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Arek Fressadi, pro se 
10780 S. Fullerton Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85736 
520.216.4103 
arek@fressadi.com 
 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA 

 
AREK FRESSADI, an unmarried man,  
FRESSADI DOES I-III, 

Plaintiffs, 

-vs- 

ARIZONA MUNICIAPAL RISK RETENTION 
POOL (“AMRRP”), TOWN OF CAVE CREEK, a 
municipal corporation, CAVE CREEK DOES III-
XX, LINDA BENTLEY, a single woman, DONALD. 
SORCHYCH et ux, CONESTOGA MERCHANTS, 
INC. d/b/a Sonoran News, STATE OF ARIZONA, 
MEMBERS OF THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA DOES XXXI-L, 
MARICOPA COUNTY, MARICOPA COUNTY 
DOES XXI-XXX, BMO HARRIS BANK, an 
Illinois Bank Corporation, MICHELE O. SCOTT, 
a single woman, MARK D. & RHONDA F. 
MURPHY, husband et ux; TAMMARA A. PRICE 
TRUST / TAMMARA A. PRICE, a single woman, 
CHARLIE 2 LLC, a Virginia Limited Liability 
Company, MICHAEL T. GOLEC, a single man; 
KEITH VERTES & KAY VERTES, husband et 
ux d/b/a Vertes Family Trust; SALVATORE & 
SUSAN DEVINCENZO, husband et ux; REAL 
ESTATE EQUITY LENDING, INC., an Arizona 
corporation; BERK & MOSKOWITZ, P.C.; JAY 
POWELL, ESQ. et ux, d/b/a THE POWELL LAW 
FIRM, PLLC; CHEIFETZ, IANNITELLI, 
MARCOLINI, P.C.   

Defendants. 

  

No.  

 
VERIFIED  

COMPLAINT 
 
 

 

 

1. This Verified Complaint is a complex case per Ariz. R. Civ. P. 8(i) and 8(a)(3), and 

arises under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution; 42 U.S.C. 
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§§1983, 1988, 14142, 18 U.S.C. §§1961-1968 (reserved); Article 2, Sections 1, 2, 2.1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 

13, 17, 19, 32, Article 6, Section 9 of Arizona’s Constitution; A.R.S. §§ 9-462 et seq., 9-463 et seq., 9-

500.12, 9-500.13, 10-1501, 12-120.21 (A)(1) (2003), 12-511, 12-523, 12-526, 12-1101 et seq., 12-

1566, 12-1831 et seq., 12-2101(A)(1) (Supp. 2012), 13-1001, 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2310, 

13-2311, 13-2314, 13-2314.04, 29-652, 33-701, 33-721, 33-722, 33-725, 33-801(9), 33-814(g); in 

common law for breach of contract, negligence, fraud (fraudulent inducement, misrepresentation), 

bad faith, and false light. 

2. Plaintiffs, AREK FRESSADI, and FRESSADI DOES I-III ("Fressadi" or “Plaintiff”) 

request special action per A.R.S. §§ 12-408, 9-500.12(H), 12-821.01(C), (G), 12-1101 et seq.,13-

2314.04(B), and for the Court to take judicial notice of relevant public documents incorporated by 

reference herein per Ariz. R. Evid. 201(b). Under penalty of perjury, Plaintiff declares as follows: 

PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. From 2001 to 2008, Plaintiff AREK FRESSADI maintained residence and domicile 

in Maricopa County, Arizona. From 2008 to present, Fressadi has maintained his residence in Pima 

County, Arizona and changed his domicile to Pima County in 2012. 

4. Plaintiffs FRESSADI Does I-III are residents of Maricopa County. 

5. Defendant ARIZONA MUNICIPAL RISK RETENTION POOL (“AMRRP”) is an 

Arizona non-profit corporation. 

6. Defendant TOWN OF CAVE CREEK (the “Town”) is an Arizona municipality. 

7. Defendant CAVE CREEK DOES IV-XX are residents of Maricopa County and state 

actors of the Town of Cave Creek. 

8. Defendant BMO HARRIS BANK, (“BMO”) is an Illinois Bank Corporation, doing 

business in the State of Arizona. 

9. Defendant MICHELE O. SCOTT is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona who 

currently claims title to Maricopa County Assessor Parcel Numbers 211-10-003A and 211-10-003D. 

10. Defendants MARK D. MURPHY and RHONDA F. MURPHY, Husband and Wife 
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are residents of Maricopa County, Arizona and currently claim title to Maricopa County Assessor 

Parcel Number 211-10-003B. At all times relevant, they acted on behalf of and /or in furtherance of 

their marital community. 

11. Defendants TAMMARA A. PRICE TRUST and/or TAMMARA A. PRICE, an 

unmarried woman is a resident of Maricopa County, and currently claim title to Maricopa County 

Assessor Parcel Number 211-10-003C. 

12. Defendant CHARLIE 2 LLC, is a Virginia Limited Liability Company claiming title 

to Maricopa County Assessor as Parcel Number 211-10-010H formerly identified as 211-10-010A. 

13. Defendant MICHAEL T. GOLEC ("Golec"), is an unmarried man and has at all times 

relevant herein maintained his residence and domicile in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

14. Defendants KEITH VERTES ("Vertes") and KAY VERTES, are husband and wife 

d/b/a Vertes Family Trust, Kay Vertes Trustee, and have at all times relevant herein maintained their 

residence and domicile in Maricopa County, Arizona. The acts alleged herein against Defendant 

Vertes / Vertes Family Trust were performed for the benefit of Vertes' marital community. 

15. Defendants Vertes and Golec and their defunct companies were Building Group Inc., 

MG Residential and/or MG Dwellings were the Members and/or Managers of GV Group LLC which 

was not a valid limited liability company until January 9, 2004, now defunct. 

16. In connection with the representations and conduct alleged below, Vertes and Golec 

acted on their own, on behalf of each other and on behalf of GV Group LLC, MG Dwellings, MG 

Residential and Building Group, Inc. and admit to being liable as the promoters of GV Group LLC. 

17. Defendant REAL ESTATE EQUITY LENDING, INC. ("REEL") is an Arizona 

corporation having at all times relevant herein its principal place of business in Maricopa County, 

Arizona, and a Joint Venture partner with GV Group, LLC.  

18. Defendants SALVATORE AND SUSAN DEVINCENZO are husband and wife who 

currently claim title to Maricopa County Assessor Parcel Number 211-10-010C, but reside in New 

York. The acts alleged herein against the DeVincenzos were performed for the benefit of their 
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marital community. 

19. Defendant MARICOPA COUNTY is a body politic and corporate pursuant to Article 

12, Section 1 of Arizona’s Constitution.  

20. Defendants MARICOPA COUNTY DOES XXI-XXX are state actors and residents 

of Maricopa County. 

21. Defendant CHEIFETZ, IANNITELLI, MARCOLINI, P.C. is an Arizona Professional 

Corporation. 

22. Defendant BERK & MOSKOWITZ, P.C., is an Arizona Professional Corporation. 

23. Defendant JAY POWELL, ESQ. et ux, are citizens and residents of Pima County 

doing business as THE POWELL LAW FIRM, PLLC, an Arizona Professional Limited Liability 

Company. The actions by Jay Powell alleged herein were made on behalf of his marital community. 

24. Defendant LINDA BENTLEY, a single woman is a citizen and resident of Maricopa 

County and at all times material to the allegations in this Complaint, acted in her capacity as an 

employee and/or contractor of the Conestoga Merchants, Inc. d/b/a the Sonoran News within the 

scope of her employment for her personal interests. 

25. Defendant DONALD R. SORCHYCH et ux are citizens and residents of Maricopa 

County and at all times material to the allegations in this Complaint, was an officer and an owner of 

Conestoga Merchants, Inc. d/b/a the Sonoran News and acted within the scope of his employment 

for his personal interests on behalf of the marital community. 

26. Defendant CONESTOGA MERCHANTS, INC. d/b/a Sonoran News, is an Arizona 

Corporation upon information and belief is owned by Sorchych et ux. 

27. Defendant STATE OF ARIZONA, a sovereign state of the United States of America. 

28. Defendants MEMBERS OF THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF THE STATE OF 

ARIZONA, JB DOES XXXI-L, are state actors / officers of the court of the Judicial Branch of the 

State of Arizona, in their official capacity and as individuals. 

29. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-408, Plaintiff is filing this case in Maricopa County Superior 
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Court with Maricopa County a Defendant requiring a change of venue to another County.  

30. Jurisdiction is proper in state court. 

ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CLAIMS 

31. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

32. Adjoining parcels 211-10-010 (4.2 acres) and 211-10-003 (1.5 acres) in the Town of 

Cave Creek, AZ were constructively acquired by Plaintiffs through CV2000-01193, Maricopa 

County Recorded Documents (“MCRD”) # 2001-0913214, #2001-0913216. 

33. Fressadi corrected false statements made by Don Sorchych at a town council meeting 

in 2001. Sorchych publishes Cave Creek’s official newspaper and manipulates local politics.1 

34. Shortly thereafter, Ian Cordwell, Cave Creek’s Director of Planning, instigated a 

fraudulent scheme to cause injury to Fressadi’s property and business by telling Fressadi to develop 

the parcels by a series lot splits in lieu of platting a 14-20 unit subdivision. Cordwell’s scheme down 

zoned development to 8 lots, but avoided the cost and red tape associated with platting a subdivision. 

35. As part of this fraudulent scheme, Cave Creek and/or its state actors required land and 

easements to approve entitlements, but did not comply with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13. Exhibit A. 

36. Cave Creek’s requirement for land converted lot splits into subdivisions in violation 

of the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance which Maricopa County recorded in violation of A.R.S. § 9-

463 et seq. and assessed and taxed lots as if they lawfully subdivided. 

37. By concealing their failure to follow A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13, Cave Creek and / 

or its state actors issued permits and granted variances as if the parcels were lot split, then take 

                                              
1 Who's Afraid of the Big Bad Wolf Man? 
Cave Creek rabble-rouser-cum-newspaper-publisher Don Sorchych has the town running scared 
By Amy Silverman, Phoenix New Times Feb 15,2001: “But Sorchych's attacks are not necessarily related to growth. He 
makes it mean, and he makes it personal: A former town councilwoman with a drug problem is "Ellen the Felon." A 
development attorney with a friend in the hallucinogenic business is Noel "Peyote" Hebets. When a disabled woman 
fought the town to allow her to build a wheelchair ramp from her property down to Cave Creek, as her neighbors had, 
Sorchych went after Easter Seals. Sorchych has had a remarkable success rate -- if not in stopping growth, then in 
eliminating his enemies. ‘Ellen the Felon’ Sands, as well as almost every councilmember he's taken out after in six yeas, 
is gone from office. So are two mayors, countless town staffers and members of the planning and zoning commission 
and other boards –many have quit in disgust with the Sonoran News, replaced, by and large, with people Sorchych has 
celebrated.” NB: The subject property of this lawsuit was formerly owned by Ellen Sands. 
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infrastructure based on subdivision, and avoid liability by claiming statute of limitations. 

38. Cave Creek and/ or its State actors failed to follow A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13, 9-

462 et seq., 9-463 et seq. and their Town Codes and Ordinances and concealed their wrong doing 

with an evil mind as part of a fraudulent scheme to cause harm to Plaintiff’s business, reputation 

and property and business in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1802, 13-2310 and 13-2314.04.  

39. Sorchych, Bentley, and Conestoga Merchants, Inc. published numerous disparaging 

articles that painted Plaintiff in a false light to further the fraudulent scheme. Exhibit B. 

40. To obtain favorable rulings and judgments in a variety of municipal, county, state 

and federal courts (i.e. public agencies) in furtherance of the fraudulent schemes to control and 

convert Plaintiff’s property, Defendants and their attorneys concealed material facts and/or law in 

violation of ER 3.3, 8.4, court rules, and A.R.S. §§ 13-1802, 2310, and 13-2311. 

41. JB DOES XXXI-L failed to protect Plaintiff’s Constitutional rights to property and 

due process and/ or facilitated fraudulent schemes to control and convert Plaintiff’s property. 

42. As a result, Fressadi sustained harm to his business, reputation and property. 

43. Fressadi is entitled to an award of attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 9-

500.12(H), 11-972(B), 12-341, 12-341.01, 13-2314.04(A) and 42 U.S.C. § 1988.  

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF-SPECIAL ACTION DECLARATORY RELIEF 

44. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

45. Fressadi makes this claim for declaratory relief pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 12-

821.01(C),(G), 12-1101 et seq., 12-1831 et seq. and 13-2314.04. 

46. A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12 and 9-500.13 place burdens upon the Town of Cave Creek which 

the Town failed to comply with or establish thereby waiving their rights. 

47. An actual, justiciable controversy, ripe for declaratory relief exists as to whether Cave 

Creek and/or its state actors’ concealment of their failure follow A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12 and 9-500.13: 

48. Creates a genuine issue of material fact such that no claim against any governmental 

Defendant has accrued per A.R.S. §§ 12-821.01(C) & (G); 
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49. Renders the requirement of land and dedication of easements to split parcels, 211-10-

003 and 211-10-010, void or unlawful; 

50. Renders the division of parcels 211-10-010 and 211-10-003 void and the sale of any 

part unlawful per the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance, A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq. or subject to rescission; 

51. Renders the requirement for easements to issue permits to lots 211-10-010A, B, & C, 

void or unlawful; 

52. Renders permits issued to lots 211-10-010 A, B, C & D and lots 211-10-003 A, B, C 

& D void or unlawful, pursuant to Section 6.1(A) and 6.3(A) of the Subdivision Ordinance and 

Section 1.4(A) of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance effective January 6, 2003; 

53. Renders the Covenant, MCRD #2003-1472588 illusory, void or voidable for lack of 

consideration, or unenforceable as a right arising from unlawful subdivisions, fraud, unilateral or 

mutual mistake, innocent or negligent misrepresentations, impossibility of performance, bad faith, 

unconscionability, impracticability, material breach and/or frustration of purpose; 

54. Renders variances granted to lots 211-10-003 B & C void or unlawful per the Town’s 

Zoning Ordinances or A.R.S. § 9-462 et seq.; 

55. That Cave Creek and/or its state actors are liable for actual and punitive damages per 

A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12(H), 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2310, 13-2311, 13-2314.04, based on 

Section 1.7 of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance effective January 6, 2003. 

56. Renders rulings in CV2009-050924, CV2009-050821, LC2010-000109-001DT, 

CV2010-013401, CV2010-029559, CV2011-014289, and CV2012-016136, void or unlawful; 

57. An actual, justiciable controversy, ripe for declaratory relief exists as to whether 

Defendants Cave Creek, its state actors, BMO Harris Bank, REEL, Golec, Vertes, DeVincenzo and 

Kremer, concealed material facts and law to obtain favorable rulings (i.e. fraud on the court) in 

CV2006-014822, CV2012-016136, CV 2010-013401, CV2010-029559, CV2009-050821, CV2010-

004383, CV2009-050924, and LC2010-000109-001DT, such that the rulings in these cases are void. 

58. An actual, justiciable controversy, ripe for declaratory relief exists as to whether 
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Maricopa County Superior Court Judge John Rea facilitated a criminal offense(s) in violation of 

A.R.S. § 13-1004 by ordering MCSO to sell lot 211-10-010A in violation of A.R.S. § 9-463.03. 

59. An actual, justiciable controversy, ripe for declaratory relief exists as to whether the 

sale of lots divided from parcels 211-10-010 and 211-10-003 are valid, binding and enforceable until 

a final plat has been recorded in accordance with A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq. 

60. An actual, justiciable controversy, ripe for declaratory relief exists amongst the 

parties as to whether the Maricopa County Treasurer can tax the lots split from parcels 211-10-010 

and 211-10-003 as if Cave Creek complied with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.13, 9-500.12, 9-463 et seq., and its 

own Codes and Ordinances. 

61. An actual and justiciable controversy also exists as to whether the Town of Cave 

Creek complied with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.13, 9-500.12, 9-463 et seq., and its own Codes and Ordinances 

when it required a “horse trail” to connect to lot 211-10-010D in order to split 211-10-006. 

62. An actual and justiciable controversy exists as to whether the DeVincenzos were 

forced to execute the Covenant, and then forced to acquire a lot split from parcel 211-10-006 to 

obtain legal access to lot 211-10-010C. 

63. Fressadi is informed, believes and on that basis alleges, that Defendants dispute the 

contentions in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint and contend to the contrary; more 

specifically, Defendants Cave Creek and its state actors have failed to comply with state statutes and 

its own ordinances or remedy mistakes of law even though they admit that they have the capacity to 

do so, and that the subject lots were illegally defined; more specifically, Defendants Maricopa 

County and its state actors and various members of the Judicial Branch of the State of Arizona have 

failed to remedy mistakes of law even though they have the capacity to do so. 

64. By reason of the foregoing, there is an actual, justiciable controversy among the 

parties that the Court is vested with the power to declare and adjudicate the rights and legal 

relationships in this action with reference to the issues raised by this Complaint. 

65. Fressadi desires a judicial declaration that Cave Creek failed to comply with A.R.S. 
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§§ 9-500.13 and 9-500.12; that the Town’s requirement for the creation of lots 211-10-010D and 211-

10-003D caused the division of parcels 211-10-003 and 211-10-010 to violate A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq., 

and Sections 1.1, 6.1, and 6.3 of the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance; that as a result, lots 211-10-010 

A, B, C & D and lots 211-10-003 A, B, C, & D are unlawful to sell, lease, or transfer; that Maricopa 

County Superior Court and Sheriff’s Office violated A.R.S. § 9-463.03; that pursuant to Section 

1.1(B)(2) and 6.3 of the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance, lots 211-10-010 A, B, C & D and lots 211-

10-003 A, B, C, & D are not suitable for building and not entitled to building permits rendering all 

permits and variances to the subject lots void and subject to fines per 1.1, 1.3, 1.4 and 1.7 of the 

Zoning Ordinance; that the failure of the Town of Cave Creek and / or its state actors to comply with 

Federal law, state statutes and the Town’s Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances was wanton, reckless, 

spiteful, and/or malicious with ill-will and reckless indifference to others in violation of A.R.S. § 13-

823 and/or part of a fraudulent scheme to convert and control the property of another, in violation of 

A.R.S. §§ 13-1802, 13-2310 and 2314.04; that Defendant members of the Judicial Branch have 

violated Article 6, Section 26 of the Constitution of the State of Arizona; that Defendants Town of 

Cave Creek, Maricopa County and the Judicial Branch of the State of Arizona have violated Article 

2, Sections 1,2,3,4,9,13,17 of the Constitution of the State of Arizona. 

WHEREFORE, on his First Claim for Relief, Fressadi demands judgment in his favor and 

against all Defendants for: 

a. A declaratory judgment that Town of Cave Creek and or its state actors have no 
discretion to violate A.R.S. §§ 9.500.13, 9-500.12, 9-462 et seq. & 9-463 et seq. or 
mandatory Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances within its municipal boundaries.  

b. A declaratory judgment that Cave Creek and/or its state actors did not comply with 
A.R.S. §§ 9-500.13 and 9-500.12 when the Town required the creation of a fourth lot 
to approve the division of parcel 211-10-010, MCRD #2002-0256784; 

c. A declaratory judgment that there is no nexus between the Town’s requirement for a 
fourth lot and the approval to split of parcel 211-10-010; that the creation of a fourth 
lot violated A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq. and Sections 1.1(A)(1) & (2), 6.1(A), and 6.3(A) of 
the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance rendering the lots unsuitable for building and not 
entitled to building permits. 
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d. A declaratory judgment that Cave Creek and/or its state actors did not comply with 
A.R.S. § 9-500.12 when it required an easement over lot 211-10-010D to approve 
sewer extension permits to lots 211-10-010 A, B, & C on July 3, 2003 rendering the 
grant of easement and permits null and void. 

e. A declaratory judgment that the Town of Cave Creek and / or its state actors issued 
permits to lots 211-10-010 A, B, & C in conflict with the terms and provisions of the 
Zoning Ordinance rendering the permits issued to lots 211-10-010 A, B, & C, void 
pursuant to Section 1.4(A) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

f. A declaratory judgment that Cave Creek and/or its state actors did not comply with 
A.R.S. §§ 9-500.13 and 9-500.12 when the Town required the creation of a fourth lot 
to approve the division of parcel 211-10-003, MCRD #2003-1312578; 

g. A declaratory judgment that there is no nexus between the Town’s requirement for a 
fourth lot and the approval to split of parcel 211-10-003; that the creation of a fourth 
lot violated A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq. and Sections 1.1(A)(1) & (2), 6.1(A), and 6.3(A) of 
the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance rendering the lots unsuitable for building and not 
entitled to building permits; 

h. A declaratory judgment that the Town of Cave Creek and / or its state actors issued 
permits to lots 211-10-003 A, B, & C in conflict with the terms and provisions of the 
Zoning Ordinance rendering the permits issued to lots 211-10-003 A, B, & C, void 
pursuant to Section 1.4(A) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

i. A declaratory judgment that Maricopa county cannot assess and tax property in 
violation of A.R.S. 9-463 et seq., and the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance “as if” the 
property was lawfully divided. 

j. A declaratory judgment that any sale or transfer of lots 211-10-010 A, B, C & D and / 
or lots 211-10-003 A, B, C & D are unlawful pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-463.03 or void as 
against public policy; 

k. A declaratory judgment that Cave Creek as a corporate person, its state actors, and/or 
other Defendants violated and continue to violate provisions of the Town’s Zoning 
Ordinance. Pursuant to Section 1.7(A) of the Zoning Ordinance, Cave Creek, its state 
actors and /or other Defendants are guilty of Class One misdemeanors where each 
and every day of continued violation of each and every Zoning Ordinance provision 
is a separate offense punishable in conformance with A.R.S. § 13-803 for the Town 
of Cave Creek, its corporate state actors, and corporate Defendants and A.R.S. § 13-
804(A) for the Town’s individual state actors and individual Defendants. 

l. A declaratory judgment that pursuant to Section 1.7(B) of the Zoning Ordinance, all 
improvements constructed on void permits issued to lot 211-10-010 A, B, & C and 
211-10-003 A, B, & C are unlawful or ultra vires; 
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m. A declaratory judgment that the Zoning Administrator shall order the discontinued 
use of improvements constructed on void permits to lots 211-10-010 A, B, & C and 
211-10-003 A, B, & C; that structures, parcel of land or portion thereof, be vacated 
pursuant to Section 1.7(C) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

n. A declaratory judgment that Defendants concealed material facts and law to effect a 
fraud upon the court such that the rulings in CV2009-050924, CV2009-050821, 
LC2010-000109-001DT, CV2010-013401, CV2010-029559, CV2011-014289, and 
CV2012-016136 are unenforceable, unlawful, void, and / or voidable. 

o. A permanent injunction enjoining all courts and public agencies to conform with these 
declarations that plaintiff’s claims have not accrued against any government agency per 
A.R.S. § 12-821.01(C), until there is a trial on the merits per A.R.S. §§ 12-821.01(G) 
and/or 9-500.12. 

p. A declaratory judgment that the covenant to run with lots 211-10-010 A, B, & C and 
211-10-003 A, B, & C is void. 

q. A declaratory judgment that the fraudulent schemes to control and convert Plaintiff’s 
property as explained herein are the actual and proximate cause of non-payment of 
debt owed to BMO Harris Bank on lot 211-10-010A, per A.R.S. § 13-1802(H). 

r. The Court’s declaration that the sale of lots 211-10-003 A, B, C & D and 211-10-010 
A are unenforceable, unlawful, void and / or voidable; that current property owners 
hold title in constructive trust per A.R.S. § 13-2314.04(C), (D)(6). 

s. A declaratory judgment that Defendants Berk & Moskowitz and Cheifetz Iannitelli 
and Marcolini failed to discover that Cave Creek did not comply with A.R.S. §§ 9-
500.12, 9-500.13 resulting in unlawful subdivisions in violation of A.R.S. 9-463 et seq., 
and the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance such that the reciprocal easement agreement 
was void ab initio as were all the permits for covenant improvements including utilities. 

t. Attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to contract and/or A.R.S. §§ 12-341, 12-341.01, 
and/or related to any collection effort of monetary damages due;  

u. Interest on the foregoing sums; and 

v. Such further relief as the Court may deem equitable and just. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF-BREACH OF CONTRACT 

66. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

67. Entitlements such as lot splits, building permits, and variances are contracts such that 

a valid statute is automatically part of any entitlement affected by it.  
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68. Plaintiff entered into an agreement with the Town of Cave Creek to split parcel 211-

10-010 into three lots, and permit improvements to the lots. 

69. Cave Creek and or its state actors knowingly and willfully breached entitlement 

contracts for lot splits and building permits by failing to comply with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13, 

9-462 et seq., 9-463 et seq., Town codes and ordinances such that the subject lots were unsuitable for 

building; not entitled to building permits; such that any permit issued is void and the use of any 

improvement or lot unlawful. 

70.  Fressadi was mistaken as to the lawfulness of the lots, easements and improvements. 

WHEREFORE, on his Second Claim for Relief, Fressadi demands judgment in his favor 

and against Defendant Town of Cave Creek for: 

(a) Damages in amounts to be proved at trial; 

(b) Attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to contract or A.R.S. §§ 12-341 and 12-341.01; 

(c) Attorneys' fees and costs related to any collection effort of monetary damages 
due;  

(d) Interest on the foregoing sums; and 

(e)  Such further relief as the Court may deem equitable and just. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF - DUE PROCESS / EQUAL PROTECTION / TAKINGS 

71. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing facts as if fully set forth herein. 

72. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein, and in the alternative, or in 

conjunction with other claims, Plaintiff brings this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 1988 and 

Article 2, Sections 1, 2, 2.1, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 13, 17, 32 of the State of Arizona Constitution. 

73. The actions taken by Defendants State of Arizona, State Actors of the Judicial Branch 

of the State of Arizona, Does XXXI- L, Maricopa County, AMRRP, the Town of Cave Creek, and/ 

or its state actors CC Does III-XX (“3rd Claim Defendants”) were actions taken under color of law. 

74. 3rd Claim Defendants, under color of law, violated Fressadi’s Bundle of Rights to 

affect a total wipe out of Plaintiff’s investment-backed economic expectations. 

75. 3rd Claim Defendants have not secured for every person within its jurisdiction 
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freedom from intentional and arbitrary discrimination occasioned both by the express use of its 

power, the terms of its laws and improper execution through its duly constituted agents. 

76. The actions of these 3rd Claim Defendants herein represent a selective application of 

the law and a gross abuse of governmental authority. 

77. 3rd Claim Defendants singled out Plaintiff for disparate treatment physically invaded, 

occupied and converted Plaintiff’s property to the Town of Cave Creek, to adjoining property 

owners, and Third Parties, falsely arrested Plaintiff, detained Plaintiff against his will, issued 

warrants for his arrest, and physically injured Plaintiff. 

78.  Cave Creek and its state actors took Plaintiff’s property for public and private 

purposes by requiring exactions of easements, access and utilities to issue permits without 

compensating Plaintiff or following due process per A.R.S. §§ 9-462, 3 et seq., 9-500.12, 9-500.13. 

79. Under color of law, 3rd Claim Defendants deprived Fressadi of substantive due 

process and equal protection as protected by the Constitutions of the United States and Arizona. 

80. Under color of law, 3rd Claim Defendants deprived Fressadi of his property and 

bundle of rights by perpetuating a fraud on the court, violating court rules, and rules of professional 

conduct; and/ or facilitated these violations by ignoring them or refusing to prosecute. 

81. 3rd Claim Defendants claim to have no obligation to uphold state statutes, no liability 

for violating Plaintiff’s constitutional rights; and granted themselves immunity as a class of citizens 

in violation of Article 2, Section 1, 2, 2.1, 3, 9, 13 of Arizona’s Constitution. 

82. The actions of these 3rd Claim Defendants were done in bad faith with intent to delay, 

frustrate, and injure Plaintiff. 

83. The Town of Cave Creek and / or its state actors facilitated by AMRRP, Maricopa 

County and/or its state actors selectively enforced A.R.S. §§ 9-462 et seq., 9-463 et seq., 9-500.12, 

9-500.13, Cave Creek Codes, and Ordinances with the specific, malicious intent to damage and 

cause harm to Plaintiff’s person, his property and his business. 

84. The State of Arizona, and members of its Judicial Branch failed to support Plaintiff’s 
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constitutional rights, failed to follow due process, and either participated in fraudulent schemes to 

control and convert Plaintiff’s property in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1802, 13-2310, 13-2311 or 

facilitated offenses in violation of A.R.S. § 13-1004 to affect a takings. 

85. As a direct and proximate result of the actions (and omissions) of these 3rd Claim 

Defendants, Fressadi lost time (i.e. life), liberty, and property in amounts to be proven at trial. 

WHEREFORE, on his Third Claim for Relief, Plaintiff requests judgment against 3rd Claim 

Defendants for the actual, direct, proximate, special, consequential, compensatory and punitive 

damages to be proven at trial, and for attorney's fees, costs and expenses per 42 USC §1988; for 

interest and for such other relief as this Court deems just, fair, proper and appropriate. 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF – A.R.S. § 13-2314.04 

86. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing facts as if fully set forth herein. 

87. Without waiving other claims or allegation herein, in the alternative, or in conjunction 

with other claims, Fressadi alleges that he sustained reasonably foreseeable injury to his person, 

business and property by a pattern of unlawful activity pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-2314.04 by the 

Defendants named in this claim who conspired, facilitated, and concealed a series of fraudulent 

schemes in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-2310, 13-2311 to control and convert 

Plaintiff’s property in violation of A.R.S. § 13-1802 through inter-related acts of unlawful activity as 

defined in A.R.S. § 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xx) from 2001 to present. 

88. Ian Cordwell, Director Land Planning for Cave Creek initiated the fraudulent scheme 

recommending a series of lots splits in lieu of Fressadi platting a 14 lot subdivision. 

89. Cave Creek and/or its state actors converted Fressadi’s lot split  into a subdivision by 

requiring a fourth lot to approve the split in violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13, 9-463 et seq., 

and the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance in 2001. MCRD #2002-0256784. 

90. Usama Abujbarah indicated that the Town would reimburse Fressadi for repairing 

and extending sewer to serve his lots. Mariscal Weeks faxed a standard development agreement to 
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Fressadi’s lawyer to use as a template for crafting the reimbursement agreement. 

91. Cave Creek/state actors did not comply with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13 when they 

required easements for permits to lots 211-10-010A, B, & C. MCRD #2003-0488178. 

92. Cave Creek converted Fressadi’s property into an unlawful subdivision unbeknownst 

to Fressadi, such that the lots were unlawful to sell pursuant to Section 1.1(A)(2) of the Subdivision 

Ordinance and A.R.S. § 9-463.03; unsuitable for building and not entitled to building permits per 

Section 6.3 of the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance, incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance. 

93. To create a false sense of entitlement under color of law, Cave Creek/state actors 

issued building permits for driveways and sewer to Fressadi’s property although pursuant to Section 

1.4 of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance, permits issued in violation of the Zoning Ordinance are void.  

94. In keeping with the Town’s series of lot split recommendations, Plaintiff applied to 

split parcel 211-10-003 into two lots in 2002 but the Town Manager twisted the Town’s series of lot 

splits recommendation into Fressadi’s intent to create eight lots so that Town Council would deny 

the split of parcel 211-10-003 in August, 2002. 

95. Plaintiff attempted to mitigate its loss by selling parcel 211-10-003 to Defendant 

Keith Vertes contingent upon Vertes obtaining a lot split from Cave Creek but when Vertes applied 

for a lot split, Vice Mayor Ralph Mozilo, brother of infamous Angelo Mozilo, wondered in public 

whether Fressadi and Vertes were “scamming” the Town to circumvent the subdivision ordinance. 

96. In fact, Cave Creek state actors were “scamming” Plaintiff and Vertes by concealing 

their failure to comply with A.R.S. §§ 9-463 et seq., 9-500.12, and 9-500.13 and Town’s ordinances 

when the Town required the 211-10-003 lots to connect to the sewer on Fressadi’s property and the 

creation of a fourth lot converting the split into a subdivision. 

97. State actors for Cave Creek obtained benefits for the Town in excess of $100,000 by 

issuing void permits to lots 211-10-010A, B, C, & D and 211-10-003 A, B, C, & D in violation of 

state law, the Town’s Building Codes and Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances. 

98. Cave Creek granted illusory entitlements to give the facade of legitimacy knowing 
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that at any time, the Town could correct mistakes of law per Thomas and King, Inc. v. City of 

Phoenix, 92 P. 3d 429 - Ariz: Court of Appeals, 1st Div., Dept. B 2, 2004, relying upon “Valencia 

Energy v. Ariz. Dep't of Revenue, 191 Ariz. 565, 576, ¶ 35, 959 P.2d 1256, 1267 (1998), and Rivera 

v. City of Phoenix, 925 P. 2d 741 - Ariz: Court of Appeals, 1st Div., Dept. D 1996. 

99. Cave Creek State Actors approved the division of parcel 211-10-003 into four lots 

without Vertes dedicating “Parcel A” (211-10-003D), MCRD #2003-1312578. Vertes transferred the 

211-10-003 lots to Building Group Inc. and Michael Golec in violation of A.R.S. § 9-463.03, who 

then sold Lot 211-10-003A on October 15, 2003, MCRD # 20031438387,2 MCRD #20031438388 in 

further violation of A.R.S. § 9-463.03.  

100. As Manager of GV Group LLC, a company that did not exist, Vertes then executed a 

Reciprocal Easement Agreement on October 16, 2003, MCRD #2003-1472588; that GV Group LLC 

owned lots 211-10-003 A, B, & C to control and convert Plaintiff’s property in excess of $100,000 

in value in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1802, 13-2301(D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), and 13-2310. 

101. When Cave Creek failed to enter a Sewer Reimbursement Agreement with Plaintiff 

after the Town passed Ordinance 50.016, Fressadi invoiced the Town for repairing and extending the 

sewer. Cave Creek responded by placing Fressadi under investigation for an illegal subdivision when 

the created the illegal subdivision by requiring a fourth lot to split parcel 211-10-010 in violation of 

A.R.S. §§ 9-463 et seq., 9-500.12, and 9-500.13 and Town’s ordinances. 

102. The Town’s Marshal suggested that Fressadi reassemble lots 211-10-010 A, B, & D, 

but Maricopa County considered Fressadi’s assemblage for tax purposes only. 

103. Cave Creek recorded a gift of lot 211-10-003D, MCRD #2005-0766547 and then 

issued building permits to lots 211-10-003 B & C in violation of its Zoning Ordinance. The owners 

of lots 211-10-003A, B, & C and the Town of Cave Creek used Fressadi’s property for building 

permits, access and utilities in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-2301(D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-1802, 13-

2310, and the Town’s Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances. 

                                              
2 IR 208-216, Exh. D 
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104. REEL entered a JV agreement with GV Group in May, 2008 to finish the spec house 

on lot 211-10-003C with building permits transferred to REEL on July 8, 2008 based on access and 

utilities from Fressadi’s property in violation of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance. 

105. GV Group then filed a fraudulent disclosure statement in CV2006-014822 claiming 

$4.3 Million in construction and delay damages for houses constructed on lots 211-10-003 B & C 

with void permits using access and utilities from Fressadi’s property. 

106. Cave Creek permitted the house to be built on lot 211-10-003C with excessive lot 

disturbance in violation of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance and suggested REEL apply for a variance 

by blaming the excessive lot disturbance on Fressadi for blocking access to his property.  

107. Ian Cordwell knowingly failed to transmit all records in violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-462 

et seq., 13-2311, and Section 2.3 of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance.  

108. Cordwell concealed that the excessive disturbance had been permitted Cave Creek; 

that lot 211-10-003C was part of an unlawful subdivision, landlocked, and unsuitable for building in 

order for Cave Creek’s Board of Adjustment to grant a variance in violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-462 et 

seq., 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, 13-

2311, A.R.S. §§ 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2310, and the Town’s Zoning Ordinance. 

109. In violation of ER 3.3, 8.4, court rules, A.R.S. §§ 13-1802 and 13-2310, attorneys for 

Mariscal Weeks, Moyes Sellers & Sims Ltd., LaSota & Peters, PLC, and Sims Murray Ltd., on 

behalf of Cave Creek and AMRRP knowingly concealed from Plaintiff and the Court in numerous 

lawsuits, that Cave Creek failed to follow A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12 and 9-500.13 when it required the 

creation of fourth lots to approve lot splits creating unlawful subdivisions in violation of the Town’s 

Subdivision Ordinance and A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq.; that Cave Creek failed to follow A.R.S. §§ 9-

500.12 and 9-500.13 when Cave Creek and/or its state actors required easements to approve permits 

to lots that were unsuitable for building. 

110. State Actors for the Town of Cave Creek and AMRRP submitted false writings and 

concealed damaging and unfavorable information to public agencies as defined by Section 38-502(6) 
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(i.e. county and state courts), in violation of A.R.S. § 13-2311 to obtain favorable rulings. 

111. In 2010, Cave Creek and/or its state actors, falsely arrested Fressadi in violation of 

A.R.S. §§ 13-1802, 13-2310, and 13-2311. 

112. In furtherance of the fraudulent schemes and pattern of unlawful activity to harm the 

business and property of Fressadi pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-2314.04(A), Defendant Bentley wrote 

numerous articles casting Fressadi and family members in a false light which Defendants Sorchych 

and Conestoga Merchants published in the Sonoran News and on the Internet. 

113. In violation of ER 3.3, 8.4, court rules, and A.R.S. § 13-2311, neither Golec, Vertes, 

nor their attorneys Quarles & Brady, or Israel & Gerrity disclosed the ongoing existence of lot 211-

10-003D blocked access to the 003 easement, and the division of parcel 211-10-003 was unlawful. 

114. In violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), 

(D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, 13-2311, Scott Humble, Esq., Turley, Childers, Humble & Torrens, P.C. 

and REEL concealed from Superior Court in CV2006-014822, CV2009-050924, CV2009-050821, 

CV2010-029559 and 4:11-bk-01161-EWH that lot 211-10-003C was part of an unlawful subdivision 

rendering their lot unsuitable for building, the Covenant unenforceable, their permits void, and the 

property unlawful to sell or transfer pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-463.03. 

115. In violation of ER 3.3., 8.4, court rules, A.R.S. §§ 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-

2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, 13-2311, Burch & Cracchiolo, P.A., and 

REEL concealed from  Court in LC2010-000109-001DT that lot 211-10-003C was unsuitable for 

building as part of an unlawful subdivision rendering the permit for lot 211-10-003C void; that the 

Covenant was void, unenforceable, illusory, or voidable thus voiding the permit to lot 211-10-003C; 

that the permit for lot 211-10-003C was void as in violation of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance. 

116. In 2009, BMO acquired lot 211-10-003B and filed for a variance through Earl Curley 

& LaGuarde, P.C., and the BCA Companies, LLC in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-

1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, 13-2311 by concealing from 

the Board of Adjustment that their lot and its acquisition did not conform to A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq., 
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or the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance; that the lot was not entitled to a building permit per Section 

6.3 of the Subdivision Ordinance; that the excessive lot disturbance was self-imposed as permitted 

by Cave Creek with access from Fressadi’s property in violation of the Zoning Ordinance. 

117. In violation of Plaintiff’s bundle of property rights and due process, Superior Court 

Judges Willett and Flores in CV2006-014822, facilitated fraudulent schemes of Cave Creek, REEL, 

Golec and Vertes to control and convert Fressadi’s property in excess of $100,000 by refusing to 

consolidate CV2010-013401, CV2009-050924, CV2009-050821, and LC2010-00019-001DT; by 

denying to add BMO and Cave Creek as an indispensible parties; by granting DeVincenzo and 

REEL summary judgment, dismissing Plaintiff’s claims against GV Group, refusing to admit any of 

Plaintiff’s evidence, throwing Plaintiff’s evidence away, and awarding the Defendants ~$2.6 Million 

in damages, attorney fees and costs. 

118. In furtherance of the fraudulent schemes and pattern of unlawful activity to harm the 

business and property of Fressadi, a preponderance of the evidence suggests that the Town of Cave 

Creek, its state actors, REEL, Kremer, Golec, Vertes, BMO and their attendant attorneys concealed 

material facts and law from tribunals in order to obtain favorable rulings in violation of ER 3.3, 8.4, 

court rules, and A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13, 13-2310, and 13-1802.  

119. Although Judge Flores and Willett’s rulings were overturned on appeal, the affect of 

the rulings caused an avalanche of harm and injury to Plaintiff which this complaint seeks to redress. 

120. A preponderance of evidence suggests that members of the Judicial Branch of the 

State of Arizona facilitated fraudulent schemes by failing to comply with and/or enforce court rules 

or rules of professional conduct; by issuing rulings or denying the review of rulings in violation of 

due process, the Constitution of the United States, and the State of Arizona, Plaintiff’s Bundle of 

Rights, A.R.S. §§ 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2310, and 13-2311. 

121. Jennings Haug & Cunningham, L.L.P. and BMO filed CV2010-013401 to judicially 

foreclose on Fressadi’s lot 211-10-010A rather than file a counter claim in CV2006-014822 then 

concealed from courts in violation of A.R.S. § 13-2311 that lot 211-10-010A was part of an unlawful 
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subdivision and incapable of transfer pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-463.03 to obtain judgments. 

122. The Cavanagh Firm and BMO submitted false writings to the court in violation of 

A.R.S. § 13-2311 to obtain an order of sale of lot 211-10-010A in violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-463.03, 

13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, 13-2311. 

123. In violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-463.03, 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), 

(D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, and 13-2311, Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office sold lot 211-10-

010A to BMO. 

124. BMO, its agents or employees leased 37934 Schoolhouse Rd., Cave Creek, AZ to Lee 

and Barbara Hatton with instructions to have Fressadi arrested in violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-463.03, 13-

1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, and 13-2311, 

and Plaintiff’s Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendment per 42 USC §1983 resulting in false arrest, 

detention, excessive use of force under color of law and battery to cause injury to Fressadi. 

125. BMO and Burch & Cracchiolo, P.A., filed CV2011-014289 but concealed from the 

Court that lot 211-10-010A was part of an unlawful subdivision, unsuitable for building pursuant to 

Section 6.3 of the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance, rendering permits void per the Town’s Zoning 

Ordinance such that the improvements were ultra vires and the property was incapable of transfer 

pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-463.03 in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), 

(D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, 13-2311. 

126. BMO sold lot 211-10-010A to Charlie 2 LLC; lot 211-10-003A & D to Michelle O. 

Scott, et ux; lot 211-10-003B to Mark D and Rhonda F. Murphy in violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-463.03.  

127. In violation of A.R.S. §§ 9-463.03, 13-1003, 13-1004, 13-1802, 13-2301(C)(7), (D)(1), 

(D)(2), (D)(4)(b)(v, xvii, xx), 13-2310, and 13-2311, Charlie 2 and Mack Drucker, & Watson, PLLC 

submitted false writings and concealed damaging information to a public agency to claim title to lot 

211-10-010A knowing that lot 211-10-010A is part of an unlawful subdivision. 

128. The culmination of these inter-related fraudulent schemes and unlawful activities 

caused reasonably foreseeable injuries to Fressadi’s person, business and property and a complete 



 

 No.         21 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

wipe out of Fressadi’s investment backed expectations.  

129. None of the owners of lots 211-10-003 A, B, & C, or lots 211-10-010A & C nor Cave 

Creek have compensated Fressadi for utilities or access. As such, Defendants State of Arizona, 

Maricopa County, Cave Creek, Scott, Murphy, Price, Charlie 2 LLC, REEL, Golec, Vertes, and 

DeVincenzo have been unjustifiably enriched to the impoverishment of Plaintiff, with said 

enrichment and impoverishment being connected such that, Fressadi sustained damages. To the 

extent that Plaintiff does not have an adequate remedy at law, it would be unjust to allow these 

Defendants to retain and continue to be enriched without payment and/or restitution to Plaintiff. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests judgments in conformance with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12(H), 

12-821.01(G), 13-1802(H), 13-2310(C), and 13-2314.04 as follows: 

a. Against AMRRP, the Town of Cave Creek, and/ or its State Actors for failing to 
follow A.R.S. §§ 9-462 et seq., 9-463 et seq., 9-500,12, 9-500.13, town codes and 
ordinances resulting in a wipe out of Plaintiff’s investment backed expectations in the 
amount of $10 Million, for the loss of Plaintiff’s property in excess of $1,000,000, for 
the loss of his time, damage to his business interests and personal injury.  

b. Against AMRRP, the Town of Cave Creek, and/or its state actors some of whom are 
members of the judicial Branch of the State of Arizona for concealing material facts 
and law to obtain favorable judgments in various courts and public agencies. 

c. Against GV Group and REEL as JV Partners for a fraudulent scheme to control and 
convert Plaintiff’s property in violation of A.R.S. §§ 13-1802 and 13-2310 in an 
amount in excess of $100,000. 

d. Against the DeVincenzos for conspiring with REEL, GV Group, and/or Cave Creek 
to control and convert Fressadi’s property in excess of $100,000.  

e. Against BMO, its attorneys, agents and employees for a fraudulent scheme to control 
and convert Plaintiff’s property in an amount in excess of $100,000. Plaintiff is 
entitled to treble damages. 

f. Against Maricopa County and/or state actors of the judicial branch of the State of 
Arizona: state actors of the judicial branch of the State of Arizona who facilitated the 
control and conversion of Plaintiff’s Property. 

g. Against the State of Arizona who has the authority to fine the Town of Cave Creek 
for its Zoning Violations pursuant to its ordinances. Plaintiff seeks the direct, 
proximate, and consequential damages, and for actual, special, compensatory and 
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punitive damages as manifest and applicable by awarding Plaintiff the zoning 
ordinance fines from the Town of Cave Creek for failing to follow state law and its 
own codes and ordinances.  

i. As against all the above Defendants for the direct, proximate, and consequential 
damages to be proven at trial pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-2314.04, for actual, special, 
compensatory and punitive damages, attorney's fees and costs, expenses, and interest, 
and for such other relief as this Court deems just, fair, and appropriate. 

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF - NEGLIGENCE 

130. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

131. The Town of Cave Creek and CC Does III-XX (“CC Defendants”) owed Plaintiff a 

duty to comply with state statutes, Town codes and ordinances. CC Defendants breached their duty 

to Plaintiff by violating state statutes, Town codes and ordinances. 

132. As a result of CC Defendants’ negligence per se, Plaintiff has suffered injury, harm 

and damages to be proven at trial. 

133. Maricopa County Defendants owed Plaintiff a duty to comply with state statutes, and 

the Constitution of Arizona and United States. Maricopa County Defendants breached their duty to 

Plaintiff by violating state and federal law. 

134. As a result of Maricopa County Defendants’ negligence per se, Plaintiff has suffered 

injury, harm and damages to be proven at trial. 

135. Members of the Judicial Branch of the State of Arizona owed Plaintiff a duty to 

support the US Constitution and to comply with court rules, rules of professional conduct and state 

statutes. Members of the Judicial Branch of the State of Arizona breached their duty to Plaintiff by 

violating federal and state laws, Court rules, and rules of professional conduct.  

136. As a result of the negligence of Members of the Judicial Branch of the State of 

Arizona, Plaintiff has suffered injury, harm and damages to be proven at trial. 

137. Cheifetz, Iannitelli, Marcolini owed Plaintiff a duty to perform and act properly, and 

breached their duty to Plaintiff by failing to discover facts and law relevant to this case. 

138. The misconduct of Cheifetz, Iannitelli, Marcolini caused harm to Plaintiff resulting in 
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Plaintiff suffering financial losses to be proven at trial. 

139. Berk and Moskowitz owed Plaintiff a duty to perform and act properly, and breached 

their duty to Plaintiff by failing to discover facts and law relevant to this case. 

140. The misconduct of Berk and Moskowitz caused harm to Plaintiff resulting in Plaintiff 

suffering financial losses to be proven at trial. 

141. Attorney Jay Powell a/k/a Powell Law Firm owed Plaintiff a duty to perform and act 

properly, and breached his duty to Plaintiff by failing to follow the Rules of Professional Conduct, 

Bankruptcy Rules and the Rules of Federal Procedure. As such, Powell breached his duty causing 

harm and damage to Plaintiff. 

142. The misconduct of Jay Powell caused harm to Plaintiff resulting in Plaintiff suffering 

financial losses to be proven at trial. 

WHEREFORE, on his Fifth Claim for Relief, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Cave 

Creek Defendants, Maricopa County Defendants, members of the Judicial Branch of the State of 

Arizona, Cheifetz, Iannitelli, Marcolini, Berk and Moskowitz, and Jay Powell a/k/a Powell Law 

Firm for injunctive relief and actual, special, compensatory and punitive damages, attorney's fees, 

costs, expenses, and interest in an amount deemed at time of trial to be just, fair, and appropriate.  

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF-BAD FAITH 
(Against the Town of Cave Creek, CC Does III-XX, REEL, BMO Harris Bank, DeVincenzo, Golec 

and Vertes: the Bad Faith Defendants) 

143. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

144. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein and in the alternative, Fressadi 

and Bad Faith Defendants had, intended to have, and/or have contracts. 

145. Implied in the contracts was and is a covenant of good faith and fair dealing whereby 

the Bad Faith Defendants were bound to refrain from any action which would impair the benefits 

which Fressadi had the right to expect from the contract. 

146. The Bad Faith Defendants breached the covenant of good faith and fair dealing owed 

to Fressadi, and as a result, Fressadi has suffered damages. 
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147. The Bad Faith Defendants’ conduct and actions were despicable, and were done 

maliciously, oppressively and fraudulently, with the intent to deprive Fressadi of property rights, due 

process, entitlements, investment backed expectations, rights under the Covenant to cause injury to 

Fressadi, all with a willful and conscious disregard of Fressadi’s rights and the rights of others, 

thereby subjecting Fressadi and others to unjust hardship and distress.  

WHEREFORE, on his Sixth Claim for Relief, Fressadi demands judgment in his favor and 

against the Bad Faith Defendants, jointly and severally, for: 

(a) Damages in amounts to be proved at trial; 

(b) Punitive damages; 

(c) Attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to contract and/or A.R.S. §§ 12-341, 12-
341.01, and/or related to any collection effort of monetary damages due;  

(d) Interest on the foregoing sums; and 

Such further relief as the Court may deem equitable and just. 

SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF-FRAUD 
(Against Michael T. Golec, Keith Vertes and Kay Vertes, Vertes Family Trust, Maricopa 

County, state actors of Maricopa County, Town of Cave Creek, State Actors of Cave Creek, REEL, 
BMO Harris Bank, DeVincenzo and all of their attendant attorneys as members of the Judicial 
Branch of the State of Arizona herein collectively known as the Fraud Defendants) 

148. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

149. Fraud Defendants had duties to not intentionally make material false representations 

or to fail to disclose material information to Fressadi. 

150. Fraud Defendants knowingly made material false representations and failed to 

disclose material information with the intent that Fressadi and others including courts and public 

agencies rely on those misrepresentations and omissions. 

151. Fressadi and/or others did not know that the representations made by the Fraud 

Defendants were false or that they failed to disclose information. 

152. Fressadi and/or others rightfully relied on the representations made by the Fraud 

Defendants, and Defendants’ failure to disclose information. 
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153. As a direct and proximate result of the misrepresentations and omissions of the Fraud 

Defendants, Fressadi has suffered damages in amounts to be proven at trial. 

154. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein and in the alternative, it would 

be unconscionable to enforce judgments regarding the subject properties, the unlawful division of 

parcels 211-10-003 and 211-10-010, the Covenant, any permits unlawfully issued to the lots or 

relying upon the Covenant, and lending or sales based upon the unlawful division of parcels 211-10-

003 and 211-10-010 and /or contingent upon the Covenant. 

155. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein and in the alternative, but for 

Defendants’ misrepresentations and omissions, Fressadi would not have divided parcel 211-10-010, 

granted easements, sold 211-10-003, entered the Covenant, borrowed against lot 211-10-010A, or 

sold lot 211-10-010C and, thus, Fressadi is entitled to rescind the division of parcel 211-10-010, the 

grant of easements, the Covenant, the debt on lot 211-10-010A, the Covenant, and Fressadi is 

entitled to damages. 

156. Fraud Defendants’ conduct and actions were despicable, and were done maliciously, 

oppressively and fraudulently, with the intent to deprive Fressadi of benefits that he was/is entitled to 

receive from the quiet use and enjoyment of his property, its bundle of rights, his investment backed 

expectations,  the Covenant: to cause injury to Fressadi, all with a willful and conscious disregard of 

Fressadi’s rights, thereby subjecting Fressadi to unjust hardship, suffering and distress. Fressadi is 

entitled to an award of punitive damages from the Fraud Defendants based on Zoning violations. 

WHEREFORE, on his Seventh Claim for Relief, Fressadi demands judgment in his favor 

and against the Fraud Defendants and all of their attendant attorneys jointly and severally, for: 

(a) Damages in amounts to be proved at trial; 

(b) Alternatively or in addition, an order rescinding the division of parcel 211-10-
010, the grant of any easement, the Covenant, and the sale of any lot subject to the 
Covenant; 

(c) Punitive damages; 

(d) Attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to contract and/or A.R.S. §§ 12-341, 12-
341.01, and/or related to any collection effort of monetary damages due;  
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(e) Interest on the foregoing sums; and 

Such further relief as the Court may deem equitable and just. 

EIGTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF-NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION 
(Against the Town of Cave Creek, CC Does III-XX, Maricopa county and/or its state actors, REEL, 

Michael T. Golec, Keith Vertes & Kay Vertes, Vertes Family Trust, BMO Harris Bank, and 
attendant members of the Judicial Branch of the State of Arizona, herein known as NM Defendants) 

157. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

158. NM Defendants had duties to not make material false representations or to fail to 

disclose material information to Fressadi and/or others in connection with the subject matter herein. 

159. NM Defendants acted negligently and unreasonably toward Fressadi and/or other in 

their representations and in failing to disclose material information to Fressadi and /or others. 

160. Fressadi and/or others did not know that the representations made by NM Defendants 

were false or that they failed to disclose information. 

161. It was reasonably foreseeable that Fressadi and/or others including the courts would 

rely upon the statements and omissions of NM Defendants. 

162. Fressadi and/or others including the courts rightfully relied on the representations and 

omissions of NM Defendants k. 

163. As a direct and proximate result of the misrepresentations and omissions of the NM 

Defendants, Plaintiff and/or others have suffered damages in amounts to be proven at trial 

164. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein and in the alternative, it would 

be unconscionable to enforce the division of parcels 211-10-010 and 211-10-003 in violation of 

A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12, 9-500.13, 9-463 et seq., Town Codes and Ordinances. 

165. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein and in the alternative, it would 

be unconscionable to enforce the Covenant, and permits issued upon reliance of the Covenant and 

division of parcels 211-10-003 and 211-10-010. 

166. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein and in the alternative, but for 

the NM Defendants’ misrepresentations and omissions, Fressadi would not have divided parcel 211-
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10-010, would not have sold parcel 211-10-003 to Vertes, would not have granted easements in 

order to obtain permits, would not have expended substantial amounts of capital to install ultra vires 

improvements governed by the Covenant, or entered the Covenant such that Fressadi is entitled to 

rescind the division of parcel 211-10-010, the Covenant, and the easements thereto and Fressadi is 

entitled to damages to include actual, compensatory and punitive damages. 

WHEREFORE, on his Eighth Claim for Relief, Fressadi demands judgment in his favor and 

against NM Defendants, jointly and severally, for: 

a. Damages in amounts to be proved at trial; 

b. Alternatively or in addition, an order rescinding the easements and lots splits subject to the 
Covenant, and the Covenant; 

c. Attorneys' fees and costs pursuant to contract and/or A.R.S. §§ 12-341, 12-341.01, and/or 
related to any collection effort of monetary damages due;  

d. Interest on the foregoing sums; and Such further relief as the Court may deem equitable and 
just. 

NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF-RESCISSION /QUIET TITLE OF PARCELS 211-10-010 & 211-

10-003, ATTENDANT EASEMENTS, PERMITS, AND IMPROVEMENTS THERETO 
(Pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 12-1101, et seq., 39-161, 33-420) 

167. Fressadi hereby repeats and reiterates the foregoing allegations. 

168. Without waiving any other claim or allegation herein, and in the alternative, or in 

conjunction with other claims, pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1101 et seq., Fressadi declares under penalty 

of perjury that Fressadi is the rightful owner of parcel 211-10-010 and all of the improvements on, 

under, or attached thereon and Fressadi Does I-III are the rightful owners of parcel 211-10-003 and 

all of the improvements on, under, or attached thereon. 

169. Cave Creek and its state actors failed to follow A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12,9-500.13 when 

they required the creation of a fourth lot to split parcel 211-10-010 on December 31, 2001. 

170. By requiring a fourth lot, the Town converted the lot split into a subdivision in 

violation of A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq., and the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance such that it is unlawful to 

sell any part of parcel 211-10-010 per A.R.S. § 9-463.03 and Section 1.1(A)(2) of the Town’s 
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Subdivision Ordinance until there is a recorded final plat map dividing parcel 211-10-010 in 

conformance with A.R.S. § 9-463 et seq., and the Town’s Subdivision Ordinance. 

171. Fressadi is credibly informed that Susan and Salvatore and DeVincenzo, wife and 

husband make a claim of title adverse to Fressadi for the unlawful lot 211-10-010C pursuant to a 

Warranty Deed MCRD # 2003-1472590. 

172. Fressadi is credibly informed that Charlie 2 LLC makes a claim of title adverse to 

Fressadi for the unlawful lot 211-10-010A pursuant to a Special Warranty Deed MCRD #2012-

0620607. 

173. As Vertes declared to the Town Council in his application for lot split, Cybernetics 

sold parcel 211-10-003 to Vertes by Quit Claim contingent upon Vertes obtaining a lot split. 

174. Vertes did not obtain a lot split. The Town of Cave Creek and Vertes converted his 

lot split application into an unlawful subdivision, and therefore, the condition precedent for the sale 

of parcel 211-10-003 to Vertes was not met. As such, The successors and assigns to the Cybernetics 

Group Ltd., (i.e. Fressadi Does I-III) remain the owner of parcel 211-10-003. 

175. Further, the Town of Cave Creek required that the 003 lots connect to sewer on 

Fressadi’s property as a condition of dividing parcel 211-10-003 into four lots without complying 

with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.12,9-500.13. 

176. For reasons stated above, the sewer permits to lots 211-10-010 A, B, & C and 211-10-

003 A, B, & C are void. As such, the sewer to these lots is ultra vires resulting in the division of 

parcel 211-10-003 and all improvements to said lots dependant upon the sewer to be ultra vires. 

177. The successors and assigns to Cybernetics Group Ltd., are credibly informed that 

Michelle O. Scott, et ux makes a claim of title adverse to Fressadi Does I-III for the unlawful lots 

211-10-003A & D pursuant to a Special Warranty Deed MCRD# 2012-0407247. 

178. The successors and assigns to Cybernetics Group Ltd., are credibly informed that 

Mark D and Rhonda F. Murphy make a claim of title adverse to Fressadi Does I-III for the unlawful 

lot 211-10-003B pursuant to a Special Warranty Deed MCRD# 2012-1038241. 
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179. The successors and assigns to Cybernetics Group Ltd., are credibly informed that the 

Tamara A. Price Trust makes a claim of title adverse to Fressadi Does 1-3 for the unlawful lot 211-

10-003C pursuant to a Special Warranty Deed #2010-1136050 as corrected on May 24, 2011, MCRD 

#2011-0436690. 

180. The lawful division of parcels 211-10-010 and 211-10-003 in compliance with due 

process, all relevant U.S. Supreme Court rulings, state statutes, and Town Ordinances is a condition 

precedent and basic assumption to the sale of parcel 211-10-003 to Vertes, the subsequent sales of 

211-10-003 lots thereafter, entitlements inuring to lots divided from parcels 211-10-0101 and the 

sale of lots 211-10-010 A & C. 

181. As a result, the basic assumption based on which Fressadi and the DeVincenzos 

consummated their purchase/sale did not exist and/or has not occurred. 

182. As a result, a basic assumption based on which Cybernetics and Vertes consummated 

their purchase/ sale did not exist and /or did not occur. 

183. Fressadi is entitled to rescind the sale of Lot 010C to the DeVincenzos based on lack 

of consideration, innocent misrepresentation, negligent misrepresentation, fraud, mutual mistake, 

unilateral mistake, impossibility of performance, impracticability, unconscionability, material breach 

and/or frustration of purpose. 

184. Therefore, Plaintiffs are entitled to quiet title as to lots 211-10-010 A, B, C, & D and 

211-10-003 A, B, C & D. 

WHEREFORE, on his Ninth Claim for Relief, Fressadi demands judgment in his favor and 

against Defendants the Town of Cave Creek, CC Does III-XX, Maricopa County, the DeVincenzos, 

Charlie 2 LLC, Michele O. Scott, Mark and Rhonda Murphy, Tammara Price / Tammara Price Trust 

jointly and severally, for: 

(a) Rescission of the sale of Lot 211-10-010C from Fressadi to DeVincenzo. Pursuant 
to A.R.S. § 13-804(A), Fressadi requests that a portion of the damages supra and 
punitive damages against the Town of Cave Creek and/ or other Defendants be 
allocated as restitution in an amount to be determined at trial to the DeVincenzos 
for lot 211-10-010C and that possession of the property be returned to Fressadi; 
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(b) Rescission of the sale of Lot 211-10-010A to Charlie 2 LLC. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 
13-804(A), Fressadi requests that a portion of the damages supra and punitive 
damages against the Town of Cave Creek and/ or other Defendants be allocated to 
Charlie 2 LLC as restitution less rent, waste and/ or damages from October 20, 
2011 to present in an amount to be determined at trial for lot 211-10-010A and 
that the property be vacated and returned to Fressadi; 

(c) Rescission of the sale of parcel 211-10-003 from Fressadi Does I-III to Vertes. 
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-804(A), Fressadi Does I-III requests that a portion of the 
of the damages supra and punitive damages against the Town of Cave Creek and/ 
or other Defendants be allocated to Michelle O. Scott, et ux as restitution in an 
amount to be determined at trial for lots 211-10-003A & D; to Mark D and 
Rhonda F. Murphy as restitution in an amount to be determined at trial for lot 
211-10-003B; to Tamara A. Price Trust as restitution in an amount to be 
determined at trial for lot 211-10-003C, and that the properties be vacated and 
returned to Fressadi Does I-III; 

(d) In consideration for restitution to be paid from the Town of Cave Creek and/or its 
state actors as outlined above in an amount determined by the Court to be fair and 
equitable, that Defendants Susan and Salvatore DeVincenzo, Charlie 2 LLC, 
Michelle O. Scott, et ux, Mark D and Rhonda F. Murphy and the Tamara A. Price 
Trust be barred and forever estopped from having or claiming any right or title to 
parcels 211-10-010 and/or 211-10-003 or any portion or improvement thereon 
adverse to Plaintiff and/or Fressadi Does I-III; 

(e) That in consideration of judicial declarations determined in Count One herein, 
that the Town of Cave Creek be barred and forever estopped from having or 
claiming any right or title to any easement or chattel on parcels 211-10-010 and 
211-10-003 or any portion thereon; 

(f) For an Order that Fressadi be returned to occupancy of all premises, chattel and 
improvements situated on parcel 211-10-010 and judgment in the amount of 
$1,250.00 per month rent from October 20, 2011 from BMO / Charlie 2 LLC. 

(g) For an Order that Fressadi Does I-III be returned to occupancy of all premises, 
chattel and improvements situated on parcel 211-10-003. 

(h) Alternatively or in addition, the Court’s order to discontinue use of lots 211-10-
003 A, B, C, & D and 211-10-010 A, B, C & D until the Town of Cave Creek 
complies with A.R.S. §§ 9-500.13 and 9-500.12 and the division of parcels 211-
10-010 and 211-10-003 conforms with § A.R.S. 9-463 et seq. and the Town’s 
ordinances. 

(i) Pre- and post-judgment interest at the rate of ten percent (10%) per annum; 

(j) Attorneys’ fees and costs; and 
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Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

TENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF - False Light 

(Against Defendants Donald Sorchych, et ux, Linda Bentley, and Conestoga Merchants, Inc. d/b/a 

Sonoran News) 

185. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein. 

186. Upon information and belief, CC Does III-XX in concert with Don Sorchych and 

Conestoga Merchants, Inc. intentionally publish articles on persons in a false light. 

187. In addition to the Tort of False Light, Plaintiff brings this action pursuant to 42 USC 

§ 1983, and A.R.S. § 13-2314.04 in that part of the purpose of publishing articles to portray Plaintiff 

in a false light was to damage his business and deprive Plaintiff of his property and constitutional 

rights as protected by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments. 

188. From 2002 until the present, Linda Bentley has written and Donald R. Sorchych has 

published numerous disparaging articles on Fressadi in the Sonoran News.  

189. The publishing of articles in the Sonoran News placing Fressadi in a false light was 

intended to damage Plaintiff’s reputation, career and standing in the community. CC Does III-XX in 

concert with Bentley, Sorchych, and Conestoga Merchants appropriated or exploited Plaintiff’s 

personality, publicizing Plaintiff’s private affairs with which the public has no legitimate concern. 

190. CC Does III-XX in concert with Sorchych, Bentley and the Sonoran News has caused 

the wrongful intrusion into Plaintiff’s and Plaintiff’s family’s private activities, in such manner as to 

outrage or cause mental suffering, shame, or humiliation to a person of ordinary sensibilities. 

191. CC Does III-XX in concert with Bentley, Sorchych, and the Sonoran News published 

articles to injure Plaintiff in his business and profession. 

192. These articles have been publicized and communicated to third persons and the 

general public via the Internet by the above defendants with express, reckless, and wanton disregard 

of the plaintiff’s right to privacy. 

193. These articles have been publicized and communicated to third persons and the 

general public via the Internet by the above defendants with express, reckless, and wanton disregard 
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of the plaintiff’s right to privacy. 

194. That said publicity unreasonably placed Plaintiffs in a false light in the public eye. 

195. That by reasons of invasion of privacy, libel and placing Plaintiff in a false light, and 

as a proximate result thereof, Plaintiff and his family were damaged in an amount to be determined 

at trial. 

WHEREFORE, on the Eleventh Claim for Relief, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Cave 

Creek Defendants, Bentley, Sorchych and Conestoga Merchants, for the direct, proximate, and 

consequential damages, for actual, special, compensatory and punitive damages, attorney's fees and 

costs, expenses, and interest, and for such other relief as this Court deems just, fair, and appropriate. 

196. Plaintiff reserves all rights and claims, to amend and to supplement this complaint as 

his claims have not accrued pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 12-821.01(C)(G), 9-500.12 and 13-2314(B-D), 

and for Plaintiff's pro se pleadings to be liberally construed,3 as Plaintiff has never been admitted to 

any state bar and is proceeding without legal counsel. 

 RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 20th day of April, 2014. 

/s/ Arek Fressadi 
Arek Fressadi, pro se 

 

                                              
3 Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519-20, (1972). See also Erickson v. Pardus, 127 S. Ct. 2197, 2200 - Supreme Court 2007 
(“A document filed pro se is "to be liberally construed," Estelle, 429 U.S., at 106, 97 S.Ct. 285, and "a pro se complaint, 
however inartfully pleaded, must be held to less stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers," ibid. 
(internal quotation marks omitted). Cf. Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 8(f) ("All pleadings shall be so construed as to do substantial 
justice").”) 
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VERIFICATION 

 

  
I, Arek Fressadi, Plaintiff in this case, have read the foregoing Complaint, and based on my 

personal knowledge, I hereby verify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

This Complaint is well grounded in fact; 2) This Complaint is warranted by existing law or 

there is a good faith argument for the extension, modification or reversal of existing law; 3) this 

complaint is not made for any bad faith, vexatious, wanton, improper or oppressive reason, including 

to harass, to cause unnecessary delay, to impose a needless increase in the cost of litigation or to 

force an unjust settlement through the serious character of the averment. 

EXECUTED this 20th  day of April, 2014. 
 
      /s/ Arek Fressadi 
      Arek Fressadi, pro se 
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arek fressadi Search

About 32 results (0.11 seconds)

Arek Fressadi facing criminal damage charge - Sonoran News
May 11, 2011 ... BY LINDA BENTLEY | MAY 11, 2011. Arek Fressadi facing
criminal damage charge. M&I Bank files motion to convert Fressadi's bankruptcy
to ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/.../frontpage-fressadi.html

Judge calls Fressadi's conduct 'abhorrent to the ... - Sonoran
Oct 27, 2010 ... arek fressadi CAVE CREEK – Arek Fressadi lives in Tucson
and has publicly touted at public meetings that he's “living in exile from Cave
Creek ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101027/front_Fressadi.html

Fressadi ticks off bankruptcy judge / August 3, 2011 / Sonoran
Aug 3, 2011 ... fressadi PHOENIX – On July 19, U.S. Bankruptcy Judge Eileen W.
Hollowell dismissed Arek Fressadi's bankruptcy case, based on her ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/.../frontpage-fressadi.html

Fressadi files for bankruptcy / January 19, 2011 / Sonoran News
Jan 19, 2011 ... arek fressadi CAVE CREEK – On Jan. 7, Maricopa County
Superior Court Judge John Rea, after taking the matter under advisement,
ordered ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/.../frontpage-Fressadi.html

Board of adjustment grants variance / November 24 ... - Sonoran
Nov 24, 2010 ... During public comment, Arek Fressadi said, “This is not a land
use issue. It is a contract issue.” Fressadi stated Michael Golec, the previous ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/.../frontpage-Variance.html

Fressadi continues rampage against town ... - Sonoran News
Dec 29, 2010 ... arek fressadi CAVE CREEK – The day after Christmas, Arek

Fressadi penned a letter to Board of Adjustment Chair Fred Mueller alleging the
...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/.../frontpage-Fressadi.html

Fressadi dubbed a 'serial pro se litigator' / February ... - Sonoran
Feb 23, 2011 ... arek fressadi PHOENIX – On Feb. 10, M&I Marshall & Ilsley
Bank filed a motion for stay relief and adequate protection from the Chapter 11 ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/.../frontpage-Fressadi.html

Fressadi expands vendetta against town ... - Sonoran News
Dec 22, 2010 ... arek fressadi and adam trenk Arek Fressadi (l), who has filed
numerous lawsuits against the town, is pictured talking with Councilman Adam ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/.../frontpage-Fressadi.html

Front Page News / August 3, 2011 / Sonoran News
Aug 3, 2011 ... PHOENIX – On July 19, U.S. Bankruptcy Judge Eileen W.
Hollowell dismissed Arek Fressadi's bankruptcy case, based on her
memorandum ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/110803/frontpage.html
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Fressadi brings new Notice of Claim / January 5, 2011 / Sonoran
arek fressadi On Jan. 3, the same day he was scheduled to appear in court for
oral arguments in M&I Marshall & Ilsley Bank's foreclosure action against his ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/.../frontpage-Fressadi.html
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arek fressadi Search

About 32 results (0.18 seconds)

Fressadi 'living in exile from Cave Creek'/ July 21 ... - Sonoran
Jul 21, 2010 ... Arek Fressadi 'living in exile from Cave Creek'. Bookmark and
Share. ian cordwell Planning Director Ian Cordwell told the planning commission
...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/100721/frntpg_Fressadi.html

Cave Creek sends Home Rule alternative ... - Sonoran News
Nov 3, 2010 ... arek fressadi CAVE CREEK – Call to the Public brought Arek

Fressadi to the podium during Monday night's council meeting. Now that he's ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/.../front_HomeRule.html

Front Page News / May 11 – 17, 2011 / Sonoran News
May 11, 2011 ... Arek Fressadi facing criminal damage charge. M&I Bank files
motion to convert Fressadi's bankruptcy to Chapter 7. CAVE CREEK – Despite ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/110511/frontpage.html

April 18 marks open space acquisition kick-off event - Sonoran
Mar 25, 2009 ... Fressadi CAVE CREEK – Several years ago, Arek Fressadi was
attempting to create a subdivision, which he initially advertised as “Casas de ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2009/090325/index.html

Board of adjustment – USMC style / January 20, 2010 / Sonoran
Jan 20, 2010 ... During public comment, Arek Fressadi stated he is the owner of
the property to the north. While Fressadi stated he has “a great deal of ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/100120/FrntPgBoard.html

Front Page News / December 22 – 28, 2010 / Sonoran News
Dec 22, 2010 ... arek frassadi Fressadi expands vendetta against town to AG's
office. 'Given three of the six sitting council members are members of the bar, ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101222/frontpage.html

Lawsuits de Fressadi - Sonoran News
Mar 25, 2009 ... Fressadi CAVE CREEK – Several years ago, Arek Fressadi

(right) was attempting to create a subdivision, which he initially advertised as ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2009/090325/frtpgFressadi.html

Front Page News / October 27 – November 2, 2010 / Sonoran
Oct 27, 2010 ... CAVE CREEK – Arek Fressadi lives in Tucson and has publicly
touted at public meetings that he's “living in exile from Cave Creek.” Soon ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101027/frontpage.html

Keep reading - Sonoran News
Dec 15, 2010... Arek Fressadi pulled a candidate packet to run for mayor of Cave Creek,
threatening to unseat Mayor Vincent Francia, whom he referred to in ...
www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/.../frontpage-CCcouncil.html

Front Page News / January 19 – 25, 2011 / Sonoran News
Jan 18, 2011 ... arek fressadi M&I Bank granted summary judgment against
Fressadi in foreclosure action. CAVE CREEK – On Jan. 7, Maricopa County ...
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arek fressadi Search

About 29 results (0.10 seconds)

Front Page News / January 5 – 11, 2011 / Sonoran News
Jan 5, 2011 ... 2, Arek Fressadi was ringing in the New Year by e-mailing Cave

Creek officials yet another Notice of Claim with a Revised Offer of Settlement in ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/110105/frontpage.html

Front Page News / December 29, 2010 – January 4, 2011 /

...Dec 29, 2010 ... CAVE CREEK – The day after Christmas, Arek Fressadi penned

a letter to Board of Adjustment Chair Fred Mueller alleging the town had ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101229/frontpage.html

Front Page News / November 3 – 9, 2010 / Sonoran News
Nov 3, 2010 ... CAVE CREEK – Call to the Public brought Arek Fressadi to the

podium during Monday night's council meeting. Now that he's pulled a mayoral ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101103/frontpage.html

"My View" by Don Sorchych / November 17, 2010 / Sonoran News
Nov 17, 2010 ... Ex-citizen Arek Fressadi (he lives in Tucson) has said he will run

for mayor against current incumbent and mayor for the last ten years, Vincent ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101117/myview.html

Front Page News / December 15 – 21, 2010 / Sonoran News
Dec 16, 2010... School House Road being in judicial foreclosure proceedings filed

by M&I Marshall and Ilsley Bank, Arek Fressadi pulled a candidate packet ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/101215/frontpage.html

Your View / July 28, 2010 / Sonoran News
Jul 28, 2010 ... Arek Fressadi “living in exile from Cave Creek” is supposed to do what? Make

us feel sorry for him? Are you kidding? That's not the issue.

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/100728/yourview.html

Front Page News / July 21 – 27, 2010 / Sonoran News
Jul 21, 2010 ... Arek Fressadi 'living in exile from Cave Creek'. ian cordwell

CAVE CREEK – During Thursday's planning commission meeting, Planning ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/100721/frontpage.html

Front Page News / February 23 – March 1, 2011 / Sonoran News
Feb 23, 2011 ... AREK FRESSADI Based upon debtor's acknowledged financial

condition, no plan of reorganization would have any realistic chance of being ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2011/110223/frontpage.html

Thorstenson parcel goes to council with ... - Sonoran News
Jul 21, 2010 ... Arek Fressadi, who lives in Tucson, was in favor of the rezoning

and said, “Cave Creek is a Western Town … A property that sticks out like a ...

www.sonorannews.com/archives/2010/.../frntpg_Thorstenson.html
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Las Casas de Fressadi ... 
3-lot split or 8-lot subdivision? 
By Linda Bentley 

CAVE CREEK -Leek Fnssadi Sfst came to the attention of lhe Ssnoran News last yew alter 
lit61 appearmng at a Cave Creek Town Council meeling, cletming to be a Cave C n s k  re!.ident. 
u, speak in favor of the Soulhvr?s: Sands projec: and denouncing tne IJs~n'S hojgepodge 
rnaener of development. 
He :hen anended a Carefree Town Council meeting, claiming to be a Carefree restden, and 
Scohe in favor of the rezoning of :ha NorVlSart mrner of Cave Creek R ~ a d  ana (:arebee 
Highway 
Zcizens began asking. 'LVno is  :his guy.)' 
Research began. 

Cnli! " 

Tho-. .n Fecr~arf  29C2 i,eaa.ai JPSiod (3, %u w'jtq Qern8.m mom ma lono 0 Care C~CI 
One was t r  graa8ng a Jnb,ewal :? a 0ne.md.s-half-ac'o Parcr: '211-10-003) a1 j7325 N 
Scnool rlo.r? F a d .  Tr.e i lher ,,as lo II:.~,. cdlverl and arwa a;rcn clr the adl l~eh: 
4 45-scre parcel 1211-10-0101 11 37934 N $shoo1 House Roar: 
Arex ;ons*ruuoo .LC .:,as 1 1 ~ 4  56 lhe sn l3c to l  for 00th pr09ds iodouer. :*e ?sq jlrar cf  
C~~I~CIO,I sdspmaea Arer Ccnj lwnlons ltcelror on OC!OWI 21 20L1 
' M e n  me rm,8n cononed ' .esadl a M ~ 1  h s  s,sobnaea ltcenra. Fr?srsdl reaue:lea '.I3I It.*\ ~ . ~ . . ~  ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~. 
change nip Pe<rni:s 1c vi;ser;builder. 

than Jne rsngle-tamly le?.idenc~ 0: a time 

i in:. to ,he BChra house R c ~ d  addrec~ unuedea some m3.e intererln? m b m l l r c  730L1 
me ~rcirc! ?-.re was a 'For Sale' vgn ivth OmChurOr a1 ;he f w l  of me dlluraar 'hs 
brcct.,res are In. 4rek Fnesaaa .LC Clanrnna t o e  'an Arcnfremnl bes'on 6 t..?;rr,c toon . ~~~. " 
company I!? Cad€ CreeY. Arizona - 

a webrate addrzis wrn.6esrau't.com 

fmlc.nhnnF. ' - .--. . -. . -, . 
Jim Tuity 01 Tull-Hoe. LLC ;"as vmhinp he was contrszed br Fres:adi to 
rnslall Re undemround u;ibtles for me hed reflecrec an siarl-la; . . ~ ~ 

~.YJNI*,D". 
' , 'hen  Cave Creel'.'% OitP-301 af Pannng .an Coavcr  war conta--9 awu l  rbz a xm?!on 119 
saa . 3001 r m v  an9fnmg a b z t  2 suMvtm : $nIy approuec a t h r ~ - b 1  S;I,I. 
A few nnulor .ale,. Fr~srad. aDoearea a: $on=ran Nexr He seemed co-rnea us1 there 
*ere gueSmns Own2 asked amul ?I wojec; 
Vhcn FreuaEl nas conhnted about me rvbdmsen ne calrneL. 01 \re: onty a ihlsc-lo' sy'll 
beLluSe ma one-anl a nslf-acre Darca was not nrr and was ownro bv Ins C*%.ntt#cr . ~ ~ , ~ -  ~~ . 
Sroup. LTO. vrhlch Fressadi ua& is a gro Singapore. HoKn,z~ aozording 
lo the Nevada SecreIav ot S:at,. FressaB of The Cvternetics 
GIGLO. a 'ied?da COf$Qral.ln Edward .MaSK s ;osIea as t re~surg.  
The Cyoenetlcr G ~ L P  is also the pnnapal ana nanager c l  Are< Construnon. listma 
F:essado as l l e  i r n d o v e ~ ~ ~ a . ~ + , m n  WOW . .,.. --- , ~~- -. 
~ r e s ~ a d i  i i ~ m e d r n ~ t  me leason h a  rmos was ouspenaea was because ne jesr d1dn7 n n p a  
it. chng he didn'l r e d  il at me 6me ano re :*as w poinl m s ~ o m i n p  51.l)m fur a l e n s =  
he aLUn.1 need. 

'4 
omeh*8$e. ;I sppeors that Fressaci ur.1~ unable lc 
judgment ana a clalm aoainst his bordtog 

company. 
s a d  she h o w 5  of no COrnDanv that v.itl 

brmer ernplo'lee of ma Reoutrar >! CGntraasnr also oal? thal allhough m Sam. rJses 
WnIIaROfs mmhl be a b a  !o &la" 3orotno %..-.A a co-saaner. no1 uamr W S e  conddnonn. The 

;f 
throe omar banding w w a m e s  Sonoran N rrr aul:mG confirrnea ~ m i a .  natemrnt 
Them ,mete tmo valid a w i e m r  iiled w in  e Registrar agalnsr Arer Ccnslrudlon. 
Bluca Tnolo, o l  hlerod8an Custom Caainels poke aSout lhe :omplain1 he Wed aner Frersadl 
refusrd to pay hmm far the Cbhnels contrac:k for h9 house ~n Ine Caretree i u k i n a o n  
Entr~da 
4 n r ~ > ~ q r  it waj a f-4 yeom ago. he Seamed 13 remember ~ n e  Cornan to b. ebc~r  516.650. 
Fres~aa, 018'66 T r i m  m amount mt was imusands less man ha am lo reme ;he calm. 
#dm emciJyeei ar~d exw?:e$ 10 7a.j Trnlo agreed 10 seme clln Fressadl :or lhousands less. GLENDALE 



just so ie would bs paid. Otherwise. he migh: have had to watt a year c,r more to go through 
the legal syslem just to be awarded 3 judgment, w h c l  as0 doe$ not en,sure immediate 
n2vmnnt . 
Jeny Tpton $1 T~pton Electrical Contraning knows that all t w  ruell. He x'ar the ore whc filed 
the other wmplaint against Fressadl for nonpayment. E:essadi owed Tiaton beheen 5;.000 
and Sb.OOO for eleclrical wort 01 the same house in Elrada. Tioton sziQ that FressaSi trled to 
'zente- with him ?or 5500. 
The Regismr decided in Bvor of Tizon. gr3ermg Fres~adi to pay FreSMdi appe3It?d the 
Regtarar's decision. And, even thwgh the coun upheld [hat decision. I r resadi ;pwale6 
-sin Fressaai 1 s t  again. He appealed again to a hiQner coun bul lanr rdhdrmr lhat appeal 
The ofiginal mmplaint was Red .n W year 2900. Tiuton st111 haYit  been wa. +Urn. amovgn 
he has had a legilimare daim 6 k d  with Fressadi's bondiog wmoany. Tipton sald !hey w u l d  
not relsase payment due to lhs pending app2als. 
There's more 
a d  rrautmrn of Scnora Drywall worked lor FresGadi. a years ago, on anothe~ housn in !he 
uninc0:poratei county island area on 64th Street. 
Trauma" said ihat Lressaci did not have a contraclor's llcenre when they sunell the j.,b and 
thal Fre558di semed  VEW ineroerienced Vhen the lob was comoletee!. Fressaa did nn! want 

~ . . . ~ ~  ~ . .~ ~ ~~ 

to Dav ror ;he chanaes a i d  exses he reauested ~ i i i n a n  6. 
- 

~&lkan  l a i r  ~ [ e s j a a l  t o s m i :  clams &un a<-a won Even *nth a mpcnzn8cs cdn against me 
p:oorrn, Fmssau' still IehSM 10 pa, Traulmn eventually mco vea px,mell fmrl a :: : 
csrnoanv nn9n n0 DOIOYBS Cressas conrefled lnc :ons:haon aan  o a momace 
~ u d y  8l;ir 31 Judy elaa'r R ~ S I ~ C C O I I B Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  h26 had I judgmerrt enmred againsi=kss;nel 
exceeding S5.000. She file4 her csmplatnt in July 2001 
Again. Fresradl appealed main. Fressadi 10s: 
R e w d s  indmcate that Fressadi has lust satlsBed the ludoinent awarded Blair m Minrch o- Ann1 . - 
o i  this y e ~ r  

. PJSO in ~ u l y  2001. Frefsaai. on behalf or iuek Conslrunien. LLC. t-ded a Noti:e and Claim 
o: Lien against himself and his wife far omprowments made to me proterry they clvroed at 
6452 E.  Sklnner D"vt in Cave Sreek in the amwnt of 591.500 He cied the nanre of 
#mp:ovements as "general contracling l awr  and mawriats." 
il IS presumed that thls wan filed w tnzl he 7mld be the flrsl 1tan.nOlde:r against 11;s m,? 
proporrj. marring others' M o m  lo colleo from him. 
ih?:e's more. 
In Fcbrualy 195:. Enc Roben Freed, Patricia i l len  'reec. alont wlth trlelr sons Jllred Hobert 
Freed and Chams &nure*/ Ffeee Ztea ror and were oranled name changes in the? Sups?rior 
Coun 0: Cnzona to 4rek Fresszdi. Patreece K. Frersadt, Gaired Fressridi anc Delrack E l .  
Fressadi. res3edivelv 

arted why rhk !amlly rnangsd meir names. Frersadi said. '"That's peo~nal:. 
On May 1. ?ully PrWded Fressadi with a pronosal to do the installat#o,l of a2Dro>1mately 700 
feet d 4 7 s  Primary. C A N  and telephone conduit for Si.000 with 50 percent 3 0 ~ n  2nd 
balance due "con comoletion 
HIS blQ soec&atl), exdiked hard dig. hammer time. impon or expon of matenal. vegetallon sr 
re-vegelatlon of landscape. 11 was P umple, straightfonvara. one-page proposal 
FreSSdU8 raswndsd on Islay 9 w m  a four-page Sukonl ramr Ag\greemt?nt set in small tyw. 
ion l in ing paragaph upon paragraph of I s a t  language that would .hold tne Co?sWctlon 
Manager harmless from all thabltlty : 
Freisadl signed thz contracl for Arek F r e w d i  LLC as 'ID Manape? and allacned im 
addendum lhat culliced the mDe of vjorl. to include all the exclusionr in Tu1ly.s ~pr(nposl as 
well as a myri3d 0: extrss for a to:al of SS.000. 'payable on ~nspacbn and aopm,al by rS. 
mmpletlon of a11 clean up. and the acceptance D the Ou,ner.' 
hbi le Tultv haa also dniie5 a proparal for the water line instelbtions, rully c1alrno.d [ha,. 
FraSsadl wouldn'l sign it b m m t  it reflecled services to elght parcels. not four. a:: his 
aWl8cahon to the vraler m p a n y  implM. 
Acmrdim ID Tullv. Fressadi wanted him to wn:e a contract lhai only re!leaed sen-ic? lo four 
3a15ek. But do :he inrtallationr to all eiohl. ~. ~. 
B U ~ .  becau68 the Cave Creek 'Water c&&v must send all aoolicatons to o e  ;.ri;:o~r;~ 
:CI-I#O~ Comnos:v)n for aovova Freseaao : a s  laced .:.n 3-nw .11Iernrna 
kmc:ng 100ave Aoams at the Cavr CIWL &'ator Corpaay. Fressadl (axea a :ovy O' a 
saer to 1.0.f dnted Mar I5 :o lne Care Crecr k'dater Come3r> s:atln~ '3cr pr 8:ldnao s 
agreement ?,as JegenerarP.3 - It 3lW gal0 tn31 Fresbaa~ .YOL d be ~ t 0 0 a . n ~  pe+ nenl vn !PC 
$1 230 :neck n r  naa /rrrllsn Tu!v 

.;men Fresadi was asrw why i e  w2s ~100ping payment on the check he u:ro!e o Tulty-Hm 
he blammd 0Ptn hlr date book and said. 'You've stepped ov9r me line now.' ti i y ,  
'mt*sclual ~nlerference.' as he hastily scnwkd some ille$!ble notes in h!s book. 
i'mn asked wnat he meent. Fresszdi mid. 'You'll have lo ask rour attorney: 
He then Q l t  UD an0 made his way to L e  dm1 while saying. 'You've ~USI znswere:, all 31 my 
quesuons I hope W e  answered all c! yours: 
Thrss days bier all me ~nfomation about 'La Casas de i reuaai '  wem rmoved 'ton hcs 
websit8 
*r "as a so sonce engeged me lega servces 09 Car0 -vnn de Czondcfly -.m wnmr r e  
mended a recent Tezllng with Cormell and -own tflanager Usama 4bulbaraP 
Accord np lo C~rmuell Cesrad ndnwteu O U S V ~  meor meetng Inat he mgnt d e c i e  I? :el the 
Dances r r t saa  a' D I C C C ~ ~  "3 vzlt~ tne developwnl 
Tndre 5 m3rc 
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A.9 Sonoran News o August 7 - 13,2002 

Cave Creek Council nixes ~re4sadi's 'lot split' request 
By Llndn Bentley 

CAVE CREEK - Cave Creek 
Council unanimously 

lwllh Councilmen Gilbert 
liopez and Bruce Flickinger 
nbsent) turneddown a request 
by A I E ~  Fressadi for a lot split 
at Monday night's councll 
meeung after he announced 
hls intent was actually for an 
elght-lot subdivision. 

Planning Director Ian Cord- 
well said that Fressadi, has 
been working with the town for 
over a year on this project, 
has. already done a three-lot 
split on the adjacent parcel 
and the project will wentually 
be eight lots. 

Cordwell said there was 
now some question a s  to 
whether thid was actually a lot 
split or a subdivision. 

Although the applicant for 
the lot split was listed as 
Ralph Nisenbaum P.E.; it was 
Arek Fressadi representing 
the Cybernetics Group, a 
Nwada Corporation. preqent- 

the case to council. Al- 
ugh Ressadi claims to be 

only a minor shareholder. 
holding one share out of eight. 
he is listed as president and 
secretary of the corporation. 
which he prwiously stated 
was a group of investors from 
Singapore. 

Fressadl stated. The buy- 
ers of lots'one and two will 
probably split those lots too," 
declaring flnal bulld-out at 
eJght. 

He F e n  told council, that 
they had the ability to m v e  
the requirements and recited 
A.R.S. 9-463.01.M. which 
reads. "For any subdivision 
that consists of ten or fewer 
lots, tracts or parcels, each of 
which is of a ' size 'as pre- 
scribed by the legislative body: 
the legislative body of each 
munlcipaUty may waive the 
requirement to prepare, sub- 
mit and receive a p p r o 4  of a 
preliminary plat as  a condi- 
. tion precedent to submitting a 
Anal plat and may waive or re- 
duce Infrastrpcture standards 
or requirement* except for m- 
proved dust-controlled access 

Councilwoinan G 

Fressadi said, 'There n 
to be a certain amount of 

ments." Reasadi said he wouldn't 

Ressadl's own admission that ,  subdMsion statute. 
his intent Is to do elght lots!! With a motion and second 
He then said, "It would be a vi on the table to deny the lot 

' olation of the town's subdlvii split. Meeth made it very clear 
slon ordinance." [ that in denying the lot split, 

Fressadl mld counc council v& not, in any way, 
looklng out for the best maldng 'any sort of deal to 
est of the community." waive any requirements. 

He then threatened. "1 According to Abujbarah, 
" go fonvard With the su the town would not be able to 

sion and I can get 12 wave the requirements re- 
zoning would allow ,that. and/ \ quested by Fressadi since it 
I'll place two-story homes or/! 'had never incorporated that 
those lots." language into their subdivi- 

Shortly after Arek Fressadi told the Cave Creek Counci 
that he was looking out for the best interests of the com 
munity, he threatened, "I can go forward with the subdi 
vision and t can get 12 lots ... and I'll place two-stop 
homes on those lots." 
sion ordmance. application. 

Last word was Fressadl VIS- Abujbaah explained tha 
it&d hall the following the town had already done a1 
morning and demanded his the work, and once again 
money back for Ns lot-spllt Fressadi was turned down 
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I 
Fressad under investigation ~ 

,: 9, 2 , .  .,. , , 
I ,  I 

Town halts further ~ e c t  has undergone name time that he could be present. ready been issued, and.it @ lat- i 

lot splitting; will 
not issue building 
permits 
By Linda Bentley 

CAVE CREEK - On Feb. 27, 
Cave Creek Director of Plan- 
ning Ian Cordwe1 issued a let- 
ter to Arek Fressadi to inform 
him the town of Cave C m k  
would be  lacm me a hold on anv 

&nges. It wenc from "Las 
Casas de Fressadi." to the 
"Schoolhouse Project," and 
most recently has been called, 
"Scenic Vistas." The plans ap- 
pear the same under each 
name. 

When the t6wn realized 
Fressadi, by Ns own a m -  
sion dwlng a council meeting 
last year, planned to develop a 
subdivision, without .eoim 

M s a d i  fo*ded vulgar 
e m d  he imeived from Valen- 
tine to MayorrVincent Francia 
and Coundlwoman Shea Stan- 
field, that ' u c d  vulgar and 
racist 1zmq&'h  referring to 
Town ~an@er  Usama Ahu- 
jbarah. 

Cordwell's letter states, 
'The potential violation noted 
above'will be forwarded to the 
Town Marshal's Office for fur- 

funher spiimingLbfparcc~s 2 1 i- Ihrou@ rhc subdl&wn rher InvcsUgauon:' 
10-010and211-10-003 ~rocess, they refused hLs aupli- He made Fressndi a w m  Lf 

Fressadi purchased both catlon for- subsequent' jot Town ~ a r s h d ~ d a m  Stein de- 
parcels, totaling approximately splits. termines a yiolat~on of the 
six acres, in 2001 from Robert Fressadi then "sold a par- town's codegid in fact lake 
and Debi Ravenscroft under cel to Keith Vertes, who claims place, it woqld'be fonvarded on 
bizme clrcwnsrances, plac~ng he went to h @  scllool in Oho :o to\\,rl prosecutoc Mnrk IJ-  
one parcel under& name and with Fressadl. uansienuig title covIno ibr appropnale legal ac- 

, , one -under the name of the Cy- using a Quit-Claim ~ e e d  in a tion. ' " 

bemetlcs Group. whlch he no-money-down .transaction. . While under investjgation, 
" slgned foras the president. .Verbs irnmedlately applled for Cordwell advised Fressad that 

Fressadi applied for a a lot split. no bullding permits shall be is- 
three-lot spUt on one parcel. More recently, Fressadi sued for the construction. of 
However. he ' hired con'aac- "sold" a parcel to Keith Valen- any building or strucWre locat- 
tors to install infrastructure tine, a Mend of his from'San ed on a lot or parcel created by 
for eight lots and was mar; Mego, who applied f@ a lot the oi9giual lot division,, which 
ketlng the eight-lot subdivl- split, months prior to his no: may be ,in~lolation of the state 
sion as  'Las Casas de Freasa- money-do? purchw', and/or @an's subdivl,$on reg- 
dim on a website. After the town pulled ~ a k n -  ula'dons. , , 

LIke Fregsadi, whose name' h e ' s  lot-split application from Cordwell conc1uded;"ln the 
was once Edc Freed, the pro- council's agenda, unw such a event a bdding parnit has al- 

,.?*.2<irnW S l h i l X  ""$ . " '  

er learned the p a r w ~ a s  a e -  
*ed in violation of these rew- 
.Xtlons, the Town:may declare 

i 
.; nloratorium oIi'fconst-uctAon 
and require compliance with 
these. regulations and may 
lake Whatever steps necessary 
to insure compliance. In add- 
tion a stop shall be in place on 
the. furih?: division of ,the re- 
maining p%cels created by the 
original lpt Splits." 

Ivfqmq. Hanl Saba, who 
said ie'anh hi5 brother Abe 
were;%o upset by Valenme's 
r a c g  cornmen?,: submitted a 
le'tt to the edllor,, whlch Som 
mn pelus printed in the Feb. 
11 ewon. i 

Brice thp, Saba, who said 
in hisheiter he was "apwled, 
disgusted and furio~w'! by 
Valentine's bigow. received a 
phone message froni Fressa- 
di, who said, 'This is Arek 
F@ssadi calling for Hani Saba 1 

ofiAbe Saba, depending upon 
@ch name do you wish t a  

'I 



Fressad.i videotapes apology 
Continued 
weaving 
tangled web 
By Linda Bentley 

CAVE CREEK - Dressed in 
a suit, Arek Fressadk'with the 
assistance of his son Gaimd, 
videotaped himself apologizing 
to the town during the Call to 
the,Public segment of the Feb. 
17 Cave Creek Town Coundl 
meeting. 

Last year, Arek Fressadi 
was tumed down for a lot-split 

any money had 
changed hands. 
veItess lot sput was 
turned down at that 
time. 

Fressadi - then 
changed the o5cers 
listing for the Cyber- 
netics Gmup to re- 
flect Iany Frutkin, a 
Nevada resident 
agent, as the presi- 
dent. treasurer and 
secretary of .the Cy- 
bernetics Gmup. 

The case came 
application that have ~ O O u n c i l  with Arek Fressadi videotaped himself 
created a suMivision without 

' -to publicly apologizing to Town going through the required no longer have any 
lwer and costly subdivi. *n - the Manager Usama Abujbarah. 
sion pnxes.3. Cybm&cs Gmup. 
Fkssadi applied for the lot altbmgh he remajms as the title company. 

split under the name of his only listed qdi@g for When Fressadi sold his 
Nevada Cmmdiun the Cv- itsearaalamtmckdsslicenses hornem WMehom Pkce h - 

c-, L ~ D  as as as 

~mached the town for a lot he filled out himself, which, ac- sirlnedThe afRdiEdt cb behalf of I 
-&ton the same -1, &nu- curdmg to several realtors, th;: seller for Res+is an- f 
mgtohavepurchasedthepar- spansvpeculiar. cash sak of another -1 he ! 
celfron~messadl SRaal bmkas stated they sold on Bkck Mountam 

~ o w e v e r , a ~ & ~ e a d  Imwe-fiBedoutan Afi% 
was the only ' ' t &wit d m e .  ~t has 
& e d , d & r t d m r r l d  a h ~ q s b e m i ~ b y t h e  Soe Fressadi page C-l 

continued from page B-1 

counsel an the lot split mat- 
ter in Cgtp Creek. Aft4 more 
fully undastanding the situ- 
ation, 1 have chosen to de- 
cline his case.. 

'Please cancel the meeting 
we had previously set up for 
next Thursday morning and 
direct all future correspon- 
dence directly lo Mr. Valen- 
tine until such time as he re- 
tains a n  attorney who will 
contact you." 

Fdssadi has since told the 

town he bas a m t h 6  
for the lot he -sold- to Valen- 
tine. wbik a vmmam named 
Sequoia LynJames. an are- 
ma therapist from Seal 
Beach. Calif., has appJied for 
a lot split for the parcel arith 
the small house m which 
Fressadi claims to live. 

The recorder's &ice has 
no record of any sale to Lyn- 
James. Meanwhile, Ralph 
Nisenbaum and his p e e r  
Amel Jones, working as CBR 

Consultants, lot surveyor 
and civd engineer have been 
doing the lot splits and other 
drawings for Fressadi. 

E'ressadi brought Nisen- 
baum to one of his adminis- 
trative hearlngs before the 
Registrar of Contractors as 
an "expert witness." Nisen- 
baum has engineered draw- 
ings for Fressadi's planned 
eight-lot subd~vision while 
Jones has done lot splits for 
Fressadi. 



1-30-01 Partial list of victims of dishonest & vicious attacks by Sorchych/Sonoran News: 

 
First major target/victim.  Repetitive attacks by Sorchych ending up in his recall: 

 
     (602) 488-2549  fax: (602) 488-1245 
Ex-Mayor Bernard Buffenstein 
P. O. Box 4382 
Cave Creek, Arizona  85331 
 
 
 
Strong equestrian spokesmen in the community.  Early conflicts with Sorchych:  

 
     (602) 488-5440 
Claire Ross 
 
     (602) 488-2622  
Roger Kull 
P. O. Box 1863 
Cave Creek, Arizona  85327 
 
 
Current president of the local chamber of commerce, Tina Bruess.   

 
     488-3363 (5/10/99) 
Tina Bruess  
CAREFREE/CAVE CREEK  
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
P.O. Box 734 
Carefree, Arizona 85377 
 
 
Ex-Carefree Mayor Hugh Stevens 

 
Ex-Carefree Councilman Stu Spalding 

 
 
Ex-Cave Creek Mayor Tom Augherton 

 
His mother-in-law, Ex-Cave Creek P&Z Chair Joan Dodd 

 
     (602) 996-9910  fax: (602) 494-9303  
Joan Dodd 
REALTY EXECUTIVES 
11211 North Tatum #130 
Phoenix, Arizona  85028 
 
Her son, landowner Lance Dodd 

 



Ex-Cave Creek Councilman David Phelps 

 
Ex-Cave Creek Councilman Peter Cure 

 
Ex-Cave Creek Councilman Ellen Sands 

 
 
Ex-Town Attorneys Tom Irvine & Ellen Van Riper 

 
     (602) 230-8080  fax: (602) 230-0105 
Ellen M. Van Riper 
Thomas K. Irvine 
IRVINE VAN RIPER 
1419 North 3rd Street #100 
Phoenix, Arizona  85004-0105 
 
Ex-Cave Creek Town Manager Kerry A. Dudek  

 
Ex-Cave Creek Planning Director Ron Short 

 
Ex-Cave Creek Councilman & local artist Lester Rechlin  

 
His partner/girlfriend Roberta Toombs 

 
 
Local Developer Bud Owings 

 
Previous Neighboring landowner, Kent Myers 

 
     M: 390-3375   P: 310-2467 
     488-1616  fax: same with turn-on instructions 
     200-9474 
Kent Myers 
P. O. Box 4074 
Cave Creek, Arizona  85331 
 
 
Head of fight to save Spur Cross Ranch – Gary Schmidt 

 
     (480) 488-5922  fax: (480) 595-0487 
Gary Schmitt 
P. O. Box 514  
Cave Creek, Arizona  85327 
 
 



Previous Publisher Editor of the Foothills Sentinel: 
 
                                                                                 F:  (480) 473-0324  M: (602) 761-3218 
     (480) 483-0977  fax: (480) 948-0496 
Cheryl Duncan Dudgeon 
INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPERS, INC. 
11000 North Scottsdale Road #210 
Scottsdale, Arizona  85254 
 
 
Possible Source of additional information:  

     (480) 488-3436 ext. 103  fax: 488-4779 
Ellen Parker, Publisher & Editor 
     (480) 488-3436 ext. 105  fax: 488-4779 
Mark Monday, Reporter 
THE FOOTHILLS SENTINEL 
6042 Hidden Valley Drive 
Post Office Box 1569 
Cave Creek, Arizona 85327 
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BY LINDA BENTLEY | MAY 11, 2011

Arek Fressadi facing criminal damage charge

M&I Bank files motion to convert Fressadi’s bankruptcy to Chapter 7

Because his property is

in foreclosure and he’s

been unable to extract

monetary settlements

from the people he sold

neighboring parcels to,

Arek Fressadi has been

accused of demolishing

improvements to his

School House Road

property and causing

$75,000 in damage to

his neighbor’s property. 

Photo by Linda Bentley

CAVE CREEK – Despite M&I Marshall & Ilsley Bank having filed a judicial foreclosure against his

School House Road property in April 2010, Arek Fressadi has been undoing improvements made to

the property, some of which were done prior to M&I making the loan.

Fressadi peeled up the driveway when he was unable to extract monetary settlements by suing

the three neighboring property owners to whom he sold parcels.

In October 2010, Fressadi demolished a retaining wall on his property that was an integral part of

a retaining wall system on the neighbors’ property.

The destruction of the lower retaining wall caused the neighbor’s wall to fail.

Approximately two weeks later, Fressadi went to town hall and signed a code compliance

complaint against his neighbors for maintaining a faulty retaining wall, making it clear he tore

down the wall to damage his neighbor’s property, causing approximately $75,000 in damage.

The town prosecutor filed a misdemeanor criminal damage charge against Fressadi in December.

Although a bench trial (to be decided by a judge), Fressadi filed a motion for a change of venue,

which is what someone would file if he felt he could not receive a fair trial due to the jury pool. A

change of venue would not change the judge.

Cave Creek Municipal Court Judge George Preston took Fressadi’s motion as a request for a

change of judge and transferred the case to the Desert Ridge Justice Court, where it is scheduled

to be heard on June 22.

Meanwhile, Fressadi has filed a flurry of motions in U.S. Bankruptcy Court, where, on April 20,

Bankruptcy Judge Eileen Hollowell granted M&I’s motion for stay relief with respect to his School
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House property.

Fressadi filed a notice of appeal on April 28.

Fressadi has also Quit Claimed the property to Scenic Vistas, a company owned by Fressadi and

his son Derrack Fressadi, claiming a priority lien of approximately $325,000, for improvements

made to the property, although the lien was admittedly never perfected.

Fressadi’s Bankruptcy Attorney Jay Powell filed a motion on April 11 to withdraw as counsel of

record, citing “a direct conflict of interest has risen” and said he could “no longer provide effective

assistance to debtor.”

Powell stated, “There has been a significant breakdown in the attorney-client relationship leading

to irreconcilable differences which has risen to the level at which counsel can no longer ethically

provide effective assistance of counsel,” and said he filed the motion to withdraw “after a lengthy

discussion with the debtor.”

Two days later, Powell filed a request for an emergency hearing on his motion to withdraw, motion

to continue the evidentiary hearing and motion to continue deadlines.

Powell, who filed a motion to immediately withdraw as counsel of record, reiterated the

“significant breakdown in the attorney-client relationship leading to irreconcilable differences”

rising to a level at which Powell could no longer ethically provide effective assistance of counsel.

Powell pointed out Fressadi had begun filing his own documents as a pro se litigant and that

Fressadi would continue pro se until he finds substitute counsel.

On April 28, M&I filed a motion requesting the court convert Fressadi’s Chapter 11 bankruptcy

case to Chapter 7.

Attorney Hilary Barnes of the Cavanagh Law Firm, representing M&I, stated cause existed for

conversion based on the circumstances before the court.

Barnes noted Fressadi was using cash collateral – rent collected for the School House property –

“without consent or accounting for such use, he has not filed a budget for his monthly spending

despite being directed to do so, he’s filed no operating reports and recently indicated that he

transferred the real property to a company owned by the debtor and his son.”

Barnes goes on to say the plan of reorganization filed by Fressadi was patently unconfirmable and

there were no circumstances before the court indicating creditors would be better served by the

case remaining in Chapter 11.

She stated administration by a Chapter 7 Trustee, an independent third party, would be better

able to investigate and disclose the debtor’s assets and administer the estate for the benefit of

creditors.

Fressadi’s Summary of Schedules reflected $317,000 in assets and $1.2 million in liabilities.

Schedule A shows Fressadi owns a residence in Tucson worth $118,000 that is unencumbered.

Although Fressadi indicated he receives $1,600 per month from employment and $566 in food and

medical welfare from the state, he provided no disclosure as to the source of the $1,600.

The same schedule shows Fressadi receives $1,250 per month in rent from a tenant residing at

the School House Road property.

However, Barnes points out, the rent constitutes M&I’s cash collateral and M&I has not consented

and will not consent to the use of that cash collateral.

While the schedules show Fressadi has only $606 in disposable income per month, Barnes said the
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calculation includes M&I’s cash collateral. Deducting the cash collateral from the amounts available

to pay expenses would result in a negative monthly cash flow.

Further, Fressadi ignored the stay relief granted to M&I with regard to the School House Road

property and refused to take into account it could not be used as part of the plan.

Fressadi also acknowledged in his plan that the Scenic Vistas mechanic’s lien is unperfected.

Barnes raised “numerous other problematic provisions” with Fressadi’s plan, including payment to

counsel that has yet to be retained, as required by the Bankruptcy Code.

Barnes also notes Fressadi has already damaged parts of the property and has therefore

demonstrated his capacity to inflict substantial loss to assets of the estate.

And, despite the court’s specific order requiring he file a budget accounting for his personal

expenditures, Fressadi has failed to do so.

In closing Barnes states, “Finally, the debtor filed his Chapter 11 bankruptcy petition in a bad faith

attempt to abuse the judicial and reorganization process. As noted in the Stay Relief Motion, 10

days after the superior court granted summary judgment in favor of M&I, the debtor filed the

bankruptcy case in an obvious effort to prevent the superior court from entering its final order

allowing M&I to judicially foreclose on the real property.”

Barnes urged the court to grant conversion, allowing a Chapter 7 Trustee to investigate and then

effectively administer the estate. She asserted there are no unusual circumstances before the

court to establish Chapter 11 is in the best interest of the estate’s creditors and stated dismissal is

not a better alternative.

Copyright © 2011 Sonoran News
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- Real estate trickery, schemes and games 
By Debi Ravenscroft, 
Nevada City, CA 
Regarding the recent article "Council deadlocks on Vertes lot split," Vice Mayor Ralph 
Mozilo was still feeling uncomfortable with the "sale" and asked Town Attorney Bill 
Farrell, "what protection does the town have against a scam from occurring?" 
HMMM ... As I read the story by Linda Bentley and then read it again, I just had to 
laugh. Please assist me in letting Bill Fnrrell know that if Arek Fressadi, Cybernetics 
Group or anything even remotely related to them is involved in a real estate deal you can 
bet that somewhere hidden in the MOUNDS of paperwork and smoke screens there is 
sure to be a scan1 lurking. 
I have had the unfortunate "pleasure" of selling the piece of property in question to Mr. 
Fressadi and I assure you that was more than a year of real estate trickery, schemes and 
games. He is a master. 
I urge the beautiful town of Cave Creek to proceed with caution. 



Arek Fressadi 

PO Box 4791 

Cave Creek, AZ 85327 

480.437.9008 

Fax 480.437.9007 

arek@fressadi.com 

Robert B. Ravenscroft Jr. 

Debi L. Ravenscroft 

10901 Mill Springs Drive 

Nevada City, CA 95959-9595 
February 29, 2004 

Re: Defamation, libel per se. 

Dear Robert and Debi: 

Defamation is a communication that brings a person into contempt, disrepute or 

ridicule, or otherwise injures the person's reputation. Libel is written 
defamation. - 
On April 13, 2000, you entered into a contract with Arek Construction to sell 

37737 Schoolhouse Rd. On April 14, 2000, you entered into another contract to 

sell the same property to another party and then attempted to weasel your way 

out of your contract with Arek Construction. 

We filed a Lis Pendens to quiet title and you lost. You and your attorneys smartly 

agreed to settle to avoid additional damages because in addition to the fraud of 

selling your land twice, you also misrepresented it: 

1. You represented the property was attached to public sewer when it was 

not. 

2. You represented that the land would be surveyed when it was not. 

3. You misrepresented the condition of the property in your Seller 

disclosure statement. 

In the Sonoran News article, you claim that: 
" T h i i n g  that their property was sold, the Ravenscrofis notified their tenant who was renting the house on 
the property, who subsequently moved out. The Ravenscrofis were now unable to rent the property out to 
anyone else." 



- At the time o f  contract, the house was vacant, abandoned-the house had no 

appliances, no heat, no airr-conditioning, and broken windows. Water ran black 

from the pipes- pitch blac:k! In fact, the listing agreement is for land and you 

refused to sell the house \with any kind o f  seller warranty. 

Yet you claim that you lost a tenant because o f  me? Who were you renting the 
house to Debi- cockroaches? Rats? 

You made it virtually impossible to  finance the acquisition o f  your property and 

close. I suspect that another buyer was offering you a better deal. 

On two occasions, you have written letters to  the editor o f  the Sonoran News 

continuing your egregious mendacity with the sole intent of  harming my 
reputation. 

Debi- your letters to  the e!ditor and the article written by Linda Bentley based 

upon your information is t;extbook libel. 

You have two options: 

Publicly retract your libel 1:o my satisfaction, or I'll see you in Court. 

Respgctfully submitted, 

Arek Fressadi 


