.nd that tbe esamtnation -
will be perrn'rtted as requested,_\or fails to submltto o t6 produce a person in that party’s custody
ot legal control for examtnation'- the discouering part'y may move t‘or an order compelling an o
answer.. FRCP Rule 1.380 (a) ?3) provrdes that an evasive or 1ncomp1ete answet shall be \
treated as a faﬂure to answet. Judge John Marshall Kest’s order v1olates the laW [APPENDIX |
58, Page 5.] Judge John Marshall Kest LIED in hlS order clalmlng Wlndsor d1d not comply wrth.‘
the Rules. Thrs Court should simply read APPENDIX 14 15 and 58'and see that Judge John
| Marshall Kest lied to inflict his preJudlce and then Judge J effrey L Ashton contmued that 11e
[APPEND_IX‘ 65.] THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO BASIS FOR THIS COURT TO CLAIM
_ THAT WINDSOR VILLATED'ANYTHI-NG IN HIS OBJECTJONS AND MO’FIONZFOR g
| SANCTIONS. The ac’uons of Judge John Marshall Kest and Judge J effrey L Ashton should be ,.
rcons1dered crimes. Wmdsor will study the RICO Statutes as thrs certamly seems to be - |
orgamzed crime at work. |

91. Judge J effrey L. Ashton has never met or spoken with Wlndsor S0 hlS blas and
pre3ud1ce must be extrajud1c1a1 Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton seems to hate Wmdsor because heis .
| pro se, has been an actrvrst workmg to expose judrcral corruptlon, and because Judge J ohn -
. Marshall Kest hated him for the same reasons and Wanted to protect the Defendants from havmg

their pleadings strrcken The sleazy attorneys for the Defendants filed a mot10n to d1sm1ss based A

| . upon a void order. This requrred Windsor to file evrdence in that regard which brought to hght |

~ his efforts asa champlon agamst Judrclal corrupuon Thrs seemed to get the goat of corrupt

Judge J ohn Marshall Kest, so he set out to devastate Wmdsor in thls case,

92. A Whlle Wlndsor has. not bccn worklng on Jud;mal corrupt:on for several years, he’

was regarded as the leading authorrty in’ Amenca on judicial corruptlon Wmdsor s expenences g
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| with corrupt Judges in Flonda have renewed h15 pledge to expose as much Jud1c1a1 corruptron as -
| poss1ble Wlndsor has pubhshed Very popular artlcles about the varlous ways in whlch Judges
comrmt the1r Wrongdomg See A |

http //lawlessamenca com/mdex php?opuon—com content&v1ew*art101e&1d—58 how-Judges— N

1

' break—the-law&caud—121&Item1d~222 and

- http //lawlessamenca com/mdex php‘?optlon—com content&v1ew—artlcle&1d—793 how-Judges-
.v1olate—the code-of Jud;tc1a1—conduct—comm1t—ﬁ'aud-upon-the court~and~comm1t—enmes-agamst- :
<part1es&cat1d~43 &Itemid=222 and - S
http //lawlessamenca com/mdex php‘70pt1on“com content&v1ew—art1cle&1d~2001 how-to-
fight-j ud1c1al-corrup’uon—know—how-J udges—cornmrt—crnnes—2&cat1d~1 35 &Item1d‘21 6 and

' http //lawlessamenca corn/mdex php‘?op’uon—com content&v1ew—artlcle&1d-479 eleventh-
- 01rou1t-3udges demonstrate-how-they-commrt-crlmes&catld“‘120&Item1d~222 Wmdsor
traveled to all 50 states and 1nterv1ewed thousands of alleged v1ct1ms He publlshed over 2 000
v1deos - https W, youtube. com/c/lawlessamencamovre H1s webs1te has thousands. of stories
- www LawlessAmenca com, and he had: over 50 000 followers on hrs Facebook Page untrl -' '
Facebook removed it w1thout explanatlon | | | |

93 Judge John Marshall Kest clalmed there was no vahd legal bas1s to obJect to g
. o

-Longest’s answers to request for adm1551ons FRCP Rule 1: 370 (a) prov1des the legal authonty
that Wlndsor c11:ed The answets were false and Longest knew they were false. There was

perjury proven' FRCP 1. 370 requlres “T he answer shall spec1ﬁcally deny the matter or.set forth-

“1n deta;ll the, reasons why the answermg party cannot truthfully admlt or deny the matter A

denial shall fa1r1y meet the substance of the requested adrmsswn, Sind vvhen good. faith requu:es

that a party quahfy an answer or deny only a part.of. the matter of wh10h an adm1ssmn is
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‘requested, the party-’ shall specify S0 much of it as is true and. qualify or deny the remainder ’-5 o
FRCP 1.370 provrdes “The. party who has requested the admrssrons may move to determme the .

sufﬁcrency of the answers or obj ectlons

94.. - The actions of Longest in thls case have been fraudulent Longest has ﬁled a’

7

'fraudulent answer, false sworn answers-to mterrogatorres, false answers to requests for

admlssrons, and he has lred in his deposr‘uon and in court [APPENDIX 41 J Judge Jeffrey L.
Ashton 1gnored it.. He clalmed in his order [APPENDIX 69] that he had revrewed the ﬁle, but in
a few hours, that was physmally impossible. He LIED

95_.. - JudgeJ ohn Marshall Kest’s denial.of all ObJ ectrons to Borse Cascade s Answers
to Interrogatones and Motion for Sanctrons against Defendant except 15 and 24 were similarly .
wrong [APPENDIX 58,P, 5. ] Judge Jeffrey L Ashton ignoted it.- He clarmed in h1s order that o
hie had reviewed the file, but i ina few hours, that was physrcally 1mposs1b1e. He LIED to rnﬂ_,rct :
his bias. [APPENDIX 69.] | | R
L 96. Judge John Marshall Kest clarmed there is no vahd legal basrs to object to Boise’s -
answers to request for adm1ss1ons [APPENDIX 58, P. 6 ] T he answers were false and Borse
'knew they were false FRCP 1 37 0 reqmres “The answer shall speolﬁcally deny the matter or |
set 'forth’m detail the reasons why the answermg party cannot truthfully adrmt or deny the matter. |
A denial shall fairly meet the substance of the requested admiss'ion,"and yvhen-good fai-th requires
that a party qual1fy an answer or deny only a part of the matter of whrch an adrmss1on is |

: requested the. party shall specify so. much of it asis true and quahfy or deny the remamder

FRCP 1. 370 provrdes “The party who has requested the adm1ss1ons may move to determme the

sufﬁcrency Of the answers or obj ectlons Judgc Jeffrcy L. Ashton 1gnored it, I—Ie clalmed in lns :

I
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order that he had reviewed the file, but in a few hours-, that was physically impossible. He LIED

to inflict his bias. [APPENDIX 69.]

L 97, Cons1der this one example in Wmdsor s Ob_] ect1ons and Motion for Sanct1ons

regarding Interrogatorres “Interrogatory Number 5: ‘Descrlbe in deta11 how the 1ncrdent

, descnbed in the Complamt happened moludmg all actions taken by the you to prevent the

a001dent > The outrageous response of Longest was: ‘Defendant Longest obj ects to Interrogatory B
No. 5 as overly broad, unduly burdensome and to the extent it requests 1nformat1on proteeted |
from disclosure by the attomey—clrent work pnvﬂege and/or attomey work product doctrme
Windsor doesn’t believe it’s p0351b1e to have a much more outrageous “answer ” How in God’
name could an honest Judge cla1rn there is no vahd legal basis to object. An honest judge. cannot.
98.  Judge Johti Marshall Kest claimed Plarnt1ff’s Motion for Sanctions to Strlke the
Answer of Boise Cascade; Motion for Sanctions to Strrke the Answer of Longest; Mot1on for
Fraud on the Court; Motron for Sanctions for Vlolatlons of the Rules and Motion for 'Evidentiary

I-Iearlng did not provide ev1dence [APPENDIX 58,P.7.] There is massive evidence, and the

“court would have been reminded at the requested evidentiary beating that was never “held. Judge

John Marshall Kest has amazmgly sa1d that Wmdsor is obligated to comply w1th the Florida Bar

Rules of Professronal Conduct, Whlch the law does not provrde yet he cla1ms there isno bas1s

for the Court to sanct1on attorneys for v1olat1ng the Rules And he has ordered sanct1ons agamst

Windsor pursuant to the rules of civil procedure. This is- preJudlee and bias. Judge John

Marshall Kest is drshonest and likely corrupt Judge J effrey L Ashton 1gnored it. He cla1med in -

his otder that he had revrewed the file, butin a feW hours that was phys1ca11y nnpossrble He .

LIED. to 1nﬂ1ct his bias. [APPENDIX 69.]
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99. An Obj ective observer Iay observer and/or d1s1nterested observer must entertam
s1gmﬁcant doubt of the 1mpart1a11ty of Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton A reasonably prudent person - o

w111 be in fear of not rece1v1ng a fa1r and 1mpart1a1 tnal

100 Orders of Judge John Marshall Kest demonstrate s1gn1ﬁcant prejudlce and blas,
‘ .and he has ignored the law and the rules [APPENDIX 44 45 5 1 53 56 57, 58 62 J Judge S l
Ji éffrey L. Ashton embraced that preJudlce and blas He clalmed in h1s order that he had
_ rev1ewed the ﬁle, but in a few ho__urs, that was physic_ally impo_ssibl_e.ﬁ H_eLIED to-jnﬂ-iet_ 'his'bias.
[APPENDIX 69.] | | R | o
101. Judge John Marshall Kest falser stated that | many of Wmdsor S motrons are niot
based on statutory or Florlda case law and some ate not Iegally sufﬁe1ent [APPENDIX 58 ]
Judge John Marshall Kest did not 1dent1fy these Wmdsor asks this Court to rev1ew each motion | -
- to see this is false. Wmdsor has comphed- with all statutes and Rules, and his mot1ons are legally | |
sufficient. Judge John Marshall Kest. just wrote thls to 1nﬂlct his prejudme agamst Wrndsor '
V.Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton embraced th1s He cla:lmed in h1s order that he had rev1ewed the ﬁle, but
in a few hours, that was phys1ca11y 1mposs1ble ‘He LIED to mﬂlct his blaS [APPENDIX 69 ]
| - 102 An honest Judge would have stricken the pleadlngs of the Defendants _
[APPENDIX 18 19, 35 36,41, 42, 45, ] Judge John Marshall Kest is not honest Judge Jeffrey |
| L Ashton is not honest.. » 4 | | _ | _ o
10'3‘. - JudgeJ ohn Marshall Kest objected to Wlndsor f111ng S0 many mot1ons The only ,

reason Wmdsor has filed: much of anythmg was the Wrongdomg of the Defendants and the

Judges Judge John Marshall Kest is termmally brased Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton 1gnored th1s

He claimed in his ordet that he had rev1ewed the ﬁle “but in a few hours, that ‘was physmally C

irnposs1ble. He LIED to inflict his bias. [APPENDIX 69.] ':. )
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104, . Judgé John Marshali Kest d1d noﬁling about the totallj.z'«_ﬂi\(o..léﬁs Defendants’
‘motions for competency ahd mbtion to dlsrmss "Wiﬁds’jéf"s motion for sanctibn; ‘was IGNORE]j.
Judge J effrey L. Ashton ignored this. l_Hé claivn}e.davilll.,his og,der fhaf hehad 'I;e,viewe-:d the file, but _,

~in a few hours, that was phjfsicaily imposs-iblvgl, He LIED to 'in_ﬂict his Bias. [APPENDIX 69.]4 ,
105k.- Judge John Marshall Kest dsnied. Windsor’s motions to compel the \DeAfevndan.ts to
produce documents and for sanctions without.a heaﬁng.f~[APPEND1X:58.'] Thisis o |
OUTRAGEQU_S. 'I“ii_ere_ Was nothiné improper about thesé ;eqﬁes_ts. Judge Jeffrey :I:;.’.Asiiton o
ignored this. Hé claimed in his order that he had Vre\;iéwed fhe file, :bl.-lt in a'few hours, “;hat was
physically impossible. He LIED to inflict his bias. [APPENDIX 69.] o
| _ 106.. : Judge John Marshall Kest haé limited ‘Windsor to oﬂé hour per deposition, )
apparently as a sanction. [APPENDIX 58, P. 3.] This is totally inadequate as to the two-
Defendants. Winds,or has never taken a deﬁbsition, and he 1s 'de‘éliﬁlgwith liars. 'J‘u‘dge John .~
Marshall Kest wants to dowhatever he can ;célscrew Pro Se Windsor as he ;:ctifes. Windsor wiil
file a Bar Coniﬁlaint against him. Judge Jeffrey L: Ashton ignored this. . Hé plaiméd in hlS ordef
that he had 'revic;wed the file, but in'a few hours, that was physi(;ally, impossible. He LIED _td
inflict his bias. [APPENDIX 69.] - R
107. Jﬁdgé John Marshall‘ Kest awardedattgrney’s‘.feespﬁrsuant. to Florida Rules;’of' '
Civil }’roc’:edure Rule 1.380 (a)'(4‘j:‘ A - | | .
- “Awai‘d of Expenées of Motjon. If thé‘ motion is granted and _aftér ‘opp.drtunity-, for .

hearing, the court shall requite the party or deponent whose conduct necessitated the
motion or the party or counsel advising the conduct to-pay to the moving party the

reasonable expenses incurred in ‘obtaining the order that may ‘include attorneys’ fees, . .
unloss the court finds that the movant failed to certify in the motion that a good faith - - o
eFfort was Tnade to obtain the discovety without coutt action; that the oppositionto the . -
motion was substantially justified, or that other circumstances make an award of ©
expenses unjust, If the motion is denied and after opportunity for hearing, the court shall .
" require the moving party to pay to the party or deponent who opposed the motion the . -
reasonable expenses incurred in opposing the motion that may include attorneys’ fees, -
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unless the court finds that the making of the motxon was substant1a11y Justrﬁed or that

other circumstances make an award of expenses unjust. If the motion is granted inpart .~
and denied in part, the court may apportion the reasonable expenses incurred as a result S
of making the motion among the partles and persons.”

‘ 108. Windsor Was demed a hearmg by Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton, in v1olatlon of
.Procedure Rule 1.380 (a) (4). Judge.J effrey L. Ashton also falled to make a ﬁndmg astothe
reasonable expenses 1ncurred in opposmg the motlon, a clear requlrement of this Rule |

. [APPENDIX 76.] Bur hey, he’s a judge, so h'e apparently. doesn’t have to adhere tothe‘rules,. or |
the law. | v |

109. .Judge John Marshall Kest denied Windsor’s Motion to Cornloel Suhpoenas for

Documents from Dr. Stephen Goll. [APPENDIX 58, P. 3.] The Motion fully explairs the need,
but Judge J ohn Marshall Kest fei_gned ignorance‘.‘ [APPENDIX 28.] Dr. Stephen Goll relied.on
the notes he made while examining Windsor, and these are discoverable. Judge Jeffrey L. |
Ashton ignored' this. He clairned in his order that hé had revieWed- the ﬁle jbut ina few hours, . "‘ /
that was physreally 1mposs1ble He LIED to 1nﬂ1ct h1s bias. [APPENDIX 69. ] .

- 110. Judge J ohn Marshall Kest oui:rageously denied Wlndsor s Mot1on for Sanctlons
agalnst each of the Defendants for Fraud on the Court. He demed heanngs He claims the
findings of the prior judge are valid, but she drd not address the issues that were clearly stated
This smacks of corruption. Perhaps Judge John Marshall Kest has been pald off by the attorneys I
for the Defendants to issue such outrageous ordets. .J udge J effrey L. Ashton 1gnored this. He
clalmed in h1s order that he had rev1ewed the file, butina few hours, that was physrcally )

-1mposs1b1e He LIED to 1nﬂ1ct his b1as [APPENDIX 69 1 The Defendants could ‘be lookmg ata

'multr-nulhon-dollar damage award to Wmdsor and it would be Tess expensrve 10 them topay off -

one.or both Judges.
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111. Judge J ohn Marshall Kest estabhshed a clearly ﬁxed view, about substantrve
- pendlng trral matters, so this must ra1se concerns about the appearance of 1mpropr1ety, a. .

o standard that must be safeguarded under. apphcable recusal law. Judge J effrey L. Ashton has

‘ done the same,

. Jl2 .On 2/ 1/2021; Judge J effrey L Ashton denled Wmdsor s Amended Motron for " '
: Recons1derat10n of Orders of J; udge J ohn Marshall Kest [APPENDIX 69 ] He clalmed he had .
rev1ewed the file. Wmdsor beheves thrs is false because no honest Judge could revrew the file
and not recons1der the outrageous orders “ -
_ 113, | Judge J effrey L. Asliton has effeetlvely demed Wrndsor s rlghts of equal
protection under the law under Artlcle VIof the Const1tut10n | |
114, Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton’s actions prove thathe has exereised hfs power in this
ClVll action for his own personal purposes rather than the w111 of the law. | E
| 115. Windsor has not. recerved farr and unpartlal treatment wrth Judge J effrey L.
- Ashton. He is preJudmed agamst Wmdsor There is no way Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton isan * B
,.nhonest 1mpart1a1 Judge Wmdsor would have been better off if Longest had come another foot
" into Wmdsor s lane after he hﬁed Wmdsor S tlny convertlble off the ground Wmdsor would be | .
dead, and he would not have to- endure the 1ntent10na1 1nﬂ1ct10n of emot10na1 drstress |
116. All Windsor wants is to- have someone farr and 1rnpart1a1 wrth an open mmd to
listen to the facts and review as much of the evrdence asis needed to. prove eaeh of his clalms It.

is obv1ous to Wlndsor that Judge J effrey L Ashton doesn t.care about the faets and. doesn’t want i

toapplythelaw o o o ) . |
117. The Unrted States Constmmon theorencally guarantees an unblased Judge who

W111 always prov1de 11t1gants with full protectron of ALL RIGHTS Judge J effrey 1. Ashton is

24




biased agamst Wmdsor He has demonstrated thls agaln and agaln and agthn
118 Wmdsor s motlons afﬁdavrts, cert1ﬁcates of good fatth and memorandaht vobf
. authorltles meet the requlrements for a motlon to dlsquahfy [APPENDIX 66, 67 68 ]
1 19 Wmdser has a Well-grounded fear that he W1ll not rece1ve a falr tr1al He hasn ’t
recelved a farr trial. | |
12l). - Judge Ji effrey L. Ashten estabhshed a clearly ﬁxed V1ew about substantwe L :.‘ .
: pendmg tnal matters ‘so this: must raise concerns about the “appearance of 1mpropr1ety, o

standard that must be safeguarded under apphcable recusal_ law. ‘

_ STANDARD OF REVIEW
121. The denial of a motion to disqualify a circuit judge is reviewed de novo: Parker |

v, State, 3 S0.3d 974, 982 (Sup. Ct, Fla. 2009).

LEGAL ARGUMENT o

1220 The test to. be used by the tnal cotlrt in rev1ew1ng a motmn for dlsquahﬁcatron has -
: | been determmed by the Flonda Supreme Court. In MacKenzze V. Super szs Bargazn Store,

' Inc 565 S0.2d 1332 (F1a.1990), the Supreme Court held that the facts alleged ina motlon to

d1squa11fy need only show a movant’s well-grounded fear that the. movant will not rece1ve afair

trial. The test to be utlhzed is whether the facts alleged would place a reasonably prudent person \

i

in fear of not recewmg a fair and 1mpart1a1 trial. MacKenzze, 565 So. 2d at 1335 see’ also Fzscher B |

v, Knuck, 497SoZd240(F1a1986) e

_ 123. CIn rev1evsnng the legal sufﬁcleney ofa rnotlon for dlsquahﬁcatlon, i.e. whether the

rnovant has alleged facts glvmg r1se to a Well-founded fear that the. movant w111 not receive a fair




trial, the facts must be.taken as true-and must be viewed from the movant’S'ﬁerspeetive See
szzngston, 441 So.2d 1083 (“The question of dlsquahﬁcauon focuses on those matters from

which a htrgant may reasonably question a Judge E 1mpart1a11ty rather than the Judge s perceptron

of the judge’s ability to act fairly and 1mpart1ally ”)

124. In order to decide whether the, motlon is legally sufﬁc1eht Windsor must only
show a well-grounded fear that he will not receive \a fa1r [hearlng] at the hands of the Judge It -
isnota questlon of how the Judge feels 1t isa questlon of What fee11ng res1des in the afﬁant’
mind and the basis for such feeling.’ State ex rel. Brown 12 Dewell 131 Fla. 566, 573 179 So.
695, 697- 98 (1938) See also Hayslzp V. Douglas, 400 So 2d 553 (Fla 4th DCA 1981). The
question of. d1squa11ﬁcat10n focuses on those matters from whlch a litigant may reasonably
. questlon a Judge s 1mpartla11ty rather than the judge’s pereept1on of his ab111ty to act farrly and
1mpart1a11y State v. szzngston, 441 So. 2d 1083, 1086 (Fla. 1983)

125. The feehng that resides in Wrndsor S rmnd is that Judge J effrey L. Ashton is
_ inéompetent, corrupt, and totally biased agamst him.

. 126, " The prejudlce of a judge is a delicate questlon for a 11t1gant to raise but when
ra1sed as a bar to the trial ofa cause, &w&w
‘ WWMM_M- mmmw

is warranted in-sittin in the trialtof 2 cause whose neutrality 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). Judge J effrey L Ashton s1mp1y hed as so many do in court so0.he could rape an. elderly

disabled man. Wmdsor has expressed his outrage in many words, butastoa modlcum of

reason, he has provided facts.and evldenoe. )
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127. | The United States Suprenle Court has.explained that.:in:declding Whether a

' part1cular judge cannot preside over a htlgant’s trlal the 1nqu1ry must be not only whether there
was actual bias on respondent’s part, but also whether there was - such a l1ke11hood of blas cr an
appearance of b1as that the judge was unable to hold the balance between v1nd1cat1ng the = :‘ s
interests of the court and the mterests of the accused Ungar . Saraf ite, 376 U S. 575 588 .
(1964). ‘Such a strrn'gent rule rnay' someumes_ bar trial by .J-udges who have no actual bias A.and : :

who would do ’their very best to weigh the scales of justice eq'ually between'contending p:a'rties,’.\.'

but due process of law reg_lres no less Inre Murchzson 349 U. S 133 136 75 8: Ct 623 625
99 L.Ed. 942 (1 955) Taylor v. Hayes 418 U S. 488, 501 (1974) (emphas1s added)

128 The appearance of lmproprletv vnolates state and federal constltutlonal

: nghts to.due process. A fair hearmg before an 1mpart1a1 tnbunal isa bas1c reqmrement of due
_process See Inre Murchzson, 349 U.S. 133 (1955). “Every htrgant[] is entrtled to nothmg 1ess
' than the cold neutrahty of an impartial Judge ”? State ex rel Mzckle V. Rowe, 131 So 331 332
(Fla. 1930) Absent a fair tribunal, there can be no full and fair hearlng
| 120, The test for determmmg the legal sufﬁcrency of a mot1on for d1squal1ﬁcat10n is an
ot obj ectrve one which asks whether the facts alleged inthe' mot1on Would place a reasonably
prudent person in fear of not rece1v1ng a fair and 1mpart1al hearmg See szzngston V. State, at
- 1087. “When the judge enters into the proceedlngs and becomes a partlclpant a shadow 1s cast
upon Jud1c1al neutrahty S0 that d1squahﬁcat10n [of the c1rcu1t] is requ1red ” (Chastme V. Broome, _
. 629 So.2d 293 19 Fla. L Weekly D14 (Fla.App. D1st 4 12/22/ 1993) ) An the instant case, 1t

appears Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton is work,tng for the Defendants attorneys

A, WINDSOR SHOWED THAT ANY REASONABLY PRUDENT PERSON WOULD
BE IN FEAR\ OF NOT RECEIVING A FAIR TRIAL. L

_____________________————-—-——————-—-——————
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130. The‘re area host of reasOnsfwhy ’any redSOnable. p_rudent person woulldhe tn fear

of not rece1v1ng a fa1r tr1a1 in this case.

\

a.. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton had hls ]udrc1a1 Ass1stant send an email WIth
| requarement_s to t-he partles pnorto a hearmg, and thenl_he :;vmlate,d his own-. '
rules while denying Winds_orthe ability to present-..euidenc_e and case ldw.'
b, Judge Jet‘frey L. Ashtonde'n'ie'd reasonable reduests ford continuanoe;
c. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton 1gnored Wmdsor s hosp1tallzatlon at the tlme of the. \‘
2/2/2021 hearlng and purportedly held a heanng Wlthout him. .
d. - Judge J effrey L Ashton ordered $2,500in sanot1ons” agalnst Wmdsor when
| the appropnate amount could not have been over $100
e. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton threatened Windsor, ‘and‘ he had no legal hasis't,o_ do .
| S0. | | | t o
f Judge J effrey L. Ashton v1olated Florrda Rules of Civil Procedure Rule, 1 380
@@. o .
‘g. Judge J effrey L. Ashton falsely clainled he hed"reviewed the file in the case. -
| h. | Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton Vlolated Well estabhshed law on attorney S fees
A Judge Jeffrey L Ashton has shown contempt for Windsor as a pro: se party o
and as an activist who has exposed Jud1c1a1 corruptlon Honest Judges have :
praised Wmdsor $ efforts Dishonest _]udges, like Judge John Marshall Kest‘

and Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton, do whatever they can to destroy W1ndsor ’

P 131. :.Th'is' consideration-is'easy by looking>at‘what Judge-Jeffrey 4L._A Ashton_dld yyhel}_. ._ | i

ignoring sanctions against the Defendants. =~~~
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132.  Windsor swore under oath u'nder penalty of perjur’y“ that -“Lies conspiracs/f, false
statements to law enforcement alleged brlbery, fraud attempted fraud false pleadmgs, ahostof |
| dlscovery violations, numerous v1olat10ns of the Flonda Rules of Profess1onal Conduct
concealment of the key evidence, concealment of the '1dent1ty of oneiof the key fraudsters, E .
petjury, alleged_ fraud by apaid expert Witness,‘violation ofa court order,l ._contempt,'malicious -
prosecutron and fraud on the Court. The Defendants and their attomeys have done it all » o
Wmdsor presented Judge John Marshall Kest and Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton with 298 causes of
action for sanctions. [APPENDIX 18 and 19; APPENDIX 34 and 35 ;'APPENDIX _41 and 42.] .

133.  Surely™298 violations are destined for the Guinness_Book. ) |

1134. Judgé John Marshall Kest denied the motions without the requested evidentiary .

hearing claiming they were motions .for “reconsideration.” And Judge Jeffrey 'L. Ashton hadto -

. acknowledge th1s was not reconsideration, but he didn’t. [APPENDIX 45, Page 1 ] On

September 2, 2020 Judge John Marshall Kest 1ssued an “ORDER ON MOTIONS FOR
'RECONSIDERATION REQUEST FOR HEARING AND DIRECTING DEFENDANT TO
FILE A RESPONSE i [APPENDIX 45.] This ORDER is absolutely false, cla1m1ng the August
| 29,2020 motrons filed by W1ndsor were “motrons for recons1deratron ” [APPENDIX 45,P.1.]
The opening paragraphs of the mot1ons' state that on June 24, 2020, ~W1ndsor originally présented
98 counts to show FRAUD ON THE COURT by each ofthe 1Defendants A'nd that “since .the 98 .
counts were first presented the Befendants and its attorneys have each: comrmtted another 51
counts. Fraud on the court requires-a clear and convincing showmg, SO thrs Mot1on 1ncludes all

of the counts that are part of the scheme ” [APPENDIX 41 42 ] 102 new counts agalnst the oo

, Defendants does not constrtute a “mouon for recons1derat1on > Tlns is mexcusable And Judge

Jeffrey L. Ashton made the same ruling by .refusmgr to recons1der,
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135. . While this alone should be. enough Judge J ohn Marshall Kest outrageously
) sanct1oned Windsor. [APPENDIX 58 1 There isno Ioglcal explanatlon for the actlons of Judge .

J ohn Marshall Kest. Heis clearly preJudlced He - may have other problems Judge Jeffrey L '

"+ Ashton picked up the corrupt ball and ran W|th lt

136. - . Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton held a Kangaroo Court on 2/2/2021 He held a heanng in .': o |
violation of hlS own rules when Wlndsor 8 hospltahzatlon proh1b1ted hnn from attendmg |
(Pasha v_t State, SC13-1551 (Fla. ,05/ 1 1/201'Dv.)

137. ., Judge J efﬁ):ey L. Ashton a prejudiced hully who could cate less .about_‘deeency,. -
honesty, and t‘air treatment. | - |

., 138. . A reasonably prudent person Would NOT be in feal; of receiving a fair.trial-'. -
They’d'be scared to death" | | |

B.  JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON FAL.S_E_LX_MW
- , DIS UALIFY WAS NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT ‘

13§. Judge J effrey L. Ashton ordered: “The Court finds that the Motion is -legally
insufficient,” [APPENDIX 69 - ORDER P. 1 931 He gave no explananon Indeed he A
.couldn’t It w111 be- s1mple for this: Court to determme that Judge J effrey L. Ashton was snnply l
inflicting his b1as and preJudlce yet again. A
140. A Mot1on to Dlsquahfy is governed by Flonda Statute 38. 1() and FRJA 2.330, and -
Wmdsor met all requlrernents [APPENDIX 66.] | . |
| _“A motion to dlsquahfy is governed substantively by section-38.10, Flonda Statutes

-and procedurally by Florida Rule-of Judicial Administration 2.330.” Gregoryv. o
State, 118 :S0.3d 770, 778 (Fla. 2013) (quotmg Gorey: ‘State, 964 So0.2d 1257, 1268 (Fla

- 2007)). “The statute réquires that the moving party file an affidavit in good faith ‘stating -
fear that he or she will not receive a fair frial . . . on account of the prejudice of the judge’
as well as ‘the facts and the reasons, for the behef that any such bias or prejudice _
exists.”” Peterson v. State, 221 So 3d:57 1, 581 (Fla 2017) (quotmg § 38 10, Fla. Stat.

(2014)).
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141. MOTION: The Motion o Disqualiff Qvas in miiing “Windsor iled an Affidavit - " |
of PreJudlce sta‘ung his fear that he will not recelve a falr tnal due to the preJudlce of Judge
J effrey Ashton It provrdes the facts and the reasons for the behef that such b1as and. prejudwe e -»
exist. ThlS Motlon is s1gned under oath There has. been one prevrously granted motlon to

. disqualify a former Judge There has been one prevrously denied motlon to d1squa11fy Judge

. John Marshall Kest that is st111 on appeal. A Certlﬁoate of Good Falth is also ﬁled Thrs Motlon : .

to Drsquahfy, is _ﬁled with the Clerk, and a copy ha-s been sent by‘venrall to Judge Ashto_n s |
assistant, Keitra Dav15 | | | ' | . |
_ 142. GROUNDS The Motion to Drsquahfy showed that the Plarnuff fea:rs he will not -
recerve a falr tr1a1 beeause of specrﬁcally descnbed preJudlce or b1as of Judge J effrey L. Ashton "
143, TIME' The Motron to Dlsquahfy ‘was ﬁled within a reasonable time not to
exceed 10 days after dlscovery of the facts constltutmg the grounds for the Motion and was
| promptly presented to the Court for an 1mmed1ate rulmg

'JUDGE J OHN MARSHALL KEST HAD ALSO FALSELY CLAIMED THE

MOTION TO DISOUALIFY WAS NOT LEGALLY SUFFICIENT. -
14_4. : In his Order dated November 20 2020 Judge John Ma:rshall Kest found “the

,C

Mo’uon is legally 1nsufﬁe1ent » [APPENDIX 62 ]
145, Judge J ohn Marshall Kest 1dent1ﬁed nothlng that was legally 1nsufﬁcrent |
146, The Motion to Disqualify Judge John Marshall Kest was legally sufficlent and
_procedurally adequate, and Judge J. ohn Marshall Kest was supposed to.s0. determme This wasa

_ 'proper applleatlon fora change of Judge The PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION

PN

-should have been granted. -

{ .

D. TI-IE IMPARTIALITY OF JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON MUST BE
QUESTIONED




147. - 'An objective observer, lay observer and/or d1srnterested observer frust entertarn

.

s1gn1ﬁcant doubt of the 1mpart1a11ty of J udge Jeffrey L. Ashton

. e
~ 148.  The Code of J ud1c1al Conduct requlred that J udge J effrey L. Ashton d1squa11fy

hrmself Judge J effrey L. Ashton totally 1gnored this oblrgatron

The Code of Judicial Conduct sets forth basic pr1nc1p1es of how Judges should conduct
themselves in carrying out their judicial duties. Canon'3 -C(1) states that “[a] judge should -

- disqualify himself in a proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably be:
questioned ....” This is totally consistent with the case law of this Court, which holds that
a party seekrng to disqualify a judge need only show “a well grounded fear that he will ,
not receive a fair trial at the hands of the judge. It is not a question of how the judge feels, s
it is a question of what feeling resides 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 question of

- disqualification focuses on those matters from which & litigant may reasonably question a

judge’s impartiality rather than the Judge S perceptlon of his ability to act fairly and
impartially.

E. JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASI—ITON FAILED TO ADDRESS ANY OF THE LEGAL
) GROUNDS FOR DIS UALIFICATION

~149. The Motlon to Disqualify [APPBNDIX 66 Page 1]. asked

...that Jeffrey L. Ashton (“Judge Ashton™) be drsquahﬁed from the above entitled
matter under Florida Statute 38.10, Florida Rule of Judicial Adm1mstrat10n 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. Constrtutlon the Constitution of the State of Florlda and the Court’s 1nherent ,

powers.” | | |
"150. Judge J effrey L. Ashton did not address a one. | He cited one case — Rivéra V.
State, 717 So. 2d 477 (Fla. 1998) [APPENDIX 69,P.1. ] -\ |
151.. Judge J effrey L. Ashton d1d not consrder Florrda Statute 38. 10 Florrda Rule of

- Judicial Admmrstratron 2. 330 and Canons 2 and 3. of the Code of Judreral Conduct all other
: relevant statutory and state and federal case law, as well as the First, F1fth Sixth, Erghth and

Fourteenth Amendments to. the Umted States Constltutron the Due Process Clause of the Flfth

N
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Mendme'nt to the U.S. Constitution, the'Con'sti_tution of the '-State_‘of Florida, .and thee Court’s. R
inherent powers - | -

'1‘52: The lone authonty of Judge Jeffrey L Ashton says more than what Judge J effrey .

L. Ashton c1ted He LIED. #1 in Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton s Order flled 2/2/2021 [APPENDIX B o

- 69] clarrns “Adverse rulmgs do not support a reasonable fear. of b1as » The case actually says
“The fact that the Judge has made adverse ruhngs n the past agamst the defendant . are
L generally consrdered legally msufﬂc1ent reasons to warrant the Judge s d1squa11ﬁcat10n

' |emphas1s added ] .
153. Wmdsor conducted a search of every appellate court case in the hrstory of Florlda
Nota smgle case says “Adverse rulings do not support a reasonable fear of b1as,” 50 thlS Petrtlon
must be granted Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton lied, and he prov1ded 1o legal author1ty for h1s order in -,
Whrch he claimed szem V. State provided What it clearly does not This is one of the techmques |
used by corrupt judges. . " |
| | 154 The truth is that outrageous ; adverse ruhngs are: often the only evidence a 11t1gant -
“has. | |
_1-55'.' The second claim by Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton is “Claims that the Court formed
fixed opinlons on an issue before it do not support a reasonable fear for bias.” The case aotually
says “allegatlons that the trial Judge had formed a ﬁxed oprmon of the defendant’s gullt are

generally cons1dered legally 1nsufﬁc1ent reasons. to warrant the Judge s drsquahﬁcatlon

“We have repeatedly held that.a motlon to disqualify a judge ‘must be well-fou_nded- and
contain facts germane to the judge’s undue bias, prejudrce, or sympathy.” Jackson.v. '
- State, 599. So0.2d 103, 107 (Fla 1992); Gilliam v. State, 582 So0.2d 610, 611 - .. .
(F1a.1991); Drag0vzch v State, 492 So0.2d 350, 352 (¥1a.1986). The motion will be - .
found legally insufficient “if it fails to- cstabhsh a well- grmmded fear on the part of the. " - .
movant that he will not receive a fair hearing.” Correll v. State, 698 S0.2d 522,524
' (F1a.1997). The fact that.the judge has made. adversé rulings in the past against the .-
defendant ot that the judge has prev1ously heard the evrdence, or allegatlons that the

AR
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trial judge had formed a fixed oplmon of the defendant’s guilt, even where itis alleged
that he judge discussed his opinion with others,” are generally considered legally
insufficient reasons to warrant the Judge s disqualification, Jackson, 599 So.2d at 107
‘Under those standards, we now examine Rivera’s proffered bases for Judge Ferris’s -
_dlsquahﬁcatmn ” (Rivera v. State, 717 So 2d 477, 23 Fla. L Weekly S343 (Fla '
06/11/1998)) """ , -

) | 1_56 . Judge Jeffrey L Ashton then clalms he can be fair and 1mpart1a1 has- rev1ewed the
o files, and does not have any personal b1as agamst Wmdsor He LIED “He then preceded fo deny l'
- resettinga heanng when his Judicial Ass1stant'd1d~ notu prov1de adequate notice fo1" the o
preparation he required, and then he awarded the Defendants $2,500 l‘or 140-minufes of workj'end
threa_tened Windsor with sanctions if he doesn’t pay. .WindSO_i* had provlded.the Court :;vith
evidence that he is indigent and can’t, afford to i)ay. _Windsor_ would love to eee Jeffrey L.
Ashton Wh_en he isn’t fair and impartial. Hewould probably_senlenCe someone to death for
jaywalking. | “ ‘ | |
157. Florida Rules of Judicial 'Adminietreﬁion 2.‘330 “(g) eddre_sses “Suceessive
Motions:” - . | ‘ | |
ifa Judge has been prev1ously dlsquahﬁed on motion for alléged prejudice or partlahty
* under subdivision (d)(1), a successor judge shall not be disqualified based ona successive
motlon by the same party unless the successor judge rules that he or she is in fact not fair
or'impartial in the case. Such a SUCCEsSOr Judge may rule on the truth of the facts alleged -
in support of the motion. :
158.  Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton falled to rule on the truth of the facts alleged ThlS is
requlred by Rule 2.330 (g). _ |
159.  “The judge agamst whonl an 1n1t1a1 motion to d1squal1fy under subd1v1s1on (dx( 1) |
is directed shall determme only the legal sufﬁc1ency of the mot1on and shall not pass on the truth
of the facts alleged.” Fla R. Jud Admm 2. 330(1) However “[1]f a Judge has been prev1ous1y

disqualified on motion for alleged prejudlce or part1a11ty under subd1v1s1on (d)(l), ...a

successor judge may tule on the truth of the_facts_,alleged in suppo_rt of the motion.” Fla. R. Jud.

S
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Admln 2. 330(g) The denral of a motion to dlsquahfy by a'successor Judge w111 only be reversed_-' , o

{

if the record clearly refutes the successor Judge § decrs1on to deny the motron Kokal V. “

State, 901 SO.2d 766, 774 (Fla. 2005). o
16.0. The record in the mstant casé reﬂects that the tr1a1 court d1d abrogate 1ts role as a »

'neutral arb1trator The record clearly refutes Judge Jeffrey L Ashton s demal of the Motlon to
- Disqualify.’ | ‘ | |

| 161. Windsor argues that a‘ more strlngent standard of rev1eu7 on a successrve motlonr -;
: to drsquahfy is. mrsgurded As 11t1gants deserve a, fa1r and 1mpart1al trlal 1t shouldn’t matter.
B which number the _]udge is. Windsor has shown that the record clearly refutes Judge Ji effrey LA
Ashton s depial of the Motion to Dlsquahfy

- 162.  See. King.v. State, 840 So.2d 1047 1049 (Fla 2003) and should only be dlsturbed _

if “the record clearly refutes the SUCCessor Judge s demsron to deny the: motron ” Pinfield v.

State, 710 So. 2d 201, 202 (Fla. 5th DCA 1998), see also Qumce V. State, 732 So 2d 1059 1062 L

(Fla. 1999) (Ardis v. Ardis, 130 So.3d 791 39 Fla L. Weekly D 260 (Fla App. Dist.1.

02/04/2014))

1% * WINDSOR IS ENTITLED TO THE CoLD.NEUTRALITy 'os ANZrMPARTrAL‘ -
";IUDGE\" L | | o
163. .On 2/2/2021 Judge J effrey L Ashton purportedly conducted a hearmg w1thout
Windsor. [APPENDIX 77.) Wlndsor was demed the opportumty to defend h1mse1f and to show

that the attorneys for the Defendants had 11ke1y commrtted fraud upon the court w1th thelr -' o .A.'

, outrageous request for attorney S fees Wmdsor Was demed the rrght to examme the attorneys :

for the Defendants, and he was demed the rrght to questron the fantasy of the bllhng records




The “Minutes” indicate that there vs}as_ no testim‘ony, and there._was no evidence :presented; ——
Attorney Asstrin ﬁled an affidavit claiming his recj-uest'fof $2,500 was due to tirneexpend_ed to
' prepare responswe pleadlngs to address each motron ﬁled by the Plamtxff He sard nuni‘erous e
rnotlons ” But Judge John Marshall Kest only awarded attorney s fees on two motions to -
compel Judge J effrey L Ashton allowed: Asstrln to 1nﬂate the b111 and he d1d not have to
'_ provrde any proof :
'164.  On, 1/27/2021 in his EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY AND/OR FOR
CONT INUANCE Windsor sa1d
“Windsor is 72-years-old, divorced, and disabled by the Defendants He 1s pro se and has
absolutely no help.with his legal work. Windsor’s sole source of i income is social
_security, and he is $1,500,000 in debt. He cannot afford an attorney or a sanction, Heis -
in constant pain from the Defendants. He cannot afford surgery or medlcal treatment his

- auto insurance coverage has expired.

- “Windsor requests a stay unitil the Fifth District rules on the Pet1tlon for ert of
Proh1b1t1on This short delay W111 not affect anythlng in'this case.

“Wlndsor also needs to subpoena the attorneys for the Defendants prior to the. hearmg on
~ attorney’s fees. An affidavit was just filed that requires. mvesugatlon The examination
~ of the attorneys is likely to take several Hours. Windsor-has found the attorneys to be
. extremely dishonest. The half hour set by the Defendants for 2/2/2021 is msufﬁclen
165. In Peacockv Ace 24 So. 3d 750 (Fla 2d DCA 2009), Ms. Peacock argued that
the final Judgment’s award of attorney s fees 1 in favor of Ace is ﬁmdamentally erroneous on 1ts
_ face because it does not. contaln speclﬁc findings concernlng the number of hours reasonably
expended and the reasonableness of the attomey s hourly rate. See Markowch V. Markovzch 974

So.2d 600 601 (Fla 2d DCA 2008). «. ..this court previously has determrned that the absence of

the requlred ﬁndmgs in the wr1tten order renders the order fundamentally erroneous on 1ts face

- and that the lack of transcript “does not. preclude appellate review,” Harrz.s V. McKmney, 20 h '
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So.3d 400 403 (FT la 2d DCA 2009) (quotmg Baraz‘z‘a V. Valley Oak Homeowners Ass n at the
Vmeyards 891 So.2d 1063 1065 n. 4 (Fla 2d DCA 2004))
166. - Wmdsor has argued that the. atto,mey S -fees- co.uld not be fnofe than\' $ 1-00
Windsor could not -dispute the number of hours because no ev1dence was submltted
| 167. W1ndsor was denled the- ablhty to present ev1dence or case law [APPENDIX 72 ]
_1_68.. In Dr. Gazl Van Dzepen PAv. Brown, 55 So. 3d 612 (Fla. 5th DCA 2011), the
court said itis the party s_eekmg atterney ] fees on multlple cla1ms_who has an afﬁnnatlve burden
-to den_lonstrate What 1sortion of the ef-fqrt Was. expended on »;che claim that'authorized -atto_rn_ey’s
fees. See Ro-ckledge Mall Assoc., Ltd: v. Customi Ffeﬁces of Brevard, Inc.',. ’779 i__So.2'd 558, 559
(F lai 5th DCA.2001). In Crown Custom Homesithe second distfict held tha’b: “[TThe party o
seeking fees bas the burden to allocate them to the issues for which fees are awardable or o

show that the i issues were so intertwined that alloca‘uon is not feas1ble ? Lubkey 2 Compuvac .
\

Sys., Inc., 857 So.2d 966, 968 (Fla 2d DCA 2003), see also Ocean Club Cmty Ass’nv. Curtzs, o

e

935 80.2d 513, 517 (Fla 3d DCA 2006) (holding that the party seeking an award of attorney s |

fees “bears ’an afﬁrmauve burden to demonstrate What port1on of the effort was expended on the ;

. clann whmh allowed attorney’s. fees i “(quctmg Rockledge Mall Assocs Ltd v, Custom F ences.

of Brevard, Inc., 779 S0.2d'558, 559 (Fla. 5th DCA 2001).). Cro_wnCusz‘om Hemes, 18 So.3d at g

740, Many otber cases are to the same effeet See, e.g., Ocean Club Cmty. Ass’n; Lubkey v. '
Compuvac Sys Inc., 857 S0.2d 966, 968 (Fla. 2d DCA 2003), Salzsbury V. szelvogel 451 So. 2d
974, 975 (Fla 4th DCA. 1984), Unzted .S’ervs Auto Ass’nv. Kzzbler 364 So.2d 57 (Fla 3d DCA

1978). - o A | _
" 169. .Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton made no finding as to the re_asenableness ofi:he charges

and failed to a_ddress whether hourly rates were. reasonable._ 'Pe_rhaps' another go-round at law
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{ :

school would be appropriate. szth V. School Board of Palm Beach County, 981 S0.2d 6 (Fla

4th DCA 2007). - ] L
N
A

170.  There was no test1mony, much less expert testlmony in thls matter There ‘Was no

evidence and no time records

..we find error was committed with’ regard to the award of attorney s fees to: the wife. -

: The only evidence presented regardmg attorney’s fees was the former wife’s testimony -
that she had agreed to. pay her attorney $75.00 per hour, and she estimated his fees would .
be $4,000.00 in this case. The attorney representing the wife did not testify nor: ‘present
‘evidence as to the number of hours spent on the case, nor was any expert witness called '
to testify as to the reasonableness of the fee. Cases are legion that expert testlmony is
required.” (Markham v. Markham, 485 So.2d 1299 (Fla. 5th DCA 1986).) -

“’An award of attorney s fees requires eompetent and substantial ev1dence Competent

. evidence includes invoices, records and other information detailing the services provided
as well as the test1mony from the attorney in support of the fee.’ Brewer v. Solovsky, 945
S0.2d 610, 611 (Fla. 4th DCA 2006) (citation omitted). This court has held that an’
attorney’s time records, in their entirety, are critical to determining the propriety of the -

~ hours expended on a client’s behalf. Tucker v, Tucker, 513 So0.2d 733, 735.(Fla. 2d DCA
1987); see also Warner v. Warner, 692.50.2d 266, 268 (Fla. 5th DCA. 1997) (holding. that

- to establish an award of fees, a party must present evidence detalhng exactly what
‘services were performed); Carison v. Carlson, 639 So0.2d 1094, 1096 (Fla. 4th DCA
1994). (holdlng that the trial couit erred in failing to rnake findings detailing the
breakdown of reasonable hours expended among the various. personnel in attorney s .
office).” (Braswell v Braswell, 4 So. 3d4 (Fla 2d DCA 2009). )

17 1 One thlng is for sure. Attorneys Wynne and Asstrin are pluekers

 “...numbers plucked from the air and standing alone will not support a fees award ?
(Brake v. Murphy, 736 So 2d:745 (Fla.3d DCA- 1999) )

“A fee “award must be supported by ewdence detaﬂmg the nature and extent of the
services performed and by expeit testimony regarding the reasonableness of the fee.”
. Morton v. Heathcock, 913 S0.2d 662, 669.(Fla. 3d DCA 2005); se¢ Fla: Patient’s Comp..
Fundv, Rowe, 472 $0.2d-1145, 1150 (Fla.1985) (“Florida courts have emphasized the -
importance of keeping accurate and current records of work done and time spentona -
case, particularly when someone other than the client may pay the. fee. To accurately ‘
assess the labor involved, the attorney foo applicant should/prcscnt reeords detailing the -
amount of work performed.”) (citations omitted); Brewer v, Solovsky, 045 So0:2d 610, 611
~ (Fla. 4th DCA2006) (“An award of attorneys fees requires competent and substanual
' evidence. Competent evidence includes invoices, records and other information detailing
 the services provided as well as the. testlmony from the attorney in support of the fee "’)
‘ (c1tat10ns omltted) Whlle we recogmze that where an attorney has not kept
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contemporaneous time records a fee award may still. be secured ona reconstruction of

time expended, the reconstruction must consist of “something 1 more than wild guesses,” |

......

‘Brake v: Murphy, 736 So.2d 745, Ja7 (Fla 3dDCA. 1999); see also Cohen & Cohen, P.A.
v Angrand 710 So.2d 166, 168 (Fla. 3d DCA 1998) (confirming that where no time - .
‘records have been kept, it is permissible for a reconstruction of the time- expended may be

_ prepared) > (Trumball Ins Co V. Woltenarskz 2 So. 3d 1050 (Fla 3d DCA 2009))

E 172.‘_ The Fourth DCA has stated that “Flonda courts have requlred testrmony by the
attorney performmg the servrces (for whmh the fees are sought) and testrmony by an expert fees |
w1tness as to. the value of those services.” (Island Hoppers Lz‘d Ve Kezth 820 So. 2d 967 at' 970
: (Fla 4th DCA 2002) ) |

173; Judge J effrey L. Ashton ordered Wmdsor to, pay $2 500 in attorneys fees and
‘-costs on.2/ 5/2021 in the D1strlct Court The order says Wmdsor could be sanctroned ifhe
-doesn’t pay. [APPENDIX 76.] The “Ommbus Order” awarded attomey s fees and costs under
Fla. R CIV P. 1 380 and there isno prov1sron for further sanc‘uons for non-payment Judge ‘ -
Jeffrey L. Ashton is mventlng rules and laws to’ ﬁtrther mflrct h.rs hatred and bras agarnst
: Wlndsor He is threatenmg Wlndsor Wrthout a legal basw, and he needlessly structured his order o

_w1th a threat presumably the threat of _]all If Wmdsor gets sent to ]all he w111 d1e there

G WINDSOR IS ENTITLED 10 THE COLD NEUTRALITY OF AN:IMPARTIAL S

JUDGE DGE : O
174, Wlndsor is entrtled to an 1mpart1a1 Judge, and that i isn t Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton.”

Unless this Court acts, Windsor wrll recelve the cold prejudice and b1as of J udge J effrey L.

i

' Ashton and his. comm1tment to deny any and all nghts to Wmdsor

“Every litigant s entitled to nothing less than ‘the cold neutrahty of an 1mpart1al Judge It
--is the duty of Courts 'to scrupulously guard this right and 1o refrain from attempting to: -

exercise Jurlsdlctlon in any matter wheie his «qualification to’ do o is senously brought in -

' questron Hayslip v. Douglas, 400 So.2d at 557 (quotmg State ex rel Davzs A2 Parks 141.
Fla. 516, 194 So. 613; 615 (1939)) i . A




“We find ‘that the motion and supportmg affidav1ts were legally sufficient, and the proper
procedure, in light of the serious allegation, of bias, wasfor the judge to grant the motion. .
(James v. Theobald, 557 So 2d 591 15 Fla. L. Weekly D215 (Fla. App Dist.3
01/16/1990).)

“Where there is any legally sufficient basrs, whether factually accurate or not, for a
founded fear of possible prejudice to exist in the mind of a defendant, recusal is

mandated.” See, e.g., Management Corporatzon of America, Inc. v. Grossman, 396 S0.2d -
1169 (Fla. 3rd DCA 1981). - g

175. If th1s Petltlon is not granted Wmdsor begs this Court to explaln how it |

determmed the actions of Judge J effrey L. Ashton do not support the record

H. - JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS AND
EQUAL PROTECTION TO WINDSOR
176. Judge J effrey L. Ashton has v1olated Wmdsor s civil and const1tut10na1 rrghts

under color of law.

..[t]rial before an ‘unbiased judge’ is essential to due process.” Johnson v. Mississippi,
403 U.S. 212, 216 (1971); accord Concrete‘Pzpe & Prods. V, Constr. Laborers Pension "
Trust, 508 U.S. 602, 617 (1993) (citation omitted). (See-also Levine v. Unzted States, 362
U.S. 610, 80 S.Ct. 1038 (1960), citing Offutt v. United States, 348 U.S: 11,14, 75 S. Ct.
11, 13 (1954); Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 344 (1976); Peters v. Kiff; 407, uUSs.
1493, 502 (1972) '

177, Wmdsor has'just cause to believe that he cannot been given a fair trial. This is an
understatement. E | |

178. - The due process clauses ef beth the Florida and the' United States Constitutions
guarantee a patty an impa;rtial and disinterested .tribtmal in civil ease”s. Marshallv. Jerrico, fnc., :
446 U.S. 238 242 100 S.Ct. 1610, 1613 (1980) |

Partiality in favor of the government: may raise a defendant’s due process concerns.” In re.
. Umted States of Amerzca, 441 F. 3d at 66 (c1t1ng Inre Murchzson 349U.8. 133 (1955)

28 U.S.C. 155 may sometrmes bar trial by judges who have no aetual blas and who would
do their very best to Wergh the scales of justice equally between contending parties, but- -
due process of law requires no less.” Taylor v. Hayes, 418 U.S. 488, 501 (1974) (cltatlons
and quotation marks omitted). See also Murchzson, 349 U.S. at 136. .
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.179. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton has effectlvely demed Wrndsor s nghts of the equal

\protectlon under the law under Amcle VI of the Constltutlon

.180. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton is: Hell—bent on 1gnor1ng Wrndsor s rrghts whrle worklng o

T fortheDefendants attorneys v.:'.f , o 4' )'“' |

L' JUDGE JEFFREY L. ASHTON VIOLATED THE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS :
" OF WINDSOR :

N
s
A

lil 1.. Judge Ji effrey L. Ashton has vmlated Wmdsor s Constrtutronal rrghts He s anew’
Judge Perhaps he hasn 't taken the time to read it. )
182 | The erth Amendment provrdes the Cons‘utu‘uonal nght to self-represenratron
That right should be enJ oyed Wlthout fear of harassment or Judrc1al preJud1ce Furthermore, no - |
law, regulatron, or pohcy should exist to abndge or surreptrtrously extmgursh that nght
Theoretlcally, Pro Se L1t1gants have no less ofa nght to effectrve due process as those who
utilize an attorney This is what Wmdsor s chlld'ren used to call a fig newton of nnagmauon
This Court is asked to review the.cases of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest and Judge J effrey L. Ashton
to see how many Pro Se Plaintiffs have won therr cases in thelr courts Wmdsor W111 not be A
‘shocked to find NONE
183,  Judge John Marshall Kest harassed Wmdsor asa Pro Se 11t1gant and Judge
Ji effrey L Ashton seems hopelessly prejudrced |
1'84. The Due Process Clause entrtles a person to an 1mpart1a1 and d1s1nterested tr1bunal_l
in both clv11 and crlmmal cases Th1s requlrement of neutrahty 1n adjudma’uve proceedlngs ‘

N \

. safcgua;rds the two central concerns of proeedu:ral due process, the preventlon of unjustrﬁed or
m1staken depnva’uons and the promouon of parucrpatmn and dralogue by affeeted 1nd1v1dua1s 1n e

the decrs1on—mak1ng process See Carey v. Pzphus, 435 U. S 247 259—262 266-267 (1978) The o




neutrallty requlrement helps to guarantee that llfe llberty, or property w111 not be taken on the -
‘basis of an erroneous ot distorted conceptlon of the facts or the law See Matthews v Eldrzdge,
':424 U. S. 3 19 344 (1976) At the same t1me 1t preserves both the appearance and realrty of
| fanness generatmg the feehng, SO 1mportant to a popular government that _]UStICC has been
' done Jomt Antz-Fasczst Commzttee 2 Mchth 341 U S. 123 172 (1951) (Frankfurter,
_ concurrlng), by ensurtng that no person Wlll be depnved of hlS 1nterests in the absence of a .\ S
proceedlng in whlch he may present.hls case w1th assurance that the arb1ter‘1s not. predlsposed. to
“find agamst h1m Marshall v. Jerrico, Inc., 446 U S 238 242, (1980) : o . .‘ (i
. Canon 3E, Fla Code Jud Conduct and Rule 2. 160 Fla. R. Jud Admin., mandate B
| thata Judge dlsquahfy himselfin a proceedlng “in Whrch the Judge S 1mpart1a11ty m1ght
_ reasonably be _questioned.” The dlsquahficatlon rules requ:tre Judges to ‘avo1d even the

s

appearance of i 1mpropr1ety Iti is the estabhshed law of this State that every litigant i is entttled to

o nothmg less than the cold neutrallty of an nnpartlal Judge It is the duty of the court to

scrupulously guard this right of the 11t1gant and to reﬁam from attemptmg to exercrse Jurrsdmtmn :

1n any manner where lns qualtﬁcanon to do so is senously brought into questton The exercise of .

! i /o
7 .

. any other pohcy tends to d1scred1t and place the Jud101ary ina comprom1s1ng athtude whlch is’ B

' bad for the admtmstrauon of justice. Crosby 2 State 97 So 2d 181 (Fla. 1957) Stare ex rel
Davis v. Parks, 141 Fla 5 16 194 So.. 613 (1939), chkenson v Parks 104 Fla 577 140 So 459
'(1932), Sz‘ate ex rel Mzckle 12 Rowe, 100 Fla 1382 131-So. 3331 (1930) |
' 186_. For due process and to secure the Constttutlonal rrghts of Wlndsor Judges may

' ot take. the laW 1nt0 the1r own hands But t}ns is p|recrsely what Judge J effrey L. Ashton has j » ,' 4.

done He has 1gnored the law, 1gnored the facts, and claimed laws and rules prov1de somethmg

- they do not provide, whtle abusmg and d15advantag1ng. Wlndsor.-

a2




- 1 87. For due process to be secured the laws must operate ahke upon all and not .
subject the 1nd1v1dual to the arbrtrary exercrse of governmental power (Marchant v

Pennsylvanza R R 153 U S 380 386 (1 894) ) Judge J effrey L. Ashton has v1olated Wrndsor s

rights by using hrs power to inflict his. bras

)

e '1-‘8‘8. 3 F or due process, Wrndsor has the rrght to protectrons expressly created in statute o

and case law. Due process allegedly ensures the government Wlll respect all of a person s legal |
_' rlghts and guarantee fundamental farrness Judge Ashton v1olated Wmdsor s nghts by usrng his .
power to i 1gnore facts and the law. - .

189, Due process requlres an establlshed course for Jud1cral proceedmgs desrgned to' :
safeguard the Iegal r1ghts of the 1nd1v1dual Action denylng the process that is “due” is” --
unconstrtutronal Inherent in the expectatron of due process 1s that the Judge will abrde by the
rules. Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton has mterfered with the process and v1olated rules for the purpose |
of damagmg Wlndsor . ._ . ) |

A 190 An 1nherent Constltutronal rrght is the honesty of the Judge ere Judge J ohn

Marshall Kest Judge J effrey L Ashton has not been honest They vrolated Canon 2 and other |

. -Canons of the Code of Judlcral Conduct

191. . D’ue proces’s guarantees basrc fairness Aand"to‘ make people.‘feel_ that they have been _' :
treated farrly Wrndsor has not been treated falrly

1‘92'-. Judge J effrey L. Ashton has effectrvely demed W1ndsor s rlghts of equal

3 protectron under the law
WH]:REFORE Petluoner, WILLIAM M WIN DSOR respectfully urges the Court to
enter a wrrt prohlbrtrng Judge J Jeffrey L Ashton from proceedmgs in this case, declare that Pro

_ Se partres are not subject to the Florrda Bar Rules of Professronal Conduct declare that Wlndsor -
' 43.




~ has no hourly: restriction on deposmons and order a newly-ass1gned Judge to recons1der the
B orders of Judge John Marshall Kest Judge Llsa T Munyon and Judge J effrey L. Ashton

Thls IOth day of February 2021.

. William M. Windsor © >

44




APPENDIX INDEX
APPENDIX 1-- Complalnt to. 1nst1tute Case No 2018 CA 01270~ Oin the N1nth Jud1c1al C1rcult .'

‘ _ 1n Orange County, F londa ﬁled by Dan Newlin ¢ on 9/20/201 8. '

- APPENDIX 2 — Plamtlff’s Request for Admissions to Boise Cascade ﬁled on 9/20/2018
APPENDIX 3 — Plaintiff’s Request for Adrmss1ons to Longest filed- on 9/20/2018 '
APPENDIX 4 Plaintiff’s Interrogatorles to. Boise Cascade filed on 9/20/201 8

,APPENDIX 5— Pla1nt1fPs Interrogatones to Longest ﬁled on 9/20/201 8.

APPENDIX 6 ~ Plaintiff’s Request to Produce to Boise Cascade filed on 9/20/201 8

APPENDIX 7~ Pla1nt1ff’s Request to Produce to Longest filed on- 9/20/201 8 g

- APPENDIX 8 — Defendants Answer to Plaintiff’s Onglnal Complalnt ﬁled on lO/ 10/201 8

, APPENDIX 9 Plaintiff’s Request for Copies received in response to Notices of Product1on to .

' Non-Partles filed on4/29/2019. :
APPENDIX 10 Stipulation. for Substltutlon of Counsel for Defendants nammg Dav1d L Wynne
‘= a filed on- 5/10/2019. -

: APPENDIX 11 — Order Grant1ng W1thdrawal of Dan Newhn filed on 3/ 19/2020
APPENDIX 12 - Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Incomplete Answer to Interrogatory filed

| 6/3/2020. ~ S | o

' APPENDIX 13 -- Plalntlff s Motion to Compel Productlon of Purported Pr1v1leged Documents .

, | filed 6/3/2020." s o :

: APPENDIX 14 - Plamtlffs ObJectlons to Longest’s Answers 1o Interrogatones and Mot1on for

' Sanct1ons Agamst Defendant Longest ﬁled 6/24/2020 R
APPENDIX 15 -- Pla1nt1ff’s ObJ ections to, Bmse Cascade s Answers to Interrogatones and
o Mot1on for Sanctlons Agamst Defendant Bo1se Cascade filed 6/24/2020..
| APPENDIX 16 -- Plalntlffs Motion to Determlne Sufﬁc1ency of Longest’s Answers to. Requests .

- for Adm1ss1ons and Motmn foi Sanct1ons Agalnst Defendant Longest filed .-

| 6/24/2020. : . L o

. APPENDIX 17 - Pla1nt1ff’ s Mot1on to Determlne Sufficlency of Bo1se Cascade S Answers to a

Requests for Admtssxons and Motlon for Sanctlons Aga:nst Defenda;nt

Bo1se Cascade filed 6/24/2020
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APPENDIX 18 -- Plaintiff’s Amended Motron for Sanctlons Agalnst Longest for F raud on the '
) Court filed 7/1/2020 ) o _ :
APPENDIX 19 - Pla1nt1ff’s Amended Motron for Sanctrons Agamst Borse Cascade for Fraud on
the Court filed 7/ 12020, _ .
. APPENDIX 20 -- Defendants’ Emergency Motion Requestlng the Court Detenmne if Pro Se .
‘ . Plaintiff William Wlndsor is Competent to Represent Hlmself ﬁled |
7/20/2020 - v . : o
' APPENDIX 21 -- Plamt1ff’s Motion to Cancel August 4, 2020 Hearlng and Motlon to Strlke "
| filed 7/27/2020."
APPENDIX 22 -- Plalntlff’ s Motion to Cancel September 29, 2020 Hearmg and Mot1on for
_ Sanctlons ﬁled 7/277/2020. ‘
, APPENDIX 23 - Plalntrff’ s Motlon to Strike Confidential Informaﬁon and Motion for Sanctlons
filed 8/4/2020. | | .
APPENDIX 24 -- Plalntlff’s Motion to find: Borse Cascade in Contempt filed 8/4/2020
~ APPENDIX 25 - Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Deposmons ﬁled 8/4/2020
APPENDIX 26 - Plaintiff’s Motmn to Compel Productlon of Documents‘ and Motion'for' o
Sanctions Against Boise Cascade filed 8/4/2020. -
APPENDIX 27 ~ Plamtlff s Mot1on to Compel Production of Documents and. Mot1on for
' Sanctions Agamst Longest filed 8/4/2020
-APPENDIX 28 -- Plaintiff’s Mot1on to Compel Document Subpoena to Dr. Stephen Goll ﬁled ’
| 8/4/2020. » |
APPENDIX 29 -- Defendants’® Comprehenswe Motlon for Protectlve Order on AIl Dlscovery
filed 8/4/2020. _ ' :
APPENDIX 30 -~ Plarnt1ff’s Amended Response to Motion for Protectwe Order and Motlon to
Strike filed 8/11/2020. .
- APPENDIX 31 -- Plaintiff’s Request for Fmdmgs of Fact and Conclus1ons of Law on Order

: Grantlng Protect1ve Order filed 8/1 9/2020 ' : o
APPENDIX 32 -X Notice of Appearance of Sc|ott Asmn filed /1972020, T
. APPENDIX 33 -- Plaintiff’s-Request for Findings of Fact and Conclusmns of Law on Order
| ‘ Denying Motlon to Exceed 30 Interrogatones and 30 Requests for

~ Admissions filed 8/22/2020
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APPENDIX 34 -- Plalntlff’s Request for Flndlngs of F act and Conclus1ons of Law on Order '
‘ Denylng Plalntlff Wllham M Wlndsor $ Motlon to Str1ke Defendants
Emergency Mot1on Requestmg the Court Deterrnme if Pro Se Plamtlff
William Windsor is Competent 1o Represent Himself filed 8/22/2020
APPENDIX 35 -- Plaintiff’s Motion for Recons1derat1on of Order on Mouon for Sanctions
' Against Defendant Robert Kelth Longest for Fraud on the Court ﬁled
. 8/23/2020. , : .
‘APPENDIX 36 — Plaintiff’s Motion for Recons1derat10n of Order on Motlon for Sanctlons g
against Defendant B01se Cascade for Fraud on the Court filed 8/24/2020
APPENDIX 37 -~ Plamt1ff’s Verrﬁed Response to Motion to Dismiss, Motion to Strike, and |
| Motion for Sanctions filed 8/25/2020
APPENDIX 38 -— Plamtrft’ s Response to Motion for Competency, Motlon to Strike,; and Mot1on
for Sanctions filed 8/25/2020. o :
APPENDIX 39 -- Order Granting Windsor’s Venﬁed Motron to Drsquahfy Judge L1sa T.
= Munyon filed 8/25/2020. " ,
APPENDIX 40 -~ Plaintiff’s Letter to Judge Kest requestlng 18 motlons to be set for hearmg, ‘
sent 8/25/2020
APPENDIX 41 -- Plaintiffs Motion for Sanctlons to Strike the Answer of Longest for Fraud on.
‘ .the Court Motion for Sanctlons for Vlolatlons of the Rules; and Mot1on for
v Evidentiary Hearmg ﬁled 8/29/2020 _ 4
-APPENDIX 42 -- Plarntlff’s Motion for Sanctmns 16 Strike the Answer of Boise Cascade for
Fraud on the Court; Motlon for Sanctlons for V1olat10ns of the Rules and
Motion for Ev1dent1ary Heanng filed 8/29/2020 D
APPENDIX 43 - Plaintiff’s Letter to Judge Kest requestmg two mot1ons for fraud on the court
to be set for hearmg, sent 8/29/2020 ‘ ‘ ‘ '
APPENDIX 44 -- Order Requiting: Comphance by Attorneys and PRO SE L1t1gants w1th

1
Procedures and Amm nis str'(ltlve Orders ﬁled 9/1/2020. ‘
APPENDIX 45 -- Order Denylng Windsor’ s Motlon for Sanctlons to Strxke thc Answers of
- Longest and Boise Cascade for Fraud on ‘the Court Motlon for Sanct1ons :

1

for Violations of the Rules, and. Motlon for EV1dent1ary Heanng filed
9/2/2020 ‘




- APPENDIX 46 e Motron for. Recons1derat10n of Order dated 9/2/2020 ﬁled 9/2/2020 ‘
| APPENDIX 47 Defenda.nts Response to Pro Se Plarnt1ft’s Motlons for Reconsrderatron ﬁled

9/21/2020 . » 4 . o
APPENDIX 48 - Plaintiff’s Letter to Judge Kest advrslng h1m that W1ndsor was ﬁlrng a motron ‘.
to disqualify him,. sent 9/23/2020 v S .
APPENDIX 49 - Plarntlft’ ] Mot1on to Cancel September 29 2020 Hearrng and Motlon for
Sanctions filed 9/2’7/2020 '

A APPENDIX 50 Plamt1ff ‘s Verrﬁed Mot1on © Drsquahfy Judge J ohn Marshall Kest ﬁled

9/28/2020 _ . : |
APPENDIX 51 - Order Denylng Windsor’s Verrfied Motion to Dlsqualrfy Judge Ji ohn Marshall h |
 Kest filed 9/30/2020, . g S
APPENDIX 52 -- Plaintiff’s Second Verified Motien to Drsquahfy Judge J ohn Marshall Kest
' filed 11/19/2020. . | -
APPENDIX 53 -- Order Denying W1ndsor s Second Verified Motlon to Drsqualrfy Judge J ohn
Marshall Kest filed 111’20/2020 :
APPENDIX 54 -- Plaintiff’s Supplement to Venﬁed Motion to Dlsquahfy Judge John Marshall .
Kest filed 9/28/2020. :

APPENDIX 5 5 o Plarntlff’s Motion for Reconsrderatron of Orders of Judge Lisa T Munyon

filed 9/29/2020;

’ "APPENDIX 56 -- Order Deny1ng Windsor’s Vemﬁed Motion. to D1squal1fy Judge John Marshalll o

) Kest filed 9/30/2020 .
APPENDIX 57 - Order Denying Defendants Motlon 10 D1sm1ss and Emergency Motron to :
' ' Determme Competency filed 10/ l/2020 '
APPENDIX 58 -- Order on Muluple Motions filed 10/20/2020

~ APPENDIX 59 Pla.lntrff’s Motron for Reconsrderatron of Orders of Judge J ohn Marshall Kest

filed 11/3/2020

' APPENDIX 60 - Plalntlff’s Motron for Reconmderatron of' Orders of Judge Ji ohn Marshall Kest o

: . dated October 20 2020 filed 1 1/6/2020 . : o
APPENDIX 61 - Plalntlff’ s Second Venﬁed Motlon to Dlsquahfy Judge J ohn Marshall Kest
' ﬁled 11/1 9/2020 ‘ o
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APPENDIX 62 -- Order Denying Windsor’s Second Ver1ﬁed Motion to Dlsquahfy Judge John.
Marshall Kest filed 11/20/2020
APPENDIX 63 -- Order Granting Protecuve Order ﬁled 8/19/2020. v
APPENDIX 64 — Amended Motion for Recons1derat10n of Orders of Judge John Marshall Kest
filed 12/21/2020. , '
APPENDIX 65 = Order on Plaintiff’s Amended Motion for Reconsideretion of Orders-of Judge
John Marshall Kest ﬁled 2/2/2021.
~ APPENDIX 66 — Plaintiff’s Verlﬁed Motlon to Disqualify Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton ﬁled
2/1/2021. | 4 . o
APPENDIX 67 — Windsor’s Affidavit of Prejudice of Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton filed 2/ 1/2021.
APPENDIX 68 — Certificate that'Motion to Disqualify is filed in Good Faith filed 2/1/2021.
APPENDIX 69 — Order denying Windsor’s Mo’uon to Dlsquahfy Judge Jeffrey L. Ashton filed :
2/2/2021.
APPENDIX 70 — Emergency Motion to Stay and/or Continuance filed 1/27/2021. /
APPENDIX 71 — Order denying Motion to Stay and/or Continuance filed 1/28/2021
APPENDIX 72 — Request for Cancellation of Hearing filed 2/2/2021.- :
APPENDIX 73 -- Motion for Reconsideration of Emergency Motion for Stay. and/or
Contlnuance filed 1/28/2021." ,
APPENDIX 74 — Second Emergency Motion for Stay and/or Continuance filed 1/3 0/2021.
-APPENDIX 75 — Order on Second Emergency Motxon for Stay and/or Continuance filed
' 2/11 2021 ‘
APPENDIX 76 — Order Granting Defendants Motlon for Attorney S Fees filed 2/4/2021
-APPENDIX 77 ~ Court Minutes dated 2/2/2021. .
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- VERIFICATION .

Personally appeared before me, the unders1gned Notary Pubhc duly authorlzed to ‘
administer oaths,. Wllham M. Wmdsor Who after bemg duly sworn deposes and states that he i 1s
authorlzed to make this verrﬁcaﬁon and that the facts alleged in the foregomg are true and
correct based upon hlS personal knowledge except as to the matters herem stated to be alleéed .
on mformatlon and be11ef and that as to those matters he beheves them to be true ;o
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregomg is true and correct based u}don my

v personal knowledge

* This 1(_)th day of February, 2021,

William M. AW‘i;ndsor‘ | -

[V

| o jS"wo’m and,subscribed before‘me_tbis_'lOthfday of February, 2021, by means of physical

. presence: -




