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REASONS WHY ORAL ARGUMENT SHOULD BE HEARD 

 Amici respectfully request leave to participate in oral argument of this case.  

As explained in the following section, Amici have a direct interest in the outcome 

of this appeal.  Amici respectfully believe that their experience and expertise could 

assist the Court in the consideration of the facts and legal questions at issue.  

Therefore, Amici respectfully request leave to participate in oral argument of this 

case on the calendared date of February 5, 2013.  If the Court grants leave, Amici 

are prepared to designate counsel for oral argument and comply with all local rules 

immediately upon that notice. 

INTERESTS OF THE AMICI1 

Rhode Island Legal Services (RILS) has provided legal assistance and 

representation to thousands of Rhode Island’s low-income individuals and families 

for over four decades.  RILS is now expanding to create a Foreclosure Prevention 

Project, as a result of a recent two-year, $1.57 million grant from the office of 

Attorney General Peter Kilmartin.  RILS does not represent any clients in the 

group of consolidated cases currently before the Court of Appeals, but expects to 

represent clients in matters before the federal district court’s Special Master in the 

future.  Therefore, RILS has a direct interest in ensuring that Rhode Island’s 
                                                 
1 Pursuant to Rule 29(c)(5), Amici state that no counsel for a party has authored this 
brief in whole or in part and no person or entity, other than Amici, their members 
or their counsel, has made a monetary contribution to the preparation or 
submission of this brief. 
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federal mediation program remains in place, so that RILS’s current and future 

clients are able to take advantage of the critical legal protections put in place there 

to help them save their homes. 

The Brennan Center for Justice at N.Y.U. School of Law (“Brennan 

Center”)2 is a non-partisan public policy and law institute that focuses on core 

issues of democracy and justice, including the importance of equal access to justice 

for low-income families.  The Brennan Center advocates nationally for the benefits 

of providing counsel and fair courts to homeowners facing foreclosure, in order to 

mitigate the costs of unnecessary foreclosures for families, communities and the 

economy as a whole.    

The National Consumer Law Center (“NCLC”) is a nonprofit advocacy 

organization that seeks to build economic security and family wealth for low-

income and other economically disadvantaged Americans.  NCLC is widely 

recognized as the nation’s premier expert on foreclosure mediation programs, and 

has used its expertise to promote best practices around the nation.3  NCLC submits 

this Brief on behalf of its low-income clients. 

                                                 
2 This brief does not purport to represent the opinions of N.Y.U. School of Law. 
3 See, e.g., Geoff Walsh, National Consumer Law Center, Rebuilding America: 
How States Can Save Millions of Homes through Foreclosure Mediation (February 
2012), http://www.nclc.org/images/pdf/foreclosure_mortgage/mediation/report-
foreclosure-mediation.pdf.   
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Direct Action for Rights and Equality (DARE) is a grassroots membership 

organization that works on a wide range of issues affecting low income and 

minority residents of Rhode Island.  DARE has organized homeowners and tenants 

who face their loss of their homes as a result of foreclosures into a statewide Bank 

Tenant and Homeowner Association.  The Association educates its members about 

the foreclosure process and connects them to legal and financial counseling 

services.  Both DARE and the Association advocate for policies to ameliorate the 

impact of the foreclosure crisis such as a statewide foreclosure mediation law and a 

just cause eviction law for tenants and former homeowners who reside in 

foreclosed properties.  One of the Association’s members is a plaintiff in a case on 

the district court’s foreclosure docket. 

The Housing Network of Rhode Island (HNRI) is a state association of 

twenty non-profit Community Development Corporations (CDCs), whose 

activities include housing counseling for homeowners facing foreclosure by HUD 

certified counselors.  HNRI’s housing counselors help homeowners avoid 

foreclosure by negotiating loan modifications and obtaining foreclosure prevention 

assistance from Rhode Island’s Hardest Hit Fund and other sources.  HNRI also 

advocates for policies to ameliorate the impact of the foreclosure crisis on Rhode 

Island homeowners such as local ordinances requiring mediation between 
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homeowners and financial institutions prior to foreclosure as well as a statewide 

mediation law. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 Rhode Island, like the nation at large, remains mired in a foreclosure crisis. 

From January 2009 through December 2011 there were a total of 6,740 actual 

foreclosures filed throughout Rhode Island.4  Another 896 foreclosure deeds were 

filed in the first six months of 2012.5  In the third quarter of 2012, the state’s 

mortgage delinquency rate was 8.71 percent.6  If all of these distressed properties 

are lost to foreclosure, thousands of homeowners and tenants will lose their homes; 

lenders and investors will lose millions of dollars; and the state will lose millions 

more in lost revenues and public costs.   

This crisis has taken hold of the docket of the Rhode Island federal court; the 

number of foreclosure-related cases before the court has exploded from a nominal 

number in prior years to a total of 752 cases active during 2012.  (11-mc-0088-M-

LDA, Doc. 1740, at 2.)7  Accordingly, and after consulting with counsel for both 

                                                 
4 HousingWorksRI, Foreclosures in Rhode Island: Third Annual Special Report 3 
(Spring 2012), http://www.housingworksri.org/sites/default/files/HWRISpRprt-
Foreclosures2012.pdf.   
5 HousingWorksRI, 2012 Housing Fact Book 59 (2012), 
http://www.housingworksri.org/sites/default/files/HWRIfactbook2012.pdf. 
6 Fewer Reach Foreclosure, Even as Delinquencies Rise, Providence Journal, Nov. 
16, 2012, available at http://www.rhodeislandhousing.org/filelibrary/Fewer 
%20reach%20foreclosure,%20even%20as%20delinquencies%20rise,%2011-16-
2012%20Projo.pdf. 
7 The Special Master’s Third Report (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740) is attached 
as an addendum to this brief. 
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sides, the court has used its authority to appoint a Special Master tasked with 

resolving these cases equitably and efficiently.  As proven repeatedly by similar 

programs around the nation, settlement conferences help borrowers and lenders to 

negotiate affordable loan modifications that restore value to distressed mortgage 

loans and keep families in their homes.   

The issue on appeal is whether this process is a proper use of the court’s 

discretion, and whether it protects the rights of the parties.  The record shows that 

the court’s order, as implemented by the Special Master, was a proper exercise of 

the court’s equitable and inherent powers.  The process underway is not just fair 

and efficient; it will save millions of dollars for the parties and the state of Rhode 

Island.  This Court should reject Appellants’ claims and affirm the order of the 

district court.  

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Procedural History of the Appeal 

 This appeal arises out of the response by the federal district court of Rhode 

Island to a barrage of foreclosure related lawsuits that were initially removed from 

state court by financial industry defendants. (See Brief of the Defendants-

Appellants at 12.)  To manage this large and growing docket, the district court’s 

Chief Judge assigned all of these cases to a single judge and magistrate.  After 

taking control of the docket, Judge John J. McConnell, Jr. met with counsel who 
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regularly conduct foreclosures in Rhode Island.  Based on those discussions, the 

court issued a case management Order on August 26, 2011.  The Order 

“established a Master Docket, called for liaison counsel, and stayed all mortgage 

foreclosure cases in order to manage its large docket and to allow an organized 

settlement process to proceed unencumbered by the distractions and burdens 

associated with litigation.” In re Mortgage Foreclosure Cases, No. 11-mc-88-M-

LDA, 2012 WL 3011760, at *2 (D. R.I. July 23, 2012).   

Thereafter, pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 53 and the Court’s “inherent 

authority,” Judge McConnell appointed former Bank of Rhode Island President 

and CEO Merrill Sherman as Special Master to oversee settlement conferences and 

case management.  Id.  He instructed the Special Master to use her banking 

expertise “to bring consumers and bankers together to accomplish a mutually 

acceptable solution,” while “preserv[ing] in all respects the ability of the parties to 

have a trial on the merits if this administrative attempt at settlement failed.”  Id. 

The Special Master has “almost universally received the cooperation of Plaintiffs’ 

and Defendants’ counsel” in the settlement conference process.  Id.  However, 

some, but not all,8 of the defendants in the Master Docket filed this interlocutory 

appeal (and the consolidated Petition for a Writ of Mandamus filed in Case No. 12-
                                                 
8 For example, Bank of America, historically the nation’s largest servicer of 
residential mortgages, and its subsidiaries did not join in this appeal and have 
informed the Special Master that they “will continue to participate in the settlement 
process.”  In re: Mortgage Foreclosure Cases, 2012 WL 3011760, at *1 n.1. 
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1563) seeking to challenge this case management process.  Judge McConnell 

denied those defendants’ motion for a stay of the Special Master program pending 

appeal in an order that discusses the procedural history of the program at greater 

length.  See In re Mortgage Foreclosure Cases, 2012 WL 3011760, at *1-3.   

Successful Implementation of the Special Master Program 

The Special Master’s foreclosure mediation program evolved over the 

course of several months following her appointment on January 5, 2012, and 

continues to evolve during the pendency of this interlocutory appeal.  After 

familiarizing herself with the caseload, and setting out initial case management 

procedures, she held a round of settlement conferences on 131 cases between 

August 7 and September 13, 2012.  (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 5.)  Since 

then, she has continued to refine the case management process with the input of the 

parties.  This process culminated in the recent issuance of final scheduling rules 

and guidelines, including specific timelines for both plaintiffs and defendants.  (11-

mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 48-59.)   

Early in the program’s formulation, in response to lenders’ concerns that 

borrowers were getting a free ride, the Court ordered borrower/plaintiffs to make 

monthly use and occupancy (“U&O”) payments into escrow during the pendency 

of the litigation.  See In re Mortgage Foreclosure Cases, 2012 WL 3011760, at *3. 

These fees also begin to establish a payment history that can facilitate loan 
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modification discussions.  (See 11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 299, at 3.)  The Special 

Master holds plaintiffs’ U&O payments in a non-interest bearing escrow account, 

and they can be used to reimburse lenders for property taxes and insurance, or as 

the parties see fit, once a case is settled. (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 53). 

The Special Master has collected over $1.5 million to date in U&O fees from 

plaintiffs who have defaulted on their mortgage loans.  (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 

1740, at 12.)  These payments more than cover any costs that the Appellants incur 

in participating in the conferences.   

Most borrowers have successfully cooperated with this payment obligation; 

and, the Special Master has not hesitated to urge prompt dismissal of cases where 

she sees evidence that the plaintiffs are (in her words) “‘gaming’ the system . . . .” 

(11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 25.) The Special Master has repeatedly 

recommended that the district court dismiss cases where the plaintiff has failed to 

make U&O payments, has failed to provide required information or respond to a 

lender’s settlement offer, or has otherwise failed to negotiate in good faith.  As of 

this date, at least 49 cases have been dismissed for such noncompliance. (11-mc-

0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 13.) 

 The remaining cases have proven strong candidates for settlement. 

According to the Special Master’s first public report on June 1, 2012 (prior to the 

docketing of this appeal), the majority of the cases then before her (including 92% 
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of the cases involving non-foreclosed properties, and 69% of the cases where the 

foreclosure was completed) involved “employed plaintiffs living in these properties 

as primary residences.”  (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 15 (emphasis in 

original).)  These borrowers potentially had the income available to negotiate a 

settlement that would save the plaintiff’s home while mitigating the lender’s 

losses.   

The Special Master’s optimism was borne out by the initial round of 131 

conferences held between August 7 and September 13, 2012.  (11-mc-0088-M-

LDA, Doc. 1740, at 5.)  Already, one-quarter of these cases have been successfully 

settled with a loan modification or “cash for keys” agreement.  (11-mc-0088-M-

LDA, Doc. 1740, at 13.)  Fifteen homes have been saved through a loan 

modification – including five cases where the foreclosure had already been 

completed.  (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 13.)  Loan modification or home 

repurchase negotiations remain underway in 62 (or nearly half) of these cases. (11-

mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 13.)  The total rate of successful loan 

modifications is likely to improve substantially, as the Special Master explains:  

Of the 83 non-foreclosed cases conference in the first round of 131, in 66% 
of the cases the parties either agreed to or are still in negotiations for loan 
modifications.  Of the 48 foreclosed cases conferenced in the first round of 
131, in 38% of the cases the parties either agreed to or are still in 
negotiations for loan modifications.  Since the profile of the cases has shifted 
to more pre-foreclosures, this should bode well for negotiated, positive 
resolutions going forward.  
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(11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 6.)  

This high rate of settlement suggests that lenders and investors will save 

millions of dollars by participating in the program.  The Special Master estimates 

the median mortgage balance of the loans on her docket as $224,000 (as of 

September 28, 2012).  (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 29.)  A study of loans 

in foreclosure in 2008 estimated that the average loss incurred by the owners of a 

loan is 57% of the loan’s value each time a foreclosure was completed.9  The 

foreclosure losses implicit in this scenario are staggering.  With losses at this level, 

the owners of loans on the Rhode Island foreclosure docket are losing about 

$127,600 (57% of the average loan balance of $224,000) with each completed 

foreclosure.  For the 697 cases on the conference docket as of December 31, 2012, 

a reasonable estimate of the aggregate losses to investors if all foreclosures are 

completed on all first mortgages would be $88,937,200.  The defendants stand to 

save millions of dollars if settlements proceed at a rate consistent with similar 

conference and mediation programs around the country.  On the other hand these 

proceedings will not impair defendants’ legal right to foreclose in cases that cannot 

reach a negotiated settlement.  
                                                 
9 Alan M. White, Deleveraging the American Homeowner: The Failure of 2008 
Voluntary Mortgage Contract Modifications, 41 Conn. L. Rev. 1107 (2009). 
According to the study, the average value of a loan being foreclosed in the United 
States was $212,000.  The average loss incurred per foreclosure was $124,000 (a 
loss of 57%).  Foreclosure losses for second mortgages were typically 100% of 
value.   
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In short, the Special Master’s program, which continues to evolve during the 

pendency of this appeal, is characterized by considered attention to efficient 

negotiations that hold both sides accountable.  Contrary to the impression provided 

in the Appellants’ briefs, settlement conferences have already generated substantial 

benefits to borrowers and lenders alike.  Those benefits are likely to accrue much 

more quickly now that the process is fully underway.  

ARGUMENT 

I. The District Court’s Order to Stay Litigation and Appoint the Special 
Master is an Appropriate Use of Judicial Authority. 
 

A. The District Court Had Inherent Authority to Stay Litigation and Appoint 
the Special Master in Order to Manage Its Docket Fairly and Efficiently. 
 

It is well-established that district courts possess considerable inherent power 

to manage litigation.  See, e.g., Landis v. North American Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254 

(1936); Zebrowski v. Hanna, 973 F.2d 1001, 1003-4 (1st Cir. 1992); Marquis v. 

F.D.I.C., 965 F.2d 1148, 1154 (1st Cir. 1992).  This inherent power supplements 

and is not limited by those expressly granted to the courts under the rules of civil 

procedure.  Aoude v. Mobil Oil Corp., 892 F. 2d 1115, 1119 (1st Cir. 1989).  The 

First Circuit has explicitly upheld the district court’s use of its inherent power to 

“order mandatory mediation []as long as the case is an appropriate one and the 

order contains adequate safeguards.”  In re Atlantic Pipe, 304 F.3d 135, 138 (1st 

Cir. 2002).  The district court’s exercise of its inherent power is reviewed 
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deferentially, applying the abuse of discretion standard.  Id. at 145.  Based on these 

standards, this Court should affirm the district court’s decision to manage its 

foreclosure docket through the Special Master’s conference program.   

The hundreds of lawsuits comprising the district court’s foreclosure docket 

are appropriate cases for the exercise of the Court’s inherent authority.  The order 

establishing the Special Master’s office is consistent with settlement programs 

implemented by courts and legislatures to manage similarly exploding foreclosure 

dockets around the country.  See infra, Argument § II.A.  These programs have 

generated positive and cost-effective results, helping to restore income to lenders 

while keeping borrowers in their homes.  See infra, Argument § II.B.  These 

foreclosure cases are, thus, as the First Circuit explained in Atlantic Pipe, precisely 

the type of litigation for which a “fair and expeditious resolution [] often is helped 

along by creative solutions that simply are not available in the binary framework of 

traditional adversarial litigation.”  In re Atlantic Pipe, 304 F.3d at 145.10  In cases 

such as these, “[m]ediation with the assistance of a skilled facilitator gives parties 

an opportunity to explore a much wider range of options, including those that go 

beyond conventional zero-sum resolutions.”  Id.   

                                                 
10 As the district court explained, “while individual issues set a few of the cases 
apart from the pack, the Court determined that it would be most efficient to group 
the cases for case management purposes in order to manage this large docket and 
to facilitate settlement and/or loan modification discussions.”  In re Mortgage 
Foreclosure Cases, 2012 WL 3011760, at *2.   
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As the district court’s exercise of its inherent power to require settlement 

conferences is entirely appropriate, the stay of proceedings pending the completion 

of negotiations is proper so long as sufficient procedural safeguards are in place.  

In Atlantic Pipe, the First Circuit concluded that the mediation order at issue 

lacked adequate safeguards, “although it d[id] not fall far short.”  Id.  The 

safeguards absent from the Atlantic Pipe order included “limits on the duration of 

the mediation or the expense associated therewith . . . .”  Id. at 147.  By contrast, 

the Special Master program here includes numerous safeguards related to time and 

expense.  By only requiring conferences where a plaintiff is willing and able to 

make U&O payments, and by routinely seeking dismissal when a borrower fails to 

pay or negotiate in good faith, the Special Master has protected lenders from 

unnecessary delay and expense and is more protective of lenders’ rights than any 

other comparable program in the country.  See infra, Argument § II.A.  Moreover, 

the Special Master’s program will not go on indefinitely, as she recently 

announced her intention to schedule 100 to 150 conferences monthly going 

forward, and “to schedule sufficient settlement conferences in the 

January/February to May timeframe to accommodate wind-down in the late Fall of 

2013.”  (11-MC-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1610, at 2-3.)   

The district court’s efforts are comparable to the Loss Mitigation Program 

(“LMP”) implemented by the Rhode Island Bankruptcy Court, which was recently 
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upheld as an appropriate exercise of the bankruptcy court’s inherent powers under 

the Atlantic Pipe decision.  In re Sosa 443 B.R. 263, 267 (Bankr. D. R. I. 2011). 

The purposes of the Rhode Island bankruptcy court’s LMP are “(1) to encourage 

and facilitate home mortgage modifications, and thereby reduce foreclosures; and 

(2) to alleviate Court congestion and delay.”  Id. at 267.  In rejecting a challenge to 

its authority to implement such a program, the bankruptcy court emphasized that 

the LMP was “far less sweeping or invasive than the mediation order discussed in 

Atlantic Pipe,” and that the “LMP, as designed and intended, does not permit the 

mediation process to just drift, without direction.”  Id.  The same can be said for 

the Special Master’s Program. 

The district court’s authority to require negotiations “in good faith” is 

similarly well established, including by cases construing a court’s comparable 

authority to manage pretrial conferences under Fed. R. Civ. P. 16.11  A loan owner 

cannot negotiate in good faith over a modification or other alternative to 

                                                 
11See Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(f)(1)(B) (authorizing sanctions against party who “does 
not participate in good faith” in pretrial conference); Negron v. Woodhull Hospital, 
173 Fed. Appx. 77, 2006 WL 759806 (2d Cir. 2006); Nick v. Morgan’s Foods, 
Inc., 99 F.Supp.2d 1056 (E.D. Mo. 2000), aff’d 270 F.3d 590 (8th Cir. 2001).  See 
also Bank of America N.A. v. Lucido, 950 N.Y.S. 2d 721, 2012 WL 1292732 * 6  
(N.Y. Sup. Ct.  Apr. 16, 2012) (enforcing mortgagee’s obligation to negotiate in 
good faith under court’s general equitable powers); HSBC Bank USA NA v. 
McKenna, 952 N.Y.S. 2d 746, 767 (N.Y. Sup. 2012) (reviewing decisions on good 
faith participation in foreclosure settlement conferences). 
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foreclosure and at the same time insist on an immediate, unfettered right to 

complete a foreclosure.  Good faith negotiation over settlement of a mortgage 

foreclosure is thus impossible without a stay of foreclosure of the mortgage at 

issue.  The district court has used its inherent authority appropriately to ensure 

“good faith” discussions with a reasonable opportunity to succeed. 

B. The District Court’s Orders Are Appropriate Exercises of the Courts’ 
Traditional Role in Scrutinizing the Fairness of Foreclosures. 
 

 In the American legal system, courts have traditionally played an active role 

in policing the conduct of parties to a foreclosure.12  Rhode Island follows this 

traditional rule for its non-judicial foreclosures.  Manville Covering Co. v. 

Babcock, 28 R.I. 496, 68 A. 421, 423 (1907) (mortgagee in exercising power of 

sale may not do so “in a manner merely arbitrary” but must “act in a business-like 

manner”).  Courts have enjoined foreclosures where the party seeking this relief 

engaged in inequitable conduct or otherwise had “unclean hands,”13 even in non-

                                                 
12 Gelfert v. National City Bank of New York, 313 U.S. 221, 232-33 (1941); 
Honeyman v. Jacobs, 306 U.S. 539, 543-44 (1939); Richmond Mortgage Corp. v. 
Wachovia Bank, 300 U.S. 124, 129-30 (1937).  See also In re Villa Marina Yacht 
Harbor, Inc., 984 F.2d 546, 547-548 (1st Cir. 1993) (upholding authority to require 
deposit of mortgage payments during foreclosure dispute as rooted in district 
court’s inherent “equity powers[ ] to process litigation to a just and equitable 
conclusion” (citations omitted)). 
13 See Fleet Real Estate Funding v. Smith, 366 Pa. Super. 116, 530 A.2d 919 
(1987); Heritage Bank, N.A. v. Ruh, 191 N.J. Super. 53, 465 A.2d 547 (1983); 
Brown v. Lynn, 392 F. Supp. 559, 563 (N.D. Ill. 1975).  



13 
 

judicial foreclosure states such as Rhode Island.14  Where there are viable 

alternatives to foreclosure and the lender has engaged in a pattern of bad faith 

negotiations to explore those alternatives, foreclosure is clearly inequitable and 

should not proceed.  The district court’s settlement conferences are designed to 

deter unnecessary and inequitable foreclosures. 

 The Supreme Court held long ago that restrictions on the exercise of 

foreclosure remedies do not violate constitutional limits, even when stays of 

foreclosure and other prohibitions on the collection of mortgage debt may last for 

several years.  Home Building & Loan Ass’n v. Blaisdell, 290 U.S. 398 (1934) 

(Minnesota court’s granting of two-year stay of foreclosure conditioned on 

borrower’s payment of fair market rental value of property as determined by court 

did not violate Contracts Clause); East New York Savings Bank v. Hahn, 326 U.S. 

230 (1945) (upholding New York ban, in effect since 1933, on collection of 

principal on mortgage debt).  While these rulings specifically addressed challenges 

to state legislation, the Supreme Court noted that the state statutes in question were 

                                                 
14 See Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, Inc. v. Neal, 922 A.2d 538 (Md. 2007) 
(applying general equitable principles, court may enjoin non-judicial foreclosure 
sale where lender did not comply with federal loss mitigation guidelines); 
Ghervescu v. Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, No. E041809, 2008 WL 660248 (Cal. 
App. Mar. 13, 2008) (unpublished), decision after remand 2010 WL 4621734 (Cal. 
App. Nov. 16, 2010) (same).  
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built upon a foundation set by centuries of court regulation of foreclosures as part 

of their inherent judicial powers.  Blaisdell, 290 U.S. at 446-47.  Lenders have no 

protected property right to the exercise of a particular foreclosure remedy.  See 

Richmond Mortgage Corp. v. Wachovia Bank, 300 U.S. 124, 131 (1937). 

C. The Issues Addressed in the Conference Program Fall Well Within the 
District Court’s Subject Matter Jurisdiction. 
 

The district court has Article III authority to adjudicate these cases.  

Borrower-plaintiffs seek to prevent the loss of their homes to foreclosure; they 

have plainly demonstrated a “concrete and particularized injury in fact” that could 

be remedied by the court.15  There is a substantial body of evidence raising 

concerns about unlawful bank practices,16 and courts have found that borrowers 

have standing to challenge improper foreclosures based on such misconduct.  See 

In re: Lacey, 480 B.R. 13, 35 (Bankr. D. Mass. 2012) (“[The borrower] has 

                                                 
15 See Bailey v. Wells Fargo Bank, NA, 468 B.R. 464, 475-76 (Bankr. D. Mass. 
2012) (“The Debtor has standing to challenge the validity of the Foreclosure Sale 
because she has demonstrated ‘a concrete and particularized injury in fact, a causal 
connection that permits tracing the claimed injury to the defendant's actions, and a 
likelihood that prevailing in the action will afford some redress for the injury.’” 
(quoting Antilles Cement Corp. v. Fortuno, 670 F.3d 310, 317 (1st Cir.2012)). 
16 For example, federal agencies and state governments, including Rhode Island, 
recently signed a $25 billion settlement with the five largest mortgage servicers 
over “robo-signing” and other unlawful foreclosure practices.  Government 
continues to investigate and prosecute claims relating to MERS and improper 
securitization.  See Gretchen Morgenson, JPMorgan Unit Is Sued Over Mortgage 
Securities Pools, N.Y. Times, Oct. 1, 2012. 
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standing to challenge the validity of the foreclosure sale to the extent that there is 

an issue as to whether the entity conducting the foreclosure sale was the actual 

holder of the mortgage by way of assignment at the time of the notice and sale.”). 

Many courts agree borrowers have standing to address the legal problems 

spawned by the securitization of mortgage debt and the current foreclosure crisis. 

Certain claims focus on the foreclosing party’s conduct in reviewing loss 

mitigation options before foreclosure.17  Others challenge the authority to foreclose 

based on defects in documentation of loan ownership.  Although all of these issues 

have been addressed extensively in other jurisdictions, the Rhode Island Supreme 

Court has not had occasion to rule on them.18 

                                                 
17See, e.g., In re JP Morgan Chase Mortgage Modification Litigation, No. 11–md–
02290–RGS, -- F. Supp. 2d --, 2012 WL 3059377 (D. Mass. July 27, 2012); In re 
Bank of America Home Affordable Modification Program (HAMP) Contracts 
Litigation, 2011 WL 2637222 (D. Mass July 6, 2011). 
18 By contrast, the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts, which like Rhode 
Island is a non-judicial foreclosure state that follows the “title theory” of 
mortgages, has found that borrowers have standing to challenge the validity of 
foreclosures based upon defective loan documentation or a party’s failure to hold 
the mortgage and note.  See Eaton v. Fed. Nat’l Mortgage Ass’n, 462 Mass. 569 
(2012) (foreclosing party must be current holder of note); Bevilacqua v. Rodriguez, 
460 Mass. 762, 955 N.E. 2d 884 (2011) (foreclosure sale without assignment of 
mortgage cannot convey valid title to purchaser after sale); U.S. Bank Nat’l 
Association v. Ibanez, 458 Mass. 637, 649, 941 N.E. 2d 40, 51 (2011) (foreclosure 
sale void where foreclosing party was not current assignee of mortgage).  
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In any event, the merit of the parties’ claims does not affect the authority of 

the court to hear and manage this docket.19  None of Appellants’ standing claims 

are ripe for appeal, as the district court has not ruled on them.  Appellants have no 

right to appeal based on an imaginary rule that litigants are entitled to get a ruling 

from a federal judge by a specific date.   

The Appellants assert that a Michigan decision supports a general claim that 

borrowers cannot challenge a lender’s authority to conduct a non-judicial 

foreclosure sale on the grounds of a defective mortgage assignment.  Livonia 

Properties Holdings, L.L.C. v. Farmington Road Holdings, L.L.C., 717 F. Supp. 2d 

724 (E.D. Mich. 2010), aff’d, 399 Fed. Appx. 97 (6th Cir. 2010).  Courts in 

Michigan have not given the Appellants’ simplistic gloss to this decision.  Both 

                                                 
19 The magistrate judge in Fryzel v. Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, 
Inc., No. CA 10-352 M, 2011 WL 9210454 (D. R.I. June 10, 2011) found subject-
matter over that case, quoting the Fifth Circuit to explain: 

[W]hether or not a particular cause of action authorizes an injured plaintiff 
to sue is a merits question, affecting statutory standing, not a jurisdictional 
question, affecting constitutional standing. In the words of the Supreme 
Court, once a plaintiff has suffered sufficient injury to satisfy the “case and 
controversy” requirement of Article III, “jurisdiction is not defeated by the 
possibility that the averments might fail to state a cause of action on which 
petitioners could actually recover.” 

Id. at 31 n.22 (quoting Blanchard 1986, Ltd. v. Park Plantation, LLC, 553 F.3d 
405, 409 (5th Cir. 2008) (citation omitted)) 
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before and after the Livonia Properties decision, courts in Michigan have 

invalidated foreclosures conducted without a valid mortgage assignment.20 

 The Appellants assert lack of “standing” as a broad shield against virtually 

any claims that homeowners may wish to bring against them.  Given the industry’s 

troubles related to foreclosure documentation and implementation of loss 

mitigation programs, the desire for such a silver bullet defense is understandable 

but meritless.  At a minimum, it needs to be asserted and tested in real cases, not 

proffered as a matter of conjecture. 

II. The District Court’s Order Furthers the Interests of the Parties and the 
Public in a Just and Efficient Resolution of Rhode Island’s Foreclosure Crisis. 
 

A. The District Court’s Order is Consistent with Judicial Management of 
Foreclosure Dockets in Other Jurisdictions. 

 
Like the federal courts, state courts have the inherent power to control their 

dockets in order to promote settlements and enhance judicial efficiency.  Since the 

foreclosure crisis began in 2008, several state supreme courts have ordered 

conference and mediation programs designed to encourage settlement of mortgage 

foreclosure cases by removing them from the general trial track and requiring the 

parties to participate in loss mitigation reviews under the supervision of a third 
                                                 
20See Davenport v. HSBC Bank, 275 Mich. App. 344, 739 N.W. 2d 383 (2007);  
Lamie v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp., No. 1:11–cv–156, 2012 WL 
1835243, *3-4 (W.D. Mich. May 21, 2012); Brezzell v. Bank of America, No. 11–
11467, 2011 WL 2682973, *4 n.3 (E.D. Mich. July 11, 2011) (stating that 
“standing” argument raised by many lenders to dismiss challenges to foreclosures 
based on invalid assignments is a “bit of a red herring”).  
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party. In 2009, the New Jersey Supreme Court promulgated a rule requiring these 

conferences statewide.21  Ohio’s Supreme Court issued a general rule for 

mandatory foreclosure mediation programs that county courts may adopt and 

revise based on their needs.22  Courts in several of Ohio’s most populous counties, 

including those serving Cleveland, Toledo, Columbus, and Akron, have had 

foreclosure mediation programs in effect since 2008.23  The president judge of the 

Delaware Superior Court issued an administrative order creating a uniform 

statewide foreclosure mediation program in 2009.24  These programs continue to 

serve thousands of parties in their respective states.25 

                                                 
21 New Jersey Admin. Office of the Courts, Foreclosure Mediation (Oct. 2012), 
www.judiciary.state.nj.us/civil/foreclosure/11290_foreclosure_med_ info.pdf.   
22See Supreme Court of Ohio & the Ohio Judicial System, Foreclosure Mediation 
Resources, www.supremecourtofohio.gov/foreclosure (last visited Jan. 8, 2013) 
(model procedures and forms). 
23See, e.g., Cuyahoga County Pleas Court Annual Reports,  
http://cp.cuyahogacounty.us/internet/Forms.aspx (last visited Jan. 8, 2013).   
24Superior Court of the State of Delaware, Residential Mortgage Foreclosure 
Mediation Program Admin Directive No. 2011-12 (Jan. 20, 2011), 
http://courts.delaware.gov/Superior/pdf/Administrative_Directive_2011_2.pdf. 
This program was later expanded under state statute. 
25 In 2009, the Supreme Court of Florida implemented a statewide mandatory 
mediation program for foreclosure cases.  The Florida court terminated this 
program in 2011, not because of any inherent defects, but in response to reports of 
lenders’ widespread evasion of the program’s requirements.  See Supreme Court of 
Florida, In re Managed Mediation Program for Residential Mortgage Foreclosure 
Cases, No. AOSC11-44 (Dec. 19, 2011), www.floridasupremecourt.org/pub_info/ 
documents/foreclosure_orders/12-19-2011_Order_Managed_Mediation.pdf; 
Assessment Workgroup for the Managed Mediation Program for Residential 



19 
 

 Many local state courts have used similar discretion and authority to 

implement conference or mediation programs for foreclosure lawsuits.  The 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas led the way when in 2008 the Court’s 

president judge implemented a “Residential Mortgage Foreclosure Diversion Pilot 

Program.”26  Under that order, sheriff sales were stayed pending completion of 

conciliation conferences as documented by the filing of a certificate of 

completion.27  Acting under similar authority, other Pennsylvania counties and 

judicial districts serving Chicago, Milwaukee, Santa Fe, and Louisville have 

initiated their own foreclosure mediation or conference programs.  

Several bankruptcy courts, including the Bankruptcy Court for the District of 

Rhode Island, have set up conference programs to address loss mitigation issues in 

foreclosures.28  The Rhode Island court established its mandatory conference 

                                                                                                                                                             
Mortgage Foreclosure Cases, Report to Florida Supreme Court 4 (Oct. 21, 2011), 
www.floridasupremecourt.org/pub_info/documents/foreclosure/10-21-
2011_Workgroup_Final_Report.pdf. 
26See Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Residential Mortgage Foreclosure 
Diversion Program, http://fjd.phila.gov/mfdp (last visited Jan. 8, 2013). 
27Id.  See also Joint Gen. Court Regulation No. 2008-01, available at 
http://www.courts.phila. gov/pdf/regs/2008/2008-01-Order-Re-July-1-2008-
Sheriff-Sale.pdf. 
28See U.S. Bankruptcy Court, District of Rhode Island, Local Bankruptcy Rules 
and Forms, App. IX (Sixth Amended Loss Mitigation Program and Procedures), 
http://www.rib.uscourts.gov/newhome/rulesinfo/flashhelp/Local_Rules.htm; John 
Rao, Bankruptcy Courts Respond to Foreclosure Crisis With Loss-Mitigation 
Programs, 30 Am. Bankr. Inst. L. Rev. 14 (March 2011).  
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program in late 2009, and has routinely revised its loss mitigation order when 

“better practices have been identified for improving the program and procedures 

and its forms.”29  As noted, the bankruptcy court affirmed this program as an 

appropriate exercise of the court’s inherent powers under First Circuit authority. 

See In re Sosa 443 B.R. at 267.  

The district court’s program is also fully consistent with the statutes enacted 

by eleven states and the District of Columbia since 2008 mandating mediations or 

conferences in foreclosure cases.  Six of these laws are in now effect in judicial 

foreclosure states30 and six are in place in non-judicial foreclosure jurisdictions.31 

The Special Master appointed by the district court recently issued proposed 

rules for scheduling document exchanges and conferences that are similar to those 

in effect in other foreclosure settlement conference programs around the country. 

(11-mc-0088-M-LDA, Doc. 1740, at 48-59.)  The major difference between the 

                                                 
29See U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the District of Rhode Island, General Order 11-
009, adopting Sixth Amended Loss Mitigation Program and Procedures, available 
at http://www.rib.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/Rules/General_Orders/11-
009.pdf.   
30 Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat. Ann. § 8-265ee (2008)); Delaware (Del. Code tit. 
10 § 5062C (2012)); Indiana (Ind. Code § 32-30-10.5-8(2009)); Maine (Me. Rev. 
Stat. tit. 14 § 6321-A (2009)); New York (N.Y. C.P.L.R. 3408 (McKinney 2008)); 
Vermont (Vt. Stat. Ann. tit.12 § 4631, et seq. (2009)).  
31 Hawaii (S.B. 651, 26th Leg. (2011), amending Haw Rev. Stat. § 667-1); 
Maryland (H.B. 472, 427th Sess. (2010)); Nevada (Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 107.086 
(2009)); Oregon (S.B. 1552, 76th Leg. (2012)); Washington (Wash. Rev. Code § 
61.24 (2009), et seq.); District of Columbia (D. C. Code § 42-815.02 (2011)). 
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Special Master’s program and the examples cited above is that the Special Master 

has been far more protective of lenders’ interests, by uniquely requiring borrowers 

to make ongoing “Use and Occupancy” payments while their cases are pending. 

The Master has recommended, and the court has approved, a number of case 

dismissals when borrowers failed to make these payments.  (11-mc-0088-M-LDA, 

Doc. 1740, at 6.)  With the exception of a seldom-used optional provision of the 

Indiana conference law, none of the more than twenty foreclosure conference 

programs in the country have required that borrowers make payments as a 

condition to participation in settlement conferences.  

B. Foreclosure Conference Programs Benefit Both Lenders and 
Homeowners. 
 

As explained in the Statement of Facts, the Special Master’s program is 

already producing dividends for both lenders and borrowers.  These benefits are 

consistent with the positive results demonstrated by foreclosure conference 

programs nationwide. 

For example, The Reinvestment Fund’s evaluation of the Philadelphia 

Diversion Program described above concluded that settlement conferences helped 

keep borrowers in their homes.32  Seventy percent of homeowners eligible to 

                                                 
32See The Reinvestment Fund, Philadelphia Residential Mortgage Foreclosure 
Diversion Program: Initial Report and Findings, (June 2011), available at 
http://www.trfund.com/resource/downloads/policypubs/Foreclosure_Diversion_Ini
tial_Report.pdf. 
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participate in the diversion program appeared for their settlement conferences, and 

an agreement was reached in thirty-five percent of those cases.33  The eviction rate 

in diversion-eligible cases was reduced nearly five-fold.34  These solutions were 

sustainable.35  And the settlement program did not create additional delays: on 

average, cases remained in the diversion program for fifty-three days, well within 

the ten-month time frame typical for the completion of a foreclosure in which the 

homeowner never appears.36 

Similar programs in other jurisdictions have achieved comparable results. 

Data provided by the Connecticut Judiciary covering the period from July 2008 to 

May 31, 2012 indicates that its foreclosure settlement program completed 

mediations in 13,844 foreclosure cases.  Of the homeowners completing mediation, 

55% received permanent loan modifications.  Sixty-seven percent of the 

                                                 
33Id. at 9–11. 
34Id. at 23 (finding that twenty-seven percent of borrowers who would have been 
eligible for conferences lost their homes before implementation of the diversion 
program, compared to 5.7% of borrowers in conferences during a comparable six-
month period). 
35Id. at 15 (finding 87.5% of homeowners who reached agreements in diversion 
between June 2008 and June 2009 were still in their homes as of March 31, 2011). 
36Id. at 12. 
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homeowners completing mediations reached settlements that allowed them to 

remain in their homes.37 

 Mortgage servicers make most of the critical decisions related to loss 

mitigation and foreclosures.  The servicers’ financial incentives do not always 

align with those of the owners of securitized mortgage debt.38  Servicers have 

incentives to pursue foreclosure even when this option does not ultimately benefit 

the loan owners as much as a loan modification.  The problems with mortgage 

servicers’ implementation of major loan modification efforts are well 

documented.39  Common problems include lost documents, failure to adhere to 

time frames for reviews, lack of notices to borrowers of decisions, invalid reasons 

for denials or cancellations of modifications, and conducting sales before the loss 

mitigation review has been completed.  Foreclosure conferences cut through these 

                                                 
37See State of Connecticut, Judicial Branch Statistics: Foreclosure Mediation 
Program (2012), available at http://www.jud.ct.gov/statistics/FMP/default.htm. 
38See Diane E. Thompson, Foreclosing Modifications: How Servicer Incentives 
Discourage Loan Modifications, 86 Wash. L. Rev. 755 (Dec. 2011); American 
Association of Mortgage Investors, White Paper, The Future of the Housing 
Market for Consumers After the Housing Crisis: Remedies to Restore and Stabilize 
America’s Mortgage and Housing Markets (Jan. 2011) available at http://the-
ami.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/AMI_State_AG Investigation_ 
Remedy_Recommendations_Jan_2011.pdf. 
39 U.S. Gov’t Accountability Office, Foreclosure Mitigation: Agencies Could 
Improve Effectiveness of Federal Efforts with Additional Data Collection and 
Analysis, Report No. GOA-12-296 (June 2012); U.S. Gov’t Accountability Office, 
Troubled Asset Relief Program: Results of Housing Counselor Survey of Borrower 
Experiences in the HAMP Program, Report No. GOA-11-367R (May 2011).  
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problems and focus on rational decisions that mutually benefit owners of the loans 

and homeowners.   

C. The Fees Required for Foreclosure Conferences are Reasonable Given 
the Savings Generated for the Parties. 
 

Appellants complain that under the Rhode Island order, all foreclosing 

servicers and lenders must pay in the aggregate several hundred thousand dollars 

for the costs of the settlement conferences.  In their view, this is exorbitant and 

unfair; yet in the context of the current American foreclosure crisis, it is not 

unreasonable at all.  The program has already collected over $1.5 million from 

otherwise non-performing loans and these funds will be available to compensate 

loan owners for any costs they incur through participation.  Already, loan owners 

are realizing substantial savings through case settlements.  See supra, at 5-7. 

Furthermore, the Rhode Island order covers its costs with revenue collected from 

both borrowers and loan owners.  By contrast, many foreclosure conference and 

mediation programs finance their operations through charges assessed solely to 

foreclosing parties.  These are typically a surcharge to a document filing fee 

associated with a judicial or non-judicial foreclosure.  When broken down on a 

per-case basis, the fees collected in Rhode Island are comparable to those charged 

to foreclosing parties elsewhere.40 

                                                 
40 Programs that routinely assess these types of charges for each foreclosure 
include: the District of Columbia ($300), Florida ($400), Hawaii ($350), Maine 
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By avoiding foreclosures, the cost savings attributable to the Special 

Master’s program extend beyond associated decreases in property values.41  The 

indirect cost savings are more extensive.42  These include loss in value to 

neighboring properties, lost property tax revenues, and the costs governments incur 

in inspecting and maintaining foreclosed properties.43  Local governments incur 

costs ranging from unpaid water and sewer bills to police services related to 

foreclosed properties.44  Many loans in foreclosure are federally-guaranteed and 

foreclosure-related losses are borne by taxpayers.  Even if the Rhode Island 

program prevents foreclosures in only a small proportion of the cases, the program 

will have provided significant benefits for its cost. 

                                                                                                                                                             
($200), Maryland ($300), Nevada $200), Vermont (lender pays for cost of 
mediation at rate agreed upon by mediator), and Washington State ($250). 
41 See supra note 9. 
42See, e.g,. United States Congress, Joint Economic Committee, Sheltering 
Neighborhoods from the Subprime Foreclosure Storm (Apr. 2007); G. Thomas 
Kingsley, Robin E. Smith, and David Price, The Impact of Foreclosure on 
Families and Communities: A Primer (July 2009). 
43See John P. Harding et al., The Contagion Effect of Foreclosed Properties (Social 
Science Research Network, Working Paper No. 1160354, 2008).  
44See Ingrid Gould Ellen, Johnanna Lacoe, and Claudia Ayana Sharygin, Does 
Foreclosure Cause Crime? Furman Center for Real Estate Urban Policy (2011) 
(showing that a single foreclosed home on a block can lead to as much as a 5.7% 
increase in violent crime). 
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III. Appellants’ Remaining Arguments Lack Merit. 

 Appellants contend that the stay included in the order establishing the 

foreclosure docket is an injunction and deprives them of procedural due process 

rights.  Assuming, arguendo, that the stay acts as an injunction, it does not deprive 

Appellants of any due process rights.  Neither due process nor Fed. R. Civ. P. 65 

requires that a person be named as a defendant or served with a summons and 

complaint in order to be subject to a court order.  See Regal Knitwear Co. v. 

N.L.R.B., 324 U.S. 9, 14 (1945); See also Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(d).  An attorney or 

servicer legitimately unaware of the stay is protected from any sanctions by the 

procedures surrounding contempt enforcement.45  Moreover, those attorneys and 

mortgage servicers who appear on the foreclosure docket and routinely conduct 

foreclosures in Rhode Island cannot credibly claim they are blindsided by the stay. 

Those same attorneys have been intimately involved in the development of the 

foreclosure docket and have clear notice of the terms of the stay. 

Amici dispute the applicability of the Anti-Injunction Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2283 

to these proceedings, (Petition for Writ of Mandamus p. 16), even assuming, 

arguendo, that the district court’s stay order was equivalent to an injunction.  The 

Anti-Injunction Act can never apply in instances where no judicial proceedings 

                                                 
45See Microsystems Software, Inc. v. Scandinavia Online AB, 226 F.3d 35, 42 (1st 
Cir. 2000) (“[T]he adjudicative framework surrounding contempt proceedings fully 
protects nonparties’ constitutional rights.”).   
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have been commenced in a state court.46  Furthermore, an express exception to the 

Act allows federal courts to enjoin state court proceedings “where necessary in aid 

of its jurisdiction.” 28 U.S.C. § 2283.  This exception applies in particular to in 

rem actions.47 

Nor does the Anti-Injunction Act defeat the federal court’s subject matter 

jurisdiction.48  As with their broad attacks on borrowers’ standing, apparently, 

Appellants view the district court as unwilling or not competent to rule on the 

merits of each case, including jurisdictional questions.  Instead, Appellants ask this 

court to rule even though the district court has yet to address either the merits of 

claims or the jurisdictional issues related to those claims.     

Appellants contend that in a small number of the cases on the foreclosure 

docket, the district court’s jurisdiction is barred by final judgments for eviction of 

the homeowner entered in state court post-foreclosure eviction proceedings, citing 

the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.  (Petition for Writ of Mandamus p. 17.)  Even where 
                                                 
46See Hyde Park Partners, L.P. v. Connolly, 839 F.2d 837, 842 n. 6 (1st Cir. 1988); 
See also Wright, Miller & Cooper, 17A Fed. Prac & Proc. Juris. § 4222 (“But the 
statute has no application until the proceedings have begun.  An injunction can 
issue from a federal court restraining a party from instituting state proceedings.”). 
47See James v. Bellotti, 733 F.2d 989, 993 (1st Cir. 1984).  See generally McNeill v. 
New York City Housing Authority, 719 F. Supp. 233, 256 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) (federal 
court can enjoin pending state court eviction actions under “necessary in aid of 
jurisdiction exception” to Anti-Injunction Act). 
48See Gloucester Marine Railways Corp., v. Charles Parisi, Inc., 848 F.2d 12, 15 
(1st Cir. 1988) (“The Act is not strictly jurisdictional; it merely deprives the federal 
courts of the power to grant a particular form of equitable relief.”). 
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eviction judgments have been entered, the Rooker-Feldman doctrine does not 

automatically divest the federal court of jurisdiction over all borrowers’ claims. 

First, many borrowers have brought claims that could not have been resolved in an 

eviction proceeding.  In order to address those claims, the court need not overturn a 

state court eviction judgment, which addresses only possessory rights to the 

residence.  It does not address the parties’ monetary claims, including deficiency 

claims of the lender and monetary claims the borrower may have against parties to 

the foreclosure.  Furthermore, the parties may still negotiate over “cash for keys” 

after an eviction judgment.  Second, in certain instances the borrowers may raise 

claims involving fraud or other misconduct related to a party’s conduct in 

conducting a foreclosure.  An exception to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine allows the 

federal court to determine claims that are not attacking the action of the state court 

itself.  See Bradbury v. GMAC Mortgage LLC, 780 F. Supp. 2d 108, 113 (D. Me. 

2011) (allowing claim against mortgage lender to proceed).  

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Amici respectfully ask this Court to deny 

Appellants’ request to vacate the Amended Order; deny the request for a writ of 

mandamus ordering the district court to modify the Amended Order; and affirm 

that the district court has properly used its authority to manage its docket and 

encourage equitable results in foreclosure-related litigation. 
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/s/ Steven Fischbach    
Steven Fischbach (RI #7963) 
Rhode Island Legal Services, Inc. 
56 Pine Street, Suite 400 
Providence, RI  02903 
401-274-2652 x-182 
 
/s/ Mark Ladov     
Mark Ladov (#1157221) 
Brennan Center for Justice at NYU 
School of Law 
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/s/ John Rao     
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National Consumer Law Center 
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Boston, MA 02110 
(617) 542-8010 x-336 
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Email: uwe.benjamin@babcocklawoffice.com 

12-1778 
12-1795 
12-1839 

Gregory N. Blase 
K&L Gates LLP 
1 Lincoln St 
Boston, MA 02111-2950 
Email: gregory.blase@klgates.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Paul J. Bogosian Jr. 
Moore & Bogosian 
49 Weybosset St 
4th Flr 
Providence, RI 02903 
Email: pbogosian@moorebogosian.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Kenneth N. Boudreau 
PO BOX 375 
Portsmouth, RI  

12-1526 
12-1563 

US Mail   

Shanna M. Boughton 
Litchfield Cavo LLP 
6 Kimball Ln 
Ste 200 
Lynnfield, MA 01940-0000 
Email: boughton@litchfieldcavo.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Richard E. Briansky 
Prince Lobel Tye LLP 
100 Cambridge St 
Ste 2200 
Boston, MA 02114-0000 
Email: rbriansky@princelobel.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 
12-1720 
12-1721 
12-1768 
12-1839 

Email Active 

Patricia Ann Buckley 
Bengtson & Jestings LLP 
40 Westminster St 
Ste 300 
Providence, RI 02903 
Email: pbuckley@benjestlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

M. Hamza Chaudary 
Adler Pollock & Sheehan PC 

12-1526 Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1778
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1795
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1839
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1720
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1721
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1768
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1839
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

1 Citizens Plaza, 8th Flr 
Providence, RI 02903-1345 
Email: HChaudary@apslaw.com 

Melissa E. Darigan 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
180 S Main St 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: med@psh.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

John B. Daukas 
Goodwin Procter LLP 
53 State St 
Exchange Place 
Boston, MA 02109-2881 
Email: jdaukas@goodwinprocter.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

William J. Delaney 
Delaney Law Firm LLC 
91 Friendship St, Ste 1 
Providence, RI 02902 
Email: wjd@dlfri.com 

12-1526 
12-1720 
12-1768 
12-1778 
12-1795 
12-1839 

US Mail   

Marissa I. Delinks 
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 
28 State St, 24th Flr 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: mdelinks@hinshawlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Todd Steven Dion 
Law Office of Todd S. Dion 
1319 Cranston St 
Cranston, RI 02920 
Email: toddsdion@msn.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Michael B. Doherty 
Preti Flaherty Beliveau & Pachios LLP 
53 State St., 30th Floor 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: mdoherty@preti.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

John B. Ennis 
1200 Reservoir Ave 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1720
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1768
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1778
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1795
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1839
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

Cranston, RI 02920-0000 
Email: jbelaw@aol.com 

12-1720 

Thomas J. Enright 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
180 S Main St 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: tje@psh.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Thomas J. Enright 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
2364 Post Rd 
Ste 100 
Warwick, RI 02886-0000 
Email: tje@psh.com 

12-1563 Email Active 

Joseph A. Farside Jr. 
Edwards Wildman Palmer LLP 
2800 Financial Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: jfarside@edwardswildman.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

David E. Fialkow 
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP 
1 Post Office Sq 
30th Flr 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: david.fialkow@nelsonmullins.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

John Joseph Flanagan 
Torti Flanagan PC 
146 Main St 
Norfolk, MA 02056 
Email: jflanagan@torti.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

John T. Gannon 
McCorry & Gannon PC 
727 Central Ave 
Pawtucket, RI 02861-0000 
Email: jack@mccorryandgannon.com 

12-1778 
12-1795 

Email Active 

Michael Thomas Gass 
Choate Hall & Stewart LLP 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1720
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1778
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1795
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

2 International Pl 
Boston, MA 02110 
Email: mgass@choate.com 

Jeffrey Howard Gladstone 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
180 S Main St 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: jhg@psh.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Brian Scott Grossman 
Prince Lobel Tye LLP 
100 Cambridge St 
Ste 2200 
Boston, MA 02114-0000 
Email: bgrossman@princelobel.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 
12-1720 
12-1721 
12-1768 
12-1839 

Email Active 

Amy B. Hackett 
Prince Lobel Tye LLP 
100 Cambridge St 
Ste 2200 
Boston, MA 02114-0000 
Email: ahackett@princelobel.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 
12-1720 
12-1721 
12-1768 
12-1839 

Email Active 

Michael R. Hagopian 
Orlans Moran PPLC 
Ste 2-L, 45 School St 
Boston, MA 02108 
Email: mhagopian@orlansmoran.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Sean R. Higgins 
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP 
1 Post Office Sq, 30th Flr 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: sean.higgins@nelsonmullins.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Valerie N. Kloecker 
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 
28 State St 
24th Flr 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: vkloecker@hinshawlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1720
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1721
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1768
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1839
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1720
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1721
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1768
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1839
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

Thomas R. Lavallee 
Harmon Law Offices PC 
150 California St 
Newton, MA 02458-0000 
Email: tlavallee@harmonlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 
12-1778 
12-1795 

Email Active 

S. Michael Levin 
Ste 200 
55 Dorrance St 
Providence, RI 02903 
Email: mlevin@smlevinlaw.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Charles A. Lovell 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
180 S Main St 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: cal@psh.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Charles A. Lovell 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
2364 Post Rd, Ste 100 
Warwick, RI 02886-0000 
Email: cal@psh.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Eric B. Mack 
Edwards Wildman Palmer LLP 
2800 Financial Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: emack@edwardswildman.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Mary Ellen Manganelli 
Bulkley Richardson & Gelinas LLP 
125 High St 
16th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
Email: mmanganelli@bulkley.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

James P. Marusak 
Gidley, Sarli & Marusak LLP 
1 Turks Head Pl 
Ste 900 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: jpm@gsm-law.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1778
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1795
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

Maura Katherine McKelvey 
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 
28 State St 
24th Flr 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: mmckelvey@hinshawlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Keven Alexander McKenna 
23 Acorn St. 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: kevenm@kevenmckennapc.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Robert F. McNelis 
715 Branch Ave 
Providence, RI 02904 
Email: RF.McNelis.Esq@gmail.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Robert M. Mendillo 
Harmon Law Offices PC 
150 California St 
Newton, MA 02458-0000 
Email: rmendillo@harmonlaw.com 

12-1563 Email Active 

Jennifer Janeira Nagle 
K&L Gates LLP 
1 Lincoln St 
Boston, MA 02111-2950 
Email: jennifer.nagle@klgates.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Elizabeth Noonan 
Adler Pollock & Sheehan PC 
1 Citizens Plaza 
8th Flr 
Providence, RI 02903-1345 
Email: enoonan@apslaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Jennifer J. Normand 
Harmon Law Offices PC 
150 California St 
Newton, MA 02458-0000 
Email: jnormand@harmonlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Sean Thomas O'Leary 12-1526 Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

O'Leary & Assoc 
9 Mark Fore Dr 
West Warwick, RI 02893 
Email: sto@oleary-law.net 

12-1563 

David J. Pellegrino 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
2364 Post Rd 
Ste 100 
Warwick, RI 02886-0000 
Email: djp@psh.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Neil David Raphael 
Raphael LLC 
1 Liberty Square, 12th Fl. 
Boston, MA 02109 
Email: nraphael@raphaelllc.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Henry F. Reichner 
Reed Smith LLP 
1650 Market Street 
2500 One Liberty Place 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Email: hreichner@reedsmith.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Stephen James Reid Jr. 
Blish & Cavanaugh LLP 
30 Exchange Terr 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: sjr@blishcavlaw.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

David M. Rosen 
Harmon Law Offices PC 
150 California St 
Newton, MA 02458-0000 
Email: drosen@harmonlaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Douglas R. Sargent 
Locke Lord LLP 
111 S Wacker Dr 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Email: dsargent@lockelord.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

Randolph Bart Totten 
Adler Pollock & Sheehan PC 
1 Citizens Plaza, 8th Flr 
Providence, RI 02903-1345 
Email: btotten@apslaw.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Lauren F. Verni 
Partridge Snow & Hahn LLP 
180 S Main St 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: lfv@psh.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Patrick T. Voke 
LeClair Ryan 
1 International Pl 
11th Flr 
Boston, MA 02110-0000 
Email: patrick.voke@leclairryan.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Joel J. Votolato 
McCorry & Gannon PC 
727 Central Ave 
Pawtucket, RI 02861-0000 
Email: joel@mccorryandgannon.com 

12-1778 
12-1795 

Email Active 

Dean J. Wagner 
Shechtman Halperin Savage, LLP 
1080 Main St. 
Pawtucket, RI 02860-0000 
Email: dwagner@shslawfirm.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Harris K. Weiner 
Salter, McGowan, Sylvia & Leonard 
321 S. Main St. 
Suite 301 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: hweiner@smsllaw.com 

12-1526 Email Active 

Harris K. Weiner 
Pine & Cantor 
321 S Main St, Ste 302 
Providence, RI 02903-0000 
Email: hweiner@smsllaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1778
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1795
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563
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Contact Info Case Number/s Service Preference ECF Filing Status 

Todd D. White 
Adler Pollock & Sheehan PC 
1 Citizens Plaza 
8th Flr 
Providence, RI 02903-1345 
Email: twhite@apslaw.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

Joseph F. Yenouskas 
Goodwin Procter LLP 
901 New York Ave, NW 
Washington, DC 20001-0000 
Email: jyenouskas@goodwinprocter.com 

12-1526 
12-1563 

Email Active 

 
 

/s/ Steven Fischbach    
Steven Fischbach (RI #7963) 
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https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1526
https://ecf.ca1.uscourts.gov/cmecf/servlet/TransportRoom?servlet=DocketReportFilter.jsp&caseNum=12-1563

