FILED

"IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIC 1 FEB23 A 0 00,

STATE OF OHIO, éx rel. ) ey
'MICHAEL DEWINE ) CASENO. CV-15-8457827" ©'} “m ;{}ms
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OHIO ) CUVALA R COUNTY

) JUDGE MATTHEW McMONAGLE ‘

_ Plaintiff )

)
V. ) v ;

} AGREED CONSENT JUDGMENT
UNIVERSAL DEBT & PAYMENT ) ENTRY AND ORDER BETWEEN
‘SOLUTIONS, LLC, et al. ) PLAINTIFFSTATE OF OHIO AND

) DEFENDANT MOHAN BAGGA

Defendants. ) '

"This mattet came to be heard upon the filing of a Complaint by Plaintiff, State of Ohio,
" acting through rc'ouns;eyomo Attorney General Michael DeWine (“Plaintiff”), alleging that
Defendants Mohan Bagga, Universal Debt & Payment Solutions, ‘LI;_C (“UDPS”),-and Marcus
Brown (“Brown”), aka Marcus Middlebrooks; Marcus Johnson, and Emest Johnson, dba LRS
Litigations (“LRS?), dba IRS Equity ‘and Worldwide Requisitions,' violated the Fair Debt
Collection Practices Act (“FDCPA”), 15 US.C. 1692 —1692p, the Dodd-Frank Act; 12 U.S.C.
5536, and the Olijo Consumer Sales Practices Act (“CSPA™. |

Plaintiff has reached an agrcement with Defendant Bagga and this Agreed Consent
Judgment Entry and Order (_“Con';ent Judgment”) is intended to tesolve all periding claims

alleged against Defendant Bagga in the Complaint. By signing this entry, Defendant :éubniit"s to

1 Defendants UDPS, Brown, and LRS are not parties to this Consent Judgment.

*This Consent Judgment only.pertains to Defendant Bagga and the violations of the Dodd-Frank Act and the CSPA,

A‘W‘Oﬁé%%g%gi% OHIO r
i ——

CONSUMER PROTECTION SECTION

PUBLIC TNSPECTION FILE



the. p‘erémal jurisdiction -of this Court and consents to the entry of this Consent Judgment
-pﬁrsﬁént to R.C. 1345.07(F); |

A Defendant hereby consents to the Court’s findings-of facts and conclusions of law, t6 the
‘imposition of this ‘Consent Jugigment,., and to the rights of Plaintiff to enforce ithis Consent
Judgment.

FINDINGS OF FACT

T, Defendarit. U;xi'Versal' Debt & Payment Solutions, LLC (“UDPS") is a-Georgia limited
liability company-that does business in Cuyahoga County and in the: State:of Ohioand is
registered at 3939 Lavista Road, Suite 312, Tucker, Georgia 30084.

2, Defendant UDPS wis organized by Defendant Mohan Bagga (“Bagga”)..

3. '?Defendant'-e}Bagga-is the owner of Defendant UDPS. N

4. Defendant Baggais an individual and resides at 6375 Whitestone Place, Duluth, Georgia
30097.

5. j Defendant UDPS' had its-principal ‘place of business located at 6375 Whitestone Place,

_ Duluth, Georgia 30097-8076. h

6. The 3939 Lavista Road address bélongs to 2 post office box 4t a, UPS Store, Which is

7. Defendant UDPS is aiso registered as d limited liability ¢company in the State of New
York. |

8. The i\lew York articles of incorporation include a mailing address of 142 Stratford Road,
Buffalo, New York 14216, which is also a-residential mailing address for Defendant

Marcus.Brown..




10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Iﬁefendaﬁt' Marcus Brown, also known as Matcus Middlebrooks, Marcus Johnson, and
Einest Johnson: (“Brown™), is an individual and resides at 142 Stratford Road, Buffalo, -
New York 14216. |

Defendant Brown is the treasurer for Defendant UDPS.

Defendant Brown also does: business as LRS Litigations (“LRS?), a fictitious business

entity which hasa purported business address of 600 Superior Avenue East, Suite 1300,

- Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Defendant LRS Litigations does business as IRS Equity and Worldwide Requisitions.

‘Defendants UDPS and LRS did business'in Cuyahoga County and in the State of Ohio;

however, Defendants U_DPS.jajn.:d LRS failed to register with the Ohio Secretary of State;

Defendants LRS and Brown: were, at all times relevant to this action, engaged in

providing collection services by regularly collecting, or attempting to collect, from

consumers debts that-are due';or alleged to be due. '

Using the names LRS Litigations, IRS Equity, and Worldwide Requisitions, Defendants
LRS and Brown attempted to collect on alleged debts through-telephone calls.
Déferidants LRS and Brown used threats, intimidation, and harassment 1o collect debts

purportedly owed by consumers.

In'most cases, ¢6n$umefr_s"did' not owe the debits reférenced.

However, due to Defendant LRS and Brown’s collection methods of using false
statements and threats, consumers often sent money to-these debt collectors.
Defendant Bagga and his company, Defendant UDPS, regularly accepted payments from

such consumers on behalf-of Defendants LRS-and Brown.




20.

21.

22,

23.

2.

23.

Although Defendant Bagga did riot pérsonally make- any debt collection calls to

consumers, he played a key role/in the debt collection:schieme as he is not only the owner

of UDPS, but he also:controlled:the bank accounts in the names of UDPS and used these

accounts to-receive deposits from the funds taken from consumers: and'to distribute those

fuids to Defendant Brown; among others.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Courthas jurisdiction over the: subject: atter, issues, and partiés ‘to this Consent:
« Judgment pursuant to R.C. 1345.04:

The Court has venue to hear this case:pursuant to Ohio.Civ: R. 3(B)(3) in that some of the’

transactions ‘complained. of herein, ‘and out of -which this: action arose, -oceurred. in

Cuyahoga County.

The busmeSS p‘_racf:‘t“iegs‘: of Deferidant: Bagga, as: described herein and in Plaintiff’s

Complaint; are-governed by the CSPA; R.C. 1345.01 et seq., and the Dodd-Frank Act, 12-

The Ohio Attorney General is the proper party to commence these proceedings-undei the

authority of R.C. 1345:07°and by virtue of his statutory and common law: authority. to
protect the interests of the citizens of the State of Ohio.

Defendant Bagisa is a “supplier” as that férri is défified in R.C: 1345.01(C) as Defendant

was, at -all times relevant herein, engaged in :the: business of effecting consumer

transactions by accepﬁ"x‘;g- paymient of debts allegedly:owed by consumers, which arose:

household within the meaning specified in.R.C. 1345.01(A) and: (D), to individuals in
Cuyahoga County and other counties in:the State of Ohio ‘and across the United States.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

Defendant Bagga is a “covered person™as that term is ‘aeﬁhéd in 12'U.8.C; 5481(6)(B) as
Défendant Bagga has, at all times relevant herein, been an affiliate of Defendants LRS
and Brown 'with regard to transa;:tions with individuals in Cﬁuyahtf)ﬁga County and other:
counties in the State of Ohio and -acros‘s:lhef:Ux;itcd States.

Defendant Bagga has engaged in-acts ‘and practices in' violation of the Dodd-Frank Act,
12 USC 5536(a)(1)(A), by reguldily accepting: payments, via his business, Universal
Debt & Payment Solutions, LLC, from the consumers on b@:half of the Defendants LRS
and Brown, when such payments were abtained through the acts and practices of LRS
and Brown.in violation of the FDCPA.

Defendant Bagga has éngaged in acts and practices in violation of the Dodd-Frank: Act,
12 U.S.C: 5536(a)(3), by knowingly or tecklessly providing substantial assistance to
Defendants LRS and Brown in-violation of 12 U.S.C. 5531. |
Defendant Bagga has committed unfairand deceptive acts or practices in violation of the
CSPA, R.C. 1345.02(A), by engaging in acts and practices in-violation of the Dodd-Frank
Act as set forth in paragraphs (27) and (28) above.

ORDER

For purposes of affecting this Consent Judgment, it is therefore ORDERED; ADJ UDG'ED; AND

DECREED that:

. Plaintiff’'s request for @ Declaratory Judgment is GRANTED; and it ‘is therefore

DECLARED that the acts and practices enumerated in the Conclusions of Law set forth
above.in Paragraphs (27) thiough (29) violate the CSPA, R.C. 1345.01 et seq., and the

Substantive Rules enacted thereunder; in the manner set forth therein,




fE——

Plaintif°s request for Declaratory vJudgment is GRANTED;, and it is therefore
DECLARED that the acts and practices set forth in Paragraph (27) — (29) abové violate.
the Dodd-Frank Act, 12 U.S.C. 5536, in the manner set fcrt'ﬁ heréin and in Plaintiff’s
Complaint.

Defendant is PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from soliciting and engaging in the.
business of effecting consumer transactions in the State of Ohio as a supplier,.as defined
inR.C. 1345.01(C).
. Defendant, under his ‘own -name or any other names; his agents, representatives,
salespeople, employees, successors and assigns; and all persons acting on behalf of the
Defendant directly or indirectly, through any corporate or*tpriVate'device,,';partnership. or
asso;iat_ibn,-’is’ PERMANENTLY ENJ.OINED from ‘engaging in the acts and practices
enumerated in the Conclusions of Law set forth abGve in Paragraphs (27) thr‘ough“(2_9),f
Defendant, under his own name- o% any other names, his agents, representatives,
salespeople, employees, successors and assigns, and all persons acting ‘on behalf of the
Defendant directly or indirectly, through any corporate ‘or private device, partnership or
association, :ﬁis,,_PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from engaging in the acts or’practices of
which Plaintiff complains and from further violating the Dodd-Frank Act, 12 U.S.C. 5536
et seq., and the CSPA, R.C. 134501 et seq., and ‘the Substantive Rules enacted
thereunder.
. Defendant is ORDERED to maintain in"his possession and control for-a period of five (5)
years, and in'a manner designed to secure the privacy of all consumets® personal
information; all business records relating to Defendant’s actions including -solicitation,
payment aceeptance and any additional records in the State of Ohio and to permit the




Ohio Attorney General or his representative, upon reasonable twenty-four (24). hour

notice, to inspect and/or copy any and all records.

6. IT IS ACKNOWLEDGED that Defendant Bagga has provided restitution, in the amount.

| of One Hundred v.Sikty’-‘Two-.Dqll'ars;-'a_nd 50/100 Cents {$162.50), to the Attorney General

who:shall distribute the funds to consumer Debra Oliver, who had funds taken out-of her
account by Defendant and his company, Defendant UDPS.

7. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED. that Defendant Bagga is assessed a civil penalty in the
amount of Fiftéen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00). Upon Defendant Bagga’s submission
of :an Individual Financial ’Statcment;tﬁe civil penalty shall be suspended in its entirety
for 50 long as Defendant Bagga is'in full comipliance with all provisions of this Consent
Judgmcnt.

8. The Atiorney General may assert any claim that Defenddnt has violated this Consent
Judgment in a separate civil action to-enforce this Consent Judgment or to seek any other
relief afforded by-law. In.'aix_y' such action or proceeding, relevant evidence of conduct
that occurred before the filing date of this Consent Judgment shall be admissible on any
material issue, including alleged willfulness, intent, knowledge, contempt or breach, to
the extent permitted by law. By this paragraph, Defendant does not waive any
evidentiary objection or -any other objection it may have as permitted by faw to the
admissibility of any such evidence. |

9. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any violation. of the terms of this Consent Judgment
shall constitute conternpt. Service-of any action for contempt shall be complete upon
mailing a certified copy of such action to the Defendant. "

10. In the event the Ohio Attorney General must initiate legal z;cﬁon of incur any costs to
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12,

13.

14,

15.

-

‘compel Defendant to abide by this Agreed Entry, upon order of the Court, Defendant

shall be ligble to the Ohio Attorney General for any and.all penalties imposed by the
Court for contempt and, in addition to the payment to the State awarded herein, any such
costs -and reasonable attorneys’ fees expended to proceed with such a motion for

contempt that the Court may impose.

Failure:of the Attorney Geneéral 1o-timely enforce any term, condition, or requirement of

this Consent Judgment shall not provide, nor be construed to provide, Defendant a

deferise for noncomp_‘l‘iance_ with any term of this Consent Judgment or any other law,
rule; or regulation; nor shall. it stop or limit the Attoiney General from later enforcing any
t‘érm of this Cdnsént Judgment or seeking any-other remedy available by law, rule, or-
regulation.

Nothing in this Consent Judgment jéh'all' in any way preclude any investigation -or
enforcement action against Defendant under any legal authority granted ;0. the: State for -

transactions not subject to this action.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant shall not represeént directly or indirectly. or

in any way -whatsoever that the Court or the Ohio Attorney General has sanctioned,.

condoned, or'approved any part or aspect of Defendant’s businessoperation,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant shall pay all court costs associated with this

matter,

This Couit shall retain jurisdiction to enforce compliance with this Consent Judgment.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATE

*z/z%(/(qo | | -2 L

~ JUDGE McMONAC{E‘J




JOINTLY APPROVED FOR ENTRY AND SUBMITTED BY:

FOR THE OHIO ATTORNEY GENERAL, MICHAEL DEWINE

’\MJAMW AINTAY 7

Assistaht Section Chief
REBECCA F. SCHLAG (0061897)

-Senior Assistant Attorney General
Consumer Protection Section
30 East Broad Street, 14™ Floor

‘Columbus; Ohio 43215-3428

" (614) 466-8169; (866) 528-7423 (facsimile)
melissa.wright@ohioattorneygeneral.gov
rebecca.schlag@ohioattornyegeneral.gov
Counsel for Plaintiff Ohio Aitorney General

MELISSA G. WRIGHT @)7?343) Date |

FOR PRO:SE DEFENDANT MOHAN BAGGA:

Aoide— oy

(1 !\‘b

L .

Mohan:Bagga Date
6375 Whitestone Place

Duluth, Georgia 30097-8076

(770).572-6239

mbagpal02@yahoo.com
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