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Beth Chrisman 
Forensic Document Examiner 

13437 Ventura Blvd, Suite 213 

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 

Phone: 310-957-2521   Fax: 310-861-1614  

E-mail: beth@handwritingexpertcalifornia.com 

www.HandwritingExpertCalifornia.com 

 

LEVELS OF OPINION-BASED ON ASTM GUIDELINES FOR EXPRESSING CONCLUSIONS 

Since the observations made by the examiner relate to the product of the human behavior there are a 

large number of variables that could contribute to limiting the examiner’s ability to express an opinion 

confidently.  These factors include the amount, degree of variability, complexity and contemporaneity of 

the questioned and/or specimen writings.  To allow for these limitations a scale is used which has four 

levels on either side of an inconclusive result.  These levels are: 

 Identification / Elimination 

May be expressed as ‘The writer of the known documents wrote / did not write the questioned writing.’  

This opinion is used when the examiner denotes no doubt in their opinion; this is the highest degree of 

confidence expressed by a document examiner. 

 Strong Probability 

May be expressed as ‘There is a strong probability the writer of the known documents wrote / did not 

write the questioned writing.’  This opinion is used when the evidence is very persuasive, yet some critical 

feature or quality is missing; however, the examiner is virtually certain in their opinion. 

 Probable 

May be expressed as ‘It is probable the writer of the known documents wrote / did not write the 

questioned writing.’  This opinion is used when the evidence points strongly toward / against the known 

writer; however, the evidence falls short of the virtually certain degree of confidence. 

 Evidence to Suggest 

May be expressed as ‘there is evidence to suggest the writer of the known documents wrote / did not 

write the questioned writing.’  This opinion is used when there is an identifiable limitation on the 

comparison process.  The evidence may have few features which are of significance for handwriting 

comparisons purposes, but those features are in agreement with another body of writing. 

 Inconclusive 

May be expressed as ‘no conclusion could be reached as to whether the writer of the known documents 

wrote / did not write the questioned writing.’  This is the zero point of the confidence scale.  It is used 

when there are significantly limiting factors, such as disguise in the questioned and/or known writing or a 

lack of comparable writing and the examiner does not have even a leaning one way or another. 
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DECLARATION OF BETH CHRISMAN 

I, BETH CHRISMAN, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am an Expert Document Examiner and court qualified expert witness in the field of 

questioned documents in the State of California. I am over the age of eighteen years, am of sound 

mind, having never been convicted of a felony or crime of moral turpitude; I am competent in all 

respects to make this Declaration. I have personal knowledge of the matters declared herein, and if 

called to testify, I could and would competently testify thereto. 

I have studied, was trained and hold a certification in the examination, comparison, analysis 9 2. 

10 and identification of handwriting, discrimination and identification of writing, altered numbers and 

11 

12 

13 

14 

altered documents, handwriting analysis, trait analysis, including the discipline of examining 

signatures. I have served as an expert within pending litigation matters and I have lectured and 

taught handwriting related classes. A true and correct copy of my current Curriculum Vitae 

15 ("C.V.") is attached as "Exhibit A". 

Request: I was asked to analyze a certified copy of the ARTICLES OF 16 3. 

17 INCORPORATION, CORPORATION SOLE FOR ECCLESIASTICAL PURPOSES for the 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Corporation Sole of THE OFFICE OF THE OVERSEER, A CORPORATION SOLE AND HIS 

SUCCESSORS, OVERJFOR THE POPULAR ASSSEMBL Y OF REVITALIZE, A GOSPEL OF 

BELIEVERS filed with the State of Hawaii Department of Commerce and Consumer Affairs. I 

have attached this document as EXHIBIT B, Pages 1 through 8. 

23 4. Basis of Opinion: The basis for handwriting identification is that writing habits are not 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

instinctive or hereditary but are complex processes that are developed gradually through habit and 

that handwriting is unique to each individual. Further, the basic axiom is that no one person writes 

exactly the same way twice and no two people write exactly the same. Thus writing habits or 

individual characteristics distinguish one person's handwriting from another. 
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Transferred or transposed signatures will lack any evidence of pressure of a writing 

instrument. Additionally, due to modem technology in the form of copiers, scanners, and computer 

software that can capture documents as well as edit documents and photos it has become quite easy 

to transfer a signature from one document to another. However, there will always be a source 

document and in many cases the signature will remain unchanged. The fact that there is more than 

one signature that is exactly the same is in direct opposition to one of the basic principles in 

handwriting identification. 

A process of analysis, comparison and evaluation is conducted between the document(s). 

Based on the conclusions of the expert, an opinion will be expressed. The opinions are derived 

from the ASTM Standard Terminology for Expressing Conclusions for Forensic Document 

Examiners. 

5. Observations and Opinions: 

PAGE NUMBERING: 

a. This is an 8 page document with the first six pages having a fax footer dated May 26, 2009 

and the last 2 pages having a fax footer of May 28, 2009. 

18 b. Further, the first four pages are numbered as such, the fifth page has no original number 

19 designation, the sixth page has the numeral 2, and the last two pages are labeled 1 and 2. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

c. There is not one consistent page numbering system or text identification within the 

document pages that indicates all pages are part of one document. 

DOCUMENT PAGES: 

d. Page 6 and Page 8 are both General Certification pages and contain the same text, exact 

25 same signature and exact same handwritten '8' for the day. Since no one person signs their name 

26 exactly the same way twice, one of these documents does not contain an authentic signature. 

27 

28 

Page 2 of4 
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Additionally, no one person writes exactly the same way twice thus the numeral '8' is also not 

authentic on one of the documents. 

3 e. It is inconclusive if one of the documents is the source or if neither is the source document. 

There is no way to know if the signature of Cecil Loran Lee was an original prior to faxing 4 f. 

5 or if it was a copy of a copy or the generation of the copy if a copy was used to fax the form. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

PAGES5AND6 

g. Page 6 is a General Certification appearing to be attached to the previous page, however, 

Page 5 of this set of documents references a Gwen Hillman and Gwen Hillman clearly is not the 

signature on the Certification. Additionally, there is no Page number on the Certificate of Evidence 

of Appointment that actually links it to the next page, the General Certification of a Cecil Loran 

Lee. 

h. Further, the fax footer shows that Page 5 is Page 13 of the fax, where page 4 is Faxed page 

5 and page 6 is fax page 7; so there is inconsistency in the overall document regarding the first six 

pages. 

1. There is no way to know based on the fax copy and limited handwriting if the same person 

wrote the '8' on pages 5 and 6. There's no real evidence these pages go together outside the order 

they were stapled together in the Certified Copy. 

PAGE 8. 

J. Page 8 does have an additional numeral '2' added to the original numeral 8 to make '28.' 

a. The Please see EXHIBIT 3 for levels of expressing opinions. 

6. Opinion: EXHIBIT B, The ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION, CORPORATION SOLE 

25 FOR ECCLESIASTICAL PURPOSES for the Corporation Sole of THE OFFICE OF THE 

26 OVERSEER, A CORPORATION SOLE AND HIS SUCCESSORS, OVER/FOR THE POPULAR 

27 ASSSEMBLY OF REVITALIZE, A GOSPEL OF BELIEVERS filed with the State of Hawaii 

28 
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Department of Commerce and Consumer Affairs contains page( s) that are not authentic in nature 

but have been duplicated, transferred and altered. Further, the lack of proper page numbering and 

consistency within the page number makes the document suspicious. 

4 7. 

5 

Declaration: 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

6 

7 

8 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration was executed on the 12th day of June, 2015, 

in Sherman Oaks, California. 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 

individual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, 

accuracy, or validity of that document. 

6 State of California 

7 County of Los Angeles 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

On June 30, 2015 before me,£ ~J tf •mSm, fo~';:{J personally appeared Beth Chrisman, 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person whose name is subscribed 

to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that she executed the same in her authorized 

capacity, and that by her signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which 

the person acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

Commission # 2041350 
~ , , Notary Public - California ~ 
z • ' Los Angeles County :'.: 

21 Signature --r--.,""'--r--7""--~__L_-1---?==---t------,L->-
L V9. e .. ~'.~~;; ~ee L4·.n1rl 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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NO. 26054
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF HAWAI`I

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, Petitioner,

vs.

PAUL J. SULLA, JR., Respondent.

(ODC 03-206-7806)
 

ORDER OF PUBLIC CENSURE
(By: Moon, C.J., Levinson, Nakayama, Acoba, and Duffy, JJ.)

Upon consideration of the Office of Disciplinary Counsel's ex parte petition for issuance of reciprocal
discipline notice under Rule 2.15(b) of the Rules of the Supreme Court of the State of Hawai`i
("RSCH"), the memorandum, affidavits, and exhibits thereto, Respondent Sulla's response to our
September 16, 2003 notice and order, and the record, it appears: (1) that on May 30, 2003,
Respondent Sulla was reprimanded by the United States Tax Court for professional misconduct in
Brian G. Takaba v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue Service, (2) RSCH 2.15(c) requires this court
to impose the identical discipline upon the attorney unless this court finds that upon the face of the
record upon which the discipline is predicated it clearly appears (i) the Tax Court procedure was so
lacking in notice or opportunity to be heard as to constitute a deprivation of due process, or (ii) there
was such an infirmity of proof establishing the misconduct as to give rise to the clear conviction that
this court could not, consistent with its duty, accept as final the conclusion on that subject, or (iii) the
misconduct established warrants a substantially different discipline in this state, and (3) there is no
basis in this record upon which to find a lack of due process, an infirmity of proof, or that such
discipline is unwarranted in this jurisdiction. It further appears that a public censure by the supreme
court is the equivalent discipline in Hawai`i. See RSCH 2.3(a). Therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to RSCH 2.15(c), that Respondent Paul J. Sulla, Jr. is Publicly
Censured.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent Sulla shall pay all costs of this proceeding.

DATED: Honolulu, Hawai`i, December 16, 2003.
 
 
 

Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Sulla (Order of Public Censure) file:///Volumes/TRAVEL 1/MacBookPro_Backup/Leonardhoro...
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1 Count 1 of the Superseding Indictment filed on July 29,
2010 alleges, in pertinent part, that:

From in or about 1989, the precise date being
unknown to the Grand jury, and continuing
thereafter up to and including the date of

(continued...)

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAII

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs.

ARTHUR LEE ONG,

Defendant.
_____________________________

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CR. NO. 09-00398 LEK 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT ARTHUR LEE ONG’s 
MOTION FOR JUDGMENT OF ACQUITTAL

Before the Court is Defendant Arthur Lee Ong’s

(“Defendant”) Motion for Judgment of Acquittal (“Motion”), filed

on November 15, 2011.  The United States of America

(“Government”) filed its memorandum in opposition on November 29,

2011, and Defendant filed his reply on December 12, 2011.  The

Court thereafter took the matter under advisement. 

On November 7, 2011, a jury found Defendant guilty of

Counts 1 through 4 and 6 through 8 in the July 28, 2010

Superseding Indictment, charging Defendant with income tax

evasion.  Defendant moves the Court for judgment of acquittal on

Count 1, conspiracy under 18 U.S.C. § 371,1 arguing that there

Case 1:09-cr-00398-LEK   Document 121    Filed 03/06/12   Page 1 of 6     PageID #: 902
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1(...continued)
the return of this Superseding Indictment, in
the District of Hawaii and elsewhere, the
Defendant ARTHUR LEE ONG (Defendant),and
R.L.H., M.K., P.S., and others not charged in
this Indictment, did unlawfully, voluntarily,
intentionally, and knowingly conspire,
combine, confederate, and agree together and
with each other and with other individuals
both known and unknown to the Grand Jury to
defraud the United States by deceitful and
dishonest means for the purpose of impeding,
impairing, obstructing, and defeating the
lawful Government functions of the Internal
Revenue Service (I.R.S.) Of the Treasury
Department in the ascertainment, computation,
assessment, and collection of revenue; to
wit, individual income taxes.

[Superseding Indictment at ¶ 2.]

2

was insufficient evidence pursuant to Rule 29(c) of the Federal

Rules of Criminal Procedure.  After careful consideration of the

Motion, supporting and opposing memoranda, and applicable law,

the Court HEREBY DENIES the Motion without a hearing, finding

Defendant’s conviction supported by the evidence.  

DISCUSSION

I. Rule 29 Standard

Rule 29 requires this Court to grant a motion for

judgment of acquittal “if the evidence is insufficient to sustain

a conviction.”  Fed. R. Crim. P. 29(a).  Defendant’s Motion is

timely under Rule 29(c)(1).  On a motion for judgment of

acquittal under Rule 29, this Court must view the evidence in the

light most favorable to the Government, deciding whether a

Case 1:09-cr-00398-LEK   Document 121    Filed 03/06/12   Page 2 of 6     PageID #: 903
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rational jury could have found Defendant guilty beyond a

reasonable doubt.  See United States v. Hazeem, 679 F.2d 770, 772

(9th Cir. 1982) (in deciding a Rule 29 motion, the “trial court

must determine whether, viewing the evidence in the light most

favorable to the government, the jury could reasonably find the

defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt”).  Accord Jackson v.

Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979) (“when deciding a motion based

on alleged insufficiency of the evidence, the relevant question

is whether, after viewing the evidence in the light most

favorable to the prosecution, any rational trier of fact could

have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a

reasonable doubt”); United States v. Disla, 805 F.2d 1340, 1348

(9th Cir. 1986) (“A conviction is supported by the evidence if,

viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the

government and drawing all reasonable inferences, there was

relevant evidence from which the jury could reasonably have found

the defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.”).

II. Sufficiency of the Evidence

Defendant asserts that the Superseding Indictment

charges that he, Royal LaMarr Hardy, Paul Sulla, Michael Kailing,

and others engaged in an elaborate scheme to defraud the

Government through the non-filing of Defendant’s income taxes. 

[Mem. in Supp. of Motion at 1.]  He maintains that all that the

Government proved during trial was that Defendant met with

Case 1:09-cr-00398-LEK   Document 121    Filed 03/06/12   Page 3 of 6     PageID #: 904
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Mr. Hardy, and that meeting and discussing matters of common

interest is insufficient under the law to infer guilt. 

Mr. Hardy, Mr. Sulla, and Mr. Kailing were never called as

witnesses.  According to Defendant, the Government failed to

establish that any agreement ever existed between Defendant,

Mr. Hardy, Mr. Sulla, Mr. Kailing or Thomas Brennan.  [Id. at 3-

4.]

On the other hand, the Government submits that it was

required to prove that Defendant conspired with at least one

other person, and not with all of the co-conspirators alleged in

the indictment, and that Defendant’s own testimony at trial

established that, on Mr. Hardy’s referral, Defendant retained

Mr. Sulla to create various trusts in order to reduce his taxes. 

The Government further argues Defendant met Mr. Sulla in

Mr. Hardy’s office, used Mr. Hardy’s secretary to notarize

Defendant’s trust documents prepared by Mr. Sulla, and met with

Mr. Hardy, along with Mr. Sulla and Mr. Brennan.  As to

conspiring with Mr. Kailing, the Government points out that he

served as Defendant's nominee trustee and that Defendant knew

Mr. Kaling was involved in tax fraud because he was called to

testify at Mr. Kailing’s criminal trial in 2005. 

During the Government’s case, it presented evidence

that Defendant conspired with others to evade his own personal

income taxes through the use of sham trusts set up with the

Case 1:09-cr-00398-LEK   Document 121    Filed 03/06/12   Page 4 of 6     PageID #: 905
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assistance of Mr. Sulla, his attorney.  There was testimony that

Defendant attended Mr. Hardy’s seminar on voluntary tax

compliance and was motivated to eliminate his tax liability.  The

evidence showed that Mr. Hardy referred Defendant to Mr. Sulla,

who was involved with Mr. Hardy’s programs.  Mr. Sulla set up

Defendant’s trust system.  In an opinion letter to Defendant on

May 6, 1990, Mr. Sulla stated: “Secondary to this estate plan

planning concern, was your objective to reduce your income

taxes.”  [Gov’t Exh. 24GG, at 1.]  It states: “Your trusts,

properly established, should be able to withstand an attack by

troublesome litigants, creditors, or even taxing

authorities. . . .”  [Id. at 2.]  The witness testimony and

documentary evidence presented at trial support the conclusion of

the sham nature of the trust system set up by Mr. Sulla, and the

finding of Defendant’s knowledge thereof.

The government may prove a conspiracy by circumstantial

evidence that the conspirators acted together in furtherance of a

common goal.  United States v. Kiriki, 756 F.2d 1449, 1453 (9th

Cir. 1985).  The circumstantial evidence establishes that

Mr. Hardy referred Defendant to Mr. Sulla to help him evade

taxes, that Defendant knew the trust system established with

Mr. Sulla was a sham, and that he did not rely on Mr. Sulla’s

advice in good faith.

Based on the above evidence, a rational jury could have

Case 1:09-cr-00398-LEK   Document 121    Filed 03/06/12   Page 5 of 6     PageID #: 906
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found beyond a reasonable doubt that Defendant conspired to

defraud the Government.  The Court finds there was sufficient

evidence to support the jury’s finding of guilt on Count I.  The

Motion for judgment of acquittal on the basis of insufficient

evidence is DENIED.

CONCLUSION

On the basis of the foregoing, Defendant Arthur Lee

Ong’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal, filed November 15, 2011

is HEREBY DENIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED AT HONOLULU, HAWAII, March 6, 2012.

 /S/ Leslie E. Kobayashi           
Leslie E. Kobayashi
United States District Judge

USA V. ARTHUR LEE ONG; CR. NO. 09-00398 LEK; ORDER DENYING
DEFENDANT ARTHUR LEE ONG’S MOTION FOR JUDGMENT OF ACQUITTAL

Case 1:09-cr-00398-LEK   Document 121    Filed 03/06/12   Page 6 of 6     PageID #: 907
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Intermediate Court of Appeals
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Corporations HomeCorporations Home Nonprofit HomeNonprofit Home Charities HomeCharities Home AwardsAwards Public NoticesPublic Notices Contact InfoContact Info

Corporations and Charities DivisionCorporations and Charities Division

Corporation DetailCorporation Detail

Neither the State of Washington nor any agency, officer, or employee of the State of Washington warrants the accu
or timeliness of any information in the Public Access System and shall not be liable for any losses caused by such r
accuracy, reliability, or timeliness of such information. While every effort is made to ensure the accuracy of this inf
portions may be incorrect or not current. Any person or entity who relies on information obtained from the System
her own risk.

All documents filed with the Corporations Division are considered public record.

THE ROYAL BLOODLINE OF DAVID

UBI Number 602158775

Category SOL

Profit/Nonprofit Nonprofit

Active/Inactive Inactive

State Of Incorporation WA

WA Filing Date 10/31/2001

Expiration Date 10/31/2012

Inactive Date 09/17/2012

Duration Perpetual

Registered Agent Information

Agent Name

Address

City

State

Contact Us | Connect:

1 of 2 http://www.sos.wa.gov/corps/search_d... 11/17/12 6:02 PMExhibits pg. 143

leonardhorowitz1
Text Box
EXHIBIT 23. 



ZIP

Special Address Information

Address LOENARD HOROWITZ

City NEWPORT

State WA

Zip 99156

« Return to Search List

Phone NumbersPhone Numbers |  | Privacy PolicyPrivacy Policy |  | AccessibilityAccessibility |  | MobileMobile
Washington Secretary of State · Corporations DivisionWashington Secretary of State · Corporations Division
801 Capitol Way South801 Capitol Way South
PO Box 40234, Olympia WA 98504-0234PO Box 40234, Olympia WA 98504-0234
(360) 725-0377(360) 725-0377

2 of 2 http://www.sos.wa.gov/corps/search_d... 11/17/12 6:02 PMExhibits pg. 144
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PAYMENTS MADE ON $550,000.00 PURCHASE BY THE BUYERS, 
LEONARD G. HOROWITZ AND THE ROYAL BLOODLINE OF DAVID, 
TO THE SELLER, CECIL LORAN LEE (AND GARNISHER, PHILLIP 

MAISE), JANUARY 15, 2004, THROUGH FEBRUARY 27, 2009.

EVIDENCE OF PAYMENT          PAYMENT DATE  BUYER DEBIT ($)      BUYER CREDIT ($)

Combined Closing Statement        1-15-04        550,000         200,000.00
Cancelled Checks  # 2025        2-20-04       2333.33
    # 2135        3-08-04       2333.33
    # 2148        4-10-04       2333.33
   # 2518              5-29-04       2333.33
   # 2527        7-10-04       2333.33
   # 2543        8-01-04       2333.33
    # 2556        9-03-04       2333.33
    # 2148        4-10-04       2333.33
   # 2518              5-29-04       2333.33
   # 2527        7-10-04       2333.33
   # 2543        8-01-04       2333.33
          Garnishment Confusion delays 4 payments to Jan. 13, 05 (see below)
   # 2596        1-13-05 (four months payment issued)  9333.32
    # 2603        2-07-05       2333.33
    # 2621        4-07-05       2333.33
   # 2623              5-03-05       2333.33  
   # 2632              5-30-05 (June payment)     2333.33
   # 2637        7-01-05       2333.33
   # 2547        8-05-05       2333.33
    # Dif. Accnt.       9-06-05       2333.33
    # 2654        10-12-05       2333.33
   # 2658              11-02-05       2333.33
   # 2667        12-05-05       2333.33
   # 2670        01-03-06       2333.33
   # 2685        02-15-06       2333.33
   # 2691        03-10-06       2333.33
   # 2699        04-20-06       2333.33
   # 2711        05-03-06       2333.33
   # 2720        05-29-06 (August payment)    2333.33
   # 2721        07-27-06       2333.33
   # 2725        08-15-06       2333.33
   # 2741        09-27-06       2333.33
   # 2749        11-04-06 (October payment)    2333.33
   # 2755        11-21-06       2333.33
   # 2767        01-04-07       2333.33
   # 2901        02-02-07       2333.33
   Lee’s Bankruptcy Filing Puts All Payments on Hold
   # 2928        06-29-07 (Five mos. payments Mar. - July)       11,666.65
   # 2947        11-03-07       9333.33
   # 2885        02-07-08       6999.99
   # 2806        04-10-08       2333.33
   # 2796        10-20-08               13,999.99
   # 5903945       02-27-09               26,204.13
   # Wire transfer      02-02-09               64,000.00
   # 2855        02-03-09               64,000.00
TOTAL PAYMENTS TO PLAINTIFF ON NOTE......................................................... $487,203.96
CREDIT $100,000.00 IN CONTRACTED EARLY PAYMENT PROHIBITED...........$587,203.96
CREDIT $907.96 IN JUDGMENT CREDIT FROM CIV. NO. 05-1-0196....................$588,111.94
....

   

Exhibits pg. 147

leonardhorowitz1
Text Box
EXHIBIT 26. 



Exhibits pg. 148

leonardhorowitz1
Text Box
EXHIBIT 27. 



Exhibits pg. 149



Exhibits pg. 150

leonardhorowitz1
Text Box
Exhibit 28



Exhibits pg. 151



Exhibits pg. 152



Exhibits pg. 153



Exhibits pg. 154



Exhibits pg. 155



Exhibits pg. 156

leonardhorowitz1
Text Box
Exhibit 29



Exhibits pg. 157



Exhibits pg. 158



Exhibits pg. 159



Exhibits pg. 160



Exhibits pg. 161



Exhibits pg. 162



Exhibits pg. 163



Exhibits pg. 164



Exhibits pg. 165



Exhibits pg. 166



Exhibits pg. 167



Exhibits pg. 168



Exhibits pg. 169



Exhibits pg. 170



Exhibits pg. 171



Exhibits pg. 172



Exhibits pg. 173



Exhibits pg. 174



Exhibits pg. 175



Exhibits pg. 176

leonardhorowitz1
Text Box
Exhibit 30



Exhibits pg. 177



Exhibits pg. 178



Exhibits pg. 179



Exhibits pg. 180



Exhibits pg. 181



Exhibits pg. 182



Exhibits pg. 183



Exhibits pg. 184



Exhibits pg. 185



Exhibits pg. 186




