
J.5.2 Sample Complaint and Quiet Title Action Against  
  Home Improvement Contractor that Forged a   
  Mortgage 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  
COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA 
[plaintiff]Christine Consumer 
 Plaintiff 
[vs] 
[defendant]Jerry Peters and Brown Construction Company, LTD 
c/o Statutory Agent: Jerry Peters and Bobby Brown 
Construction Co., LLC c/o Statutory Agent: Bobby Brown and 
Diane Lane and Jeff Williams and Arthur J. Able 
 Defendants 
 
 

COMPLAINT AND QUIET TITLE ACTION 
 
 Now Comes Plaintiff, Christine Consumer, and states 
for her complaint as follows:  
 
 1.  At all times relevant, hereto, Plaintiff Christine 
Consumer is a resident of the City of Cleveland, County of 
Cuyahoga, Ohio, residing at [Address], Cleveland. 
 2.  The contracts which are the subject of this action 
were negotiated, discussed and signed in Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio.  
 3.  Upon information and belief, all of the Defendants 
reside in Cuyahoga County, Ohio.   
 4.  Upon Information and belief, Defendants Diane Lane 
and Jeff Williams reside in Cuyahoga County Ohio, but their 
specific addresses are unknown.  Their addresses will be 
determined when the responses to the interrogatories that 
are attached to this Complaint are returned by Defendant 
Peters.   
 5.  Defendants, Brown Construction Company, LTD 
(Hereinafter “Brown Construction”), Bobby Brown 
Construction Co, LLC (Hereinafter “Bobby Brown’s”) have 
their principal places of business in Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio.   
 6.  Mrs. Consumer was solicited for business because 
Brown Construction and/or Bobby Brown and/or Jerry Peters 
(Hereinafter “Peters”), or someone under their direction 
and control left a flyer on her door extolling the virtues 
of a plan to remodel homes in Cleveland.  Said flyer 
contained several false promises and assertions, such as “ 
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. . . No payments are required!” and “Have your home 
repaired and house paid!” and “No Monthly Payment” and “No 
Out of Pocket Expenses” and claiming that the program was 
“Government Guaranteed. “ (Flyer attached hereto as exhibit 
A) 
 7.  The phrases contained in the Flyer depicted in 
paragraph 5 of this Complaint and others contained thereon 
were worded in such a way as to entice homeowners to 
respond and invite a representative to their homes, despite 
the fact that the person or persons who designed the flyer 
had knowledge of the falsity of said statements.  
 8.  Upon information and belief, Brown Construction 
exists for the purpose of shielding Jerry Peters from 
personal liability and is a corporation in name only, 
lacking any of the necessary corporate formalities to 
qualify as such in the state of Ohio.  
 9.  At all times relevant to this action, Peters was 
acting in his capacity as a representative and principal of 
Brown Construction; held himself out as the “owner” of 
Brown Construction and possessed real and apparent 
authority to bind Brown Construction by his actions alone, 
because of his position.  
 10.  Upon information and belief, Bobby Brown exists 
for the purpose of shielding Bobby Brown from personal 
liability and is a corporation in name only, lacking any of 
the necessary corporate formalities to qualify as such in 
the state of Ohio.  
 11.  Jerry Peters, Bobby Brown and Brown Construction 
are “suppliers” as defined by The Ohio Consumer Sales 
Practices Act (hereinafter “CSPA”) O.R.C. 1345.01 et. seq.  
 12.  Christine Consumer is a “Consumer” as defined by 
CSPA.  
 13.  On or about June 9, 2004 as a direct result of 
the aforementioned flyer that was attached to her front 
door and several promises that were made by Jerry Peters, 
Christine Consumer, entered into a contract to remodel her 
home that contained a total price, but was devoid of 
payment terms.  (The Home Improvement Contract between 
Plaintiff and Brown Construction, hereinafter referred to 
as “Home Improvement Contract”, is attached hereto as 
exhibit B.) 
 14.  Jerry Peters is a loan officer, as defined by the 
Ohio Mortgage Broker Act, O.R.C. 1322.01 et. seq. 
(Hereinafter referred to as OMBA.)   
 15.  At all times relevant to this action Jerry Peters 
acted, alternatively depending upon which of his interests 
were of concern, as loan officer, builder, president and 
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principal of Brown construction and as a principal of Real 
Deal Mortgage, and as a principal and/or loan officer of 
Principal Mortgage Financial.  
 16.  By acting in a dual capacity, as outlined above, 
Peters was in a position to benefit multiple times from the 
same transaction. 
 17.  By acting in a dual capacity, as outlined above, 
Peters was in the unique position of controlling certain 
decisions that he would not otherwise have had the 
opportunity to control--which were to the detriment of 
Consumer--had he been acting as only the builder, or only 
the loan officer.   
 18.  By acting in a dual capacity, as outlined above,  
Peters was violating his duty as a fiduciary to act towards 
Christine Consumer in good faith and for her benefit, and 
was acting improperly as a loan officer in the state of 
Ohio, and was violating the CSPA’s prohibition on 
unconscionable, unfair and deceptive acts and practices. 
 19.  The amount of the contract price for the Home 
Improvements was decided upon by Peters, the builder, based 
upon what amount of money for which Peters, the loan 
officer, would be able to obtain approval in Mrs. 
Consumer’s name in a potential refinance loan, rather than 
being based upon the actual fair market value that the 
contemplated goods and services would normally cost a 
homeowner.  
 20.  Although he knew the representation to be false 
at the time it was made, Peters promised Christine Consumer 
that the work contemplated by the Home Improvement Contract 
would be completed within three weeks.   
 21  The Home Improvement Contract was a “Home 
Solicitation Sale” as defined by O.R.C. 1345.23 (A).  
 22.  The day after the Home Improvement Contract was 
executed, which was before the Mandatory Three day cooling 
off period that accompanies all Home Solicitation Sales in 
Ohio, employees or agents of Brown construction and/or 
Bobby Brown started tearing up Mrs. Consumer’s house.  
 23. This initial tear-out, which gutted the kitchen 
and her only bathroom and left her bathroom without a door, 
was undertaken in an order so as to place pressure on Mrs. 
Consumer to refinance her property on unfavorable terms, 
because, if she failed to refinance, her house would remain 
without a working kitchen or a functional bathroom.  
 24.  The work that has been performed on Mrs. 
Consumer’s house by Brown Construction and/or Bobby 
Brown’s, was done unsatisfactorily, not in a workmanlike 
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manner, in substandard fashion and not to the 
specifications in the Home Improvement Contract.   
 25.  After the initial tear-out, Peters the loan 
officer attempted to get Mrs. Consumer to refinance her 
entire current home loan to pay for the cost of the Home 
Improvement Contract.  
 26.  When Mrs. Consumer questioned the need for a 
refinance of her entire existing mortgage and questioned 
the terms that were presented to her by Peters, the loan 
officer, Peters became combative and attempted to place 
pressure on Mrs. Consumer to sign the loan.  
 27.  During one meeting with Mrs. Consumer, Peters 
told her that if she did not execute the refinance loan 
that he would sue her.  At no time did he advise her that 
she had the right to obtain funds on her own to satisfy the 
money due under the Home Improvement Contract .  
 28.  During this time, Mr. Peters removed his 
employees from the job, in an effort to place additional 
pressure on Mrs. Consumer to sign the loan.  Although Mrs. 
Consumer’s only bathroom was left without a door, Peters, 
the builder, promised repeatedly to replace the door, but 
failed to do so, in an effort to force Mrs. Consumer sign 
the loan papers.  
 29.  At some point during the period of time that 
Peters, the loan officer, was trying to pressure Mrs. 
Consumer into signing the home loan, Peters, the builder, 
caused a forged mortgage to be filed against Mrs. 
Consumer’s property with the County Recorder.  (Attached as 
exhibit C and hereinafter referred to as “bogus mortgage”.)  
 30.  The two “witnesses” to the bogus mortgage and the 
“notary” who signed the mortgage did so, even though they 
knew that the signature on the mortgage was not that of 
Christine Consumer.  
 31.  It is unknown who exactly signed Mrs. Consumer’s 
name on the bogus mortgage, but upon information and 
belief, this person was acting under the direction and 
control of Jerry Peters.  
 32.  The refuse from the initial tear-out on Mrs. 
Consumer’s residence was placed in her backyard in early 
June, remained there until late July when Peters, the 
builder, removed his employees from the job and remained 
there until mid-September, even though that refuse had 
become a haven for rats and other undesirable creatures, 
which threatened the health and safety of the occupants of 
Mrs. Consumer’s residence.   
 33.  The pile of refuse was left at Mrs. Consumer’s 
residence intentionally, by employees or agents of Peters, 
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the builder and/or Brown Construction  and/or Bobby 
Brown’s, in an effort to force Mrs. Consumer to refinance 
her house with Peters, the loan officer.   
 34.  At all times relevant hereto, the Defendants 
behaved (and Mrs. Consumer was led to believe) as if the 
Home Improvement Contract  and the refinance loan were one 
and the same transaction, in an effort to pressure Mrs. 
Consumer into signing the refinance loan. 
 

COUNT I (CONSUMER SALES PRACTICES ACT--EXCESSIVE 
PRICE/QUALITY OF GOODS FAR BELOW STANDARDS/FAILURE TO 

PERFORM AS PROMISED) 
 
 35.  Paragraphs 1 through 34 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein.  
 36.  Plaintiff Christine Consumer entered into a 
“consumer transaction” with Brown Construction as defined 
in O.R.C.  § 1345.01(A). 
 37.  The price that was listed on the Home Improvement 
Contract was substantially in excess of the price at which 
the same or similar Home Improvement Services were 
obtainable by Mrs. Consumer, as a resident of the City of 
Cleveland, in violation of R.C. §1345.05(B)(2) and O.A.C.  
§ 109:4-3-09(A)(2). 
 38.  Those acts depicted above have been declared to 
be deceptive or unconscionable by rules adopted pursuant to 
R.C. § 1345.05(B)(2) and O.A.C.  § 109:4-3-09(A)(2). 
 39.  At the time the Home Improvement Contract was 
executed, Peters, the builder, and/or Brown Construction  
knew or should have known that the price was substantially 
in excess of the price at which the same or similar Home 
Improvement Services were obtainable by Mrs. Consumer, as a 
resident of the City of Cleveland.  
 40.  The reason the contract price was substantially 
in excess of the normal price for the goods and services 
that were contemplated was because Peters, the builder, 
based the contract price on the amount of money that 
Peters, the loan officer, could obtain for Mrs. Consumer in 
a refinance loan, and not upon the fair market value of 
those goods and services.  
 41.  Brown Construction violated the CSPA by providing 
a product in the contracted-for home improvement services 
and materials that were of an inferior “standard, quality, 
grade and style”, in violation of O.R.C.  § 1345.02 (B)(2).  
 42.  Brown Construction  violated the CSPA by failing 
to perform as promised when the contracted-for Home 

PDF compression, OCR, web optimization using a watermarked evaluation copy of CVISION PDFCompressor

http://www.cvisiontech.com


Improvements were not completed within the promised three 
week period in violation of O.R.C. § 1345.02 (B)(5).  
 43.  Brown Construction  violated the CSPA by failing 
to perform as promised when promises were made to Mrs. 
Consumer that her bathroom door was going to be reattached, 
or reinstalled, and that the pile of refuse that was left 
in her backyard was going to be removed, even though Brown 
Construction  and its employees knew that this 
representation was not true.  
 44.  Brown Construction violated the CSPA when it 
performed the acts depicted in Mrs. Consumer’s Complaint, 
because the acts, misrepresentations and omissions made by 
Brown Construction its representatives, agents and 
employees violate the CSPA’s proscription against 
Unconscionable acts and practices.  
 45.  As a result of Brown Construction’s unfair, 
deceptive and unconscionable acts, Mrs. Consumer has been 
damaged in the contract amount of $19,000.00, plus 
additional statutory and treble damages and attorney fees 
and costs. 
 46.  Brown Construction knowingly committed said 
unfair, deceptive and unconscionable acts and are therefore 
liable for treble damages, pursuant to CSPA. 
 47.  The violations of the Ohio CSPA depicted in this 
count of Plaintiff’s complaint were performed intentionally 
by the Defendants and with knowledge that they were 
violating CSPA, or with such reckless disregard as to 
whether or not they were violating applicable Consumer 
Protection laws as to constitute knowledge and intent. 
 

COUNT II (HOME SOLICITATION SALES ACT--BROWN FAILURE TO 
DELIVER RTC/VERBAL OR RTC/WRITTEN) 

 
 48.  Paragraphs 1 through 47 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 49.  The Home Improvement Contract that is the subject 
of this Complaint was a Home Solicitation Sale of goods and 
services as defined in R.C. §§ 1345.21(A) and (B) and 
1345.21 (E) of the Ohio Home Solicitation Sales Act. 
(Hereinafter referred to as “HSSA”) 
 50.  Brown Construction  failed to give Mrs. Consumer 
a written and an oral “Notice of Cancellation” as required 
by R.C. §§ 1345.23(B)(2) and (D)(2) of HSSA. 
 51.  Brown Construction has, as of the filing of this 
Complaint, still failed to provide a proper Notice of 
Cancellation to Mrs. Consumer.  
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 52.  Pursuant to R.C. § 1345.23[C], a buyer’s right to 
cancel continues until the seller has complied with all the 
notice requirements of HSSA. 
 53.  Therefore, Mrs. Consumer, with the filing of this 
complaint, requests rescission of the home improvement 
contract with Brown Construction.   
 54.  The violations of the Ohio CSPA enlisted in this 
count of Plaintiff’s complaint were performed intentionally 
by the Defendants and with knowledge that they were 
violating CSPA, or with such reckless disregard as to 
whether or not they were violating applicable Consumer 
Protection laws as to constitute knowledge and intent. 
 55.  Plaintiff is entitled to statutory, actual and 
punitive damages, as well as attorney fees and costs for 
Brown Construction’s failure to comply with HSSA.   
 

COUNT III (CSPA--FORGERY OF MORTGAGE) 
 
 56.  Paragraphs 1 through 55 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 57.  Peters, in his capacity as a principal of Brown 
Construction  and under the apparent authority to bind them 
with his actions, violated the CSPA  by filing the bogus 
mortgage or by instructing others to sign and file the 
mortgage, or both.   
 58.  The acts depicted in the preceding paragraph, 
violated the CSPA and were unconscionable, pursuant to 
O.R.C. 1345.03 (B)(1).  
 59.  Peters and, by extension, Brown Construction  
violated the CSPA by “taking advantage of the inability of 
the consumer to reasonably protect [her] interests”, when 
he signed and filed the bogus mortgage, or caused it to be 
filed. 
 60.  As a result of Peters and, by extension, Brown 
Construction’s actions and, deceptive and unconscionable 
acts, Mrs. Consumer has been damaged in the contract amount 
of $19,000.00, plus statutory damages, plus additional 
damages and attorney fees and costs. 
 61.  Peters, and, by extension, Brown Construction  
knowingly committed said unfair, deceptive and 
unconscionable acts and are therefore liable for treble 
damages. 
 62.  The violations of the Ohio CSPA enlisted in this 
count of Plaintiff’s complaint were performed intentionally 
by the Defendants and with knowledge that they were 
violating CSPA, or with such reckless disregard as to 
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whether or not they were violating applicable Consumer 
Protection laws as to constitute knowledge and intent. 
 
COUNT IV (OHIO MORTGAGE BROKER ACT--PETERS--ATTEMPTING  TO 

PRESSURE BORROWER INTO SIGNING NOTE, FORGING MORTGAGE, 
MISREPRESENTATIONS) 

 
 63.  Paragraphs 1 through 62 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein.  
 64.  Peters is a loan officer, as defined by O.R.C.  § 
1322.01 (E).   
 65.  Peters, by signing or causing to be signed and by 
filing, or by causing to be filed, the bogus mortgage, 
effectively made false or misleading statements to Mrs. 
Consumer (as she understood that no mortgage would be 
levied on her property unless she executed a mortgage by 
herself) in violation of O.R.C. § 1322.07 (A).  
 66.  Peters engaged in “conduct that constitute[d] 
improper, fraudulent, or dishonest dealings,” when he 
signed (or caused to be signed) and filed (or caused to be 
filed) the bogus mortgage, and when attempted to pressure 
Mrs. Consumer into signing a refinance loan to pay for the 
work contemplated by the Home Improvement Contract  in 
violation of O.R.C. 1322.07 (C).   
 67.  Peters “[k]nowingly [made], propose[d], or 
solicit[ed] fraudulent, false, or misleading statements” on 
mortgage documents, when he forged, or caused to be forged 
Christine Consumer’s name on a bogus mortgage, in violation 
of O.R.C. § 1322.07(E).   
 68.  At all times, Peters acted with a conscious, 
willful and malicious disregard for the rights and safety 
of Christine Consumer, knowing that there was a great 
probability that his acts would cause harm to her.  
 69.  Peters is liable to Mrs. Consumer in the amount 
of statutory, actual, punitive and treble damages, pursuant 
to O.R.C. § 1322.11, as well as attorney fees.   
 

COUNT V FRAUD (FORGING MORTGAGE--ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 
 70.  Paragraphs 1 through 69 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 71.  The acts of forging Christine Consumer’s name on 
a mortgage and causing that mortgage to be filed with the 
Cuyahoga County Recorder constituted a misrepresentation, 
as it was the omission of a material fact, because Mrs. 
Consumer expected there to be no mortgage filed in her 
name, if she had not executed any mortgage documents.  
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 72.  Peters, the loan officer; Peters, the builder; 
Brown Construction and its employees and agents had a duty 
to be truthful with Mrs. Consumer and a duty to refrain 
from forging her name on any documents of any kind with 
respect to the work that was to be performed at her house 
and with respect to any financial documents containing her 
name.   
 73.  The facts that Peters, Brown Construction and 
their authorized representatives, agents, or employees 
concealed, and the misrepresentations that were made were 
material to the transaction at hand.  
 74.  Said omissions and misrepresentations were made 
with the knowledge of their falsity, or with such utter 
disregard and recklessness as to whether they were true or 
false and with the intent of misleading Mrs. Consumer into 
relying upon them.   
 75.  The reliance of Mrs. Consumer on the statements 
and omissions that were made by Peters, Brown Construction 
, their authorized representatives, agents or employees was 
justifiable, given the circumstances.  Said reliance 
resulted in injury to Consumer, as the presence of the 
bogus mortgage and the instant lawsuit will attest. 
 76.  At all times, Peters, Brown Construction, and its 
authorized representatives, agents, or employees acted with 
a conscious, willful and malicious disregard for the rights 
and safety of Christine Consumer, knowing that there was a 
great probability that his acts would cause harm to her.  
 77.  Because of the actions and omissions outlined 
above, Peters, Brown Construction , Jeff Williams, Diane 
Lane, Arthur J. Able (and anybody else that discovery 
reveals to have participated in the bogus mortgage) have 
committed fraud upon Mrs. Consumer, and are liable to her 
in an amount to be determined by this court.  
 

COUNT VI (CORPORATE LIABILITY--BROWN CONSTRUCTION) 
 
 78.  Paragraphs 1 through 77 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 79.  Upon information or belief, at all times relevant 
herein, Peters was either a principal, an officer or 
otherwise possessed an ownership interest in Brown 
Construction, and held himself out publicly to possess this 
position--the effect of which was to legally bind the 
company by his actions, alone.  
 80.  Mrs. Consumer knew of Peters’ status as a 
corporate officer, as outlined above.  
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 81.  The actions that Peters undertook on behalf of 
Brown Construction, that were depicted in Plaintiff’s 
Complaint--for the reasons stated--were the actions of 
Brown Construction, itself.   
 82.  Plaintiff hereby reasserts all claims that she 
has alleged against Peters, personally, as against Brown 
Construction.  
 83.  Brown Construction is, therefore liable to Mrs. 
Consumer for all claims and damages that she has asserted 
against Peters, herein. 
 

COUNT VII (PERSONAL LIABILITY--PETERS--LACK OF CORPORATE 
FORM) 

 
 84.  Paragraphs 1 through 83 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 85.  Upon information and belief, Brown Construction 
failed to maintain proper corporate form as required by the 
laws of Ohio, thus subjecting its officers, owners and 
principals to personal liability.  
 86.  Upon information and belief, Peters was, at all 
times relevant to this action an owner, principal, or 
otherwise possessed an ownership interest in Brown 
Construction. 
 87.  Upon information and belief, Peters so controlled 
Brown Construction that Brown Construction did not have a 
separate existence or identity of its own.  
 88.  Peters utilized the entity known as Brown 
Construction to commit the unlawful acts depicted in this 
Complaint for his benefit and to the detriment of Mrs. 
Consumer.  
 89.  Because of the failure by Brown Construction to 
operate properly as a Corporation within the State of Ohio, 
as alleged in the previous paragraphs of this Complaint, 
Peters is personally liable to Plaintiff for all claims and 
damages that she has asserted against Brown Construction.   
 90.  Plaintiff hereby reasserts all claims that she 
has alleged against Brown Construction as against Peters, 
personally.  
 

COUNT VIII (QUIET TITLE--BROWN CONSTRUCTION) 
 
 91.  Paragraphs 1 through 90 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 92.  Plaintiff is the current owner of the residence 
and property located at [Address], Cleveland, Cuyahoga 
County, Ohio, 44103, permanent Parcel No. [Number].  
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 93.  One or more of the named Defendants filed, or 
caused to be filed the Bogus Mortgage in the favor of 
“Brown Construction Company, LTD” on or about July 15, 
2004.  
 94.  The Bogus Mortgage contains a signature that, 
although it purports to be that of Plaintiff, Christine 
Consumer, it is not her signature.  
 95.  Upon information and belief, the false “Mrs. 
Consumer” signature that appears on the Bogus Mortgage was 
placed there by a representative of, or at the express 
direction of an employee, agent or representative of Brown 
Construction and/or Peters.  
 96.  The Bogus Mortgage represents a claim on 
Plaintiff’s land that is adverse to her own interest, 
thereby creating a cloud on the title to her property, that 
is both unlawful and invalid.   
 97.  The aforementioned cloud on the Mrs. Consumer’s 
property prevents her from the unencumbered enjoyment of 
her premises, as sole and rightful owner.   
 98.  Plaintiff is entitled to a court order, pursuant 
to O.R.C. 5303.01, canceling the Bogus Mortgage in favor of 
Brown Construction, and an order quieting the Plaintiff’s 
title in the her property, and for an award of damages to 
compensate her for the wrongdoing that created the need for 
this Quiet Title Action, along with its costs and attorney 
fees.  
 

COUNT IX (CIVIL CONSPIRACY--ALL DEFENDANTS) 
 
 99.  Paragraphs 1 through 98 are hereby realleged and 
reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 100.  All of the named defendants, and several 
possible, as yet, unidentified co-defendants conspired to 
act together to defraud Christine Consumer by creating and 
filing the Bogus Mortgage and by performing other, as yet 
identified, acts in furtherance of this conspiracy.   
 101.  Falsifying information on a mortgage document is 
fraudulent, represents theft and violative of the Ohio 
Mortgage Broker Act, CSPA, HSSA, common law fraud, 
principles of equity and other applicable state and federal 
laws.  
 102.  Because of the false information on the Bogus 
Mortgage, Christine Consumer has suffered damages.   
 103.  It would have been impossible for any of the 
Defendants to act alone to defraud Mrs. Consumer in this 
manner.   
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104.  At all times relevant hereto, the Defendants acted 
with a reckless disregard for the rights and well-being of 
Mrs. Consumer.  
 105.  Jeffrey Peters, Jeff Williams, Diane Lane, Brown 
Construction, Bobby Brown Construction and Arthur J. Able 
and all un-named co-conspirators are jointly and severally 
liable to Mrs. Consumer, as a result of the conspiracy that 
they formed.   
 

COUNT X (CSPA--FALSE ADVERTISING/FLYER) 
 
 106.  Paragraphs 1 through 106 are hereby realleged 
and reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 107.  The flyer contained a phony special offer, in 
violation of O.R.C. 1345.02 (B)(4), by stating “Call NOW 
While This Program is Still Available in Your Area!”.   
 108.  The flyer describes a program for Home 
Improvements that is Free to the Homeowner with language 
that is intentionally misleading, by stating “Credit 
History and Monthly Income Do Not Matter Because No 
Payments are Required!”  
 109.  These assertions, and others, made by the flyer 
were deliberately false and misleading, in violation of The 
Ohio CSPA and OAC 109:4-3-04. 
 110.  The violations of the Ohio CSPA depicted in this 
count of Plaintiff’s complaint were performed intentionally 
by the Defendants and with knowledge that they were 
violating CSPA, or with such reckless disregard as to 
whether or not they were violating applicable Consumer 
Protection laws as to constitute knowledge and intent. 
 111.  Because of the violations mentioned in this 
count of Plaintiff’s complaint, Plaintiff is entitled to an 
award in her favor and against the Bobby Brown’s, Brown 
Construction and/or Jeffrey Peters for CSPA statutory 
damages, compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorney 
fees, and court costs.  
 
COUNT XI (CSPA--NO PLACE OF BUSINESS LOCATED AT ADDRESS ON 

CONTRACT) 
 
 112.  Paragraphs 1 through 111 are hereby realleged 
and reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 
 113.  The contract that was executed between the 
parties contains an address for Brown Construction  that is 
false and misleading.  
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 114.  The address on the Home Improvement Contract is 
1677 East 40th Street, Cleveland, OH, 44103.  However, no 
business with the name “Brown Construction Inc.” exists at 
that site.  
 115.  It is a violation of The Ohio CSPA to issue an 
advertisement or contract that contains a phony address, 
such as the one listed on the Home Improvement Contract  in 
this case.  
 116.  Plaintiff is entitled to statutory damages, 
attorney fees and court costs, because of the violations 
listed in this count of Plaintiff’s complaint.  
 117.  The violations of the Ohio CSPA enlisted in this 
count of Plaintiff’s complaint were performed intentionally 
by the Defendants and with knowledge that they were 
violating CSPA, or with such reckless disregard as to 
whether or not they were violating applicable Consumer 
Protection laws as to constitute knowledge and intent. 
 

COUNT XII (PERSONAL LIABILITY--FALSE NOTARY--ABLE) 
 
 118.  Paragraphs 1 through 117 are hereby realleged 
and reasserted as if fully rewritten, herein. 
 119.  Mrs. Consumer’s signature on the Bogus Mortgage 
was notarized by Defendant Able.  
 120.  The notarial seal that was placed upon the Bogus 
Mortgage was placed thereon, even though Defendant Able 
knew, or should have known, that Christine Consumer was not 
the person signing her name.  
 121.  As a Notary, empowered by the State of Ohio, 
Defendant Able possessed the obligation to administer the 
appropriate oath to Christine Consumer before notarizing 
the Bogus Mortgage in her name.  
 122.  Defendant Able failed to administer the 
appropriate oath to Christine Consumer, thereby wrongfully 
certifying her signature, as evidenced by the fact that the 
signature on the Bogus Mortgage is a forgery.   
 123.  Defendant Able is personally liable for all of 
the damages arising from the fact that he wrongfully 
certified Christine Consumer’s forged signature on the 
Bogus Mortgage, even though acts performed by other 
individuals were necessary to generate some or all of the 
damages that were realized by Mrs. Consumer.  
 124.  Mrs. Consumer has suffered damages by the 
placement of the Bogus Mortgage on her property.  
 125.  By Notarizing a signature that was not placed 
upon the Bogus Mortgage by Mrs. Consumer, Defendant Able 
acted willful and wanton manner that showed a conscious 
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disregard for her well-being, or with such disregard for 
her well-being as to be willful and wanton.  
 126.  Because of the actions performed by Defendant 
Able, Plaintiff is entitled to an award in her favor and 
against Defendant Able statutory damages, compensatory 
damages, punitive damages, attorney fees, and court costs.  
 WHEREFORE, As to her Complaint, Plaintiff requests a 
judgment against all Defendants in amounts to exceed 
$25,000.00, as well as a court order granting the following 
relief:  
 
 1.  An order of damages against each Defendant, 
jointly and severally for their part in the Civil 
Conspiracy and Fraud depicted, herein;   
 2.  That Defendants Peters, Brown Construction and 
Bobby Brown are jointly and severally liable to pay for the 
costs of the within action, pursuant to O.R.C. § 1345.01, 
et. seq.   
 3.  That Defendants Peters, Brown Construction and 
Bobby Brown are jointly and severally liable to pay for the 
reasonable attorney fees that Plaintiff, Mrs. Consumer, has 
had to incur as the result of the within action, pursuant 
to O.R.C. § 1345.01, et. seq.  
 4.  That Defendants Peters, Brown Construction and 
Bobby Brown are liable to Plaintiff Mrs. Consumer for 
statutory and actual damages, pursuant to O.R.C. § 1345.01, 
et. seq.   
 5.  That Defendants Peters and Brown Construction and 
Bobby Brown are jointly and severally liable for statutory, 
compensatory and actual damages, as contemplated by the 
Home Solicitation Sales Act.  
 6.  That Defendant Peters is liable for statutory and 
actual damages and attorney fees and costs, for his 
violations,  pursuant to the Ohio Mortgage Broker Act.  
 7.  That all Defendants are jointly and severally 
liable to Mrs. Consumer for punitive damages. 
 8.  That this court issue an order voiding the Bogus 
Mortgage that has been placed upon Plaintiff’s property in 
favor of Brown Construction, and quieting the title of 
Plaintiff’s property in her name.  
 9.  Appropriate injunctive relief against all 
Defendants,  pursuant to O.R.C. 1345.09(D) as this 
honorable court deems necessary, depending upon what facts 
have been uncovered in the instant matter.  
 10.  Appropriate injunctive relief against Defendant 
Able, pursuant to O.R.C. 147.01 et. seq. As this honorable 
court deems necessary.  
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 11.  That Defendant Able is liable to Plaintiff in an 
amount that compensates her for the damages that arise from 
the placement of the Bogus Mortgage on her property, as 
well as Court costs and attorney fees.  
 10.  Such other relief as the court deems appropriate.  
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
[Attorney for the Plaintiff] 
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