
11111111111 IIIIIIIIIIIIIUIIIIIII~ 1111111111111 .IIIII 
92698221 

IN THE COURT' OF COMMON PLEAS 
CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIO 

STATE OF OHIO, EX REL. ATibR'NEY GENERAL OF OHIO . .. ·. ·. . . .Case No: CV -l S-845782 
ZOlb JAN 2q P 1: 35 

~~. ""' ~ror: r ''! 'RTS t, .:.~.:.r< •• . .• \-.u .. ·· · 
Plaintiff c.u~r-:·'·0"" c·ou"'Tv Judge: MATTHEW A MCMONAtil:::t:;;Hf1 .. ;;l/.\. . ' Pi ·1 

UNIVERSAL DEBT & PAYMENT SOLUTIONS, INC., 
ETAL 

Defendant 

92DEFAULT- FINAL 

. JOURNAL ENTRlt 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FORDEFAULTJUOGMENTAGAINST DEFENDANTS UNIVERSALDEST& PA'(MENT 
SOLUTION'S, LLCAND MARCUS'BROWN, DBA LI~.S LITIGATIONS, FILED. I 0/J 6/2015, IS GRANTED ASTOUNIVERSAL 
DE.BT& PA YMENTSOLUTIONS. 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR DEFAULTJUDGMENT AGAINST DEFENDANT MARCUS BROWN, DBA LRS LITIGATIONS, 
FILED clJ/30/2015, IS GRANTED. . 

ON JANUARY27, 2016, COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFf.A.PPEARED AT THE•QEfAULT HEARING A.ND PRESENTED THE 
DEFAULT PACKAGE. NEITHER PROSE DEFENDANT MOHAN BAGGA NOR A REPRESENT A TfVE FOR UNIVERSAL 
QEBT& PAYMENT$()LUTIONS,,LLC. {\PPE;AREO, . . . . . 

ALTHOUGH PROSE DEFENDANT MARCUS BROwN APPEARED ATTHE:DEFAULTHEARING, HE OFFERED NO 
EVIDENCE TO REFUTE THEDEFAULT. DEFENDANTS~ ORAL MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AN ANSWER IS DENIED. 

~i~~~~J~gL<t~~~Js~SL~r~:;~~~:;Qso:R~~~~:L~~SA~~~~~t~~~-o;;~~~~t~:s··uNJVERSALDEBT& 

COURT COST ASSESSED AS DIRECTED, 
PUR$UANT TO CiVK 58(B}, THE CLERK OF (:CURTS IS DIRECTED TO SERVE THIS JUDGMENT IN A MANNER. 
PRESCRIBED BY qv.R. 5(B). THECLERK MUST INDICATE. ON THE DOCKETTHE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF ALL 
PARTIES, THE METHOD OF SERVICE,ANDTHE COSTS ASSOClA TED WITHTHlSSERVICE. . 

:92 
01/29/2016 

Judge Signature 

~·~ 
V.:JU 

RECEIVED 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OHIO 

MAR 0 3 Z016 

CONSUMER PROTECTION SECTION 
, PUBLIC INSPECTK>N ~ILE 

Date 

Page 1oft 
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. _. c L.. ·E· .. ·0 .. r w.· · ... · .. 
CUYAHOGA COUNTY,OHIO 

STATE OF OHIO, ex rei. 
MlGHAEL DEWINE . 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OHIO 

Plaintiff 

v. .j 

UNIVERSAL· DEBT·& PAYMENT 
SOLUTIONS, LLC, etaL 

Defendants. 

) ZU!b JAN 2 q P 1: 35. 
) CASENO; CV-1$-84$}82 CLERK or· COURTS 

CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
JUDGE MATTHEW McMONAGLE 

) 
) 
) 
) 

.) 
) 
} 
) 

J 
) 

DEFAULT JU.DGMENT ENTRY 
AND DAMAGES ORDER AGAINST 
DEFENDANTS UNIVERsAL DEBT 
& PAYMENT SO,LlJTIOJ'iS, LLC,ANJ) 
MARCUS BROWN, DBA LRS' 
LITIGATIONS 

.PREAMBLE' 

'This cal1fie (:al11e to, be heard upoq Plaintiff's Motion for DefaUlt Judgment Agains~ 

Defend8!lt.s Universal Debt & Payment Solutions, LLC ("UDPS") and Marcus Brown 

(''Brown"), also: known as. Marcus Middlebrooks, Marcus Johnson, and Em~st Johnson, doing 

business as LRS Litigations e+LPS''), doi.ng business as IRS Equi~ and Worldwide. Requisitions 

C'Defendants"), · originlllly,filed OctQb~r 16, 2015, pursuant to Ciy. R. SS(A). 

l,>ursuant to :Plaintiff's Octoper 20; .2015 Notice of WithdraW(!.}. <md per this C~urt's 

Journal Entry dated October 20,2015, Plaintiffs Motion for DefaultJudgment was withdrawn as 

it related to Defendant Marcus Brown, doing business as LRS Litigations. As such, Plaintiff's 

October 16, 20 IS Motion for Default. Judgment pertained only to . Defendant UDPS. On 

November 30, 2015~ Plaintiff re-filed its Motion for Default Juqgtrtent Against Defendant 

Brown. 

Defendants were properly· served in this. matter and have failed · to file answers to 

Plaintifts Complaint:and haveTailed.to defend against this motion or appear before tbe Court in 

any mannet.. The Court finds the motion well taken and hereby grants and sustains Plaintiff's 
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Motion for Default Judgment as to Defendant UDPS and Defendant Brown, individually anti 

doing business as LRS Litigations and/or IRS Equit:y . 

. On December29,20 15, Plairttifffiled a Memorandum in Support ofDarnages and Other 

Request~d Relief("Damages·Memorandum"); in which Plaintiff submitted evidence supporting: 

.the amount of civil penalties> and consumer damages it was requesting that the Couit assess. 

Neither Defendants. nor counsel on their behalf, submitted any evide11<;:e to refute Plaintiff's 

request for consumer damages ~d .civil penalties; 

The Court, b~ed on Plaintiff's Complaint, the D~fault Judgment Motion, and the 

Damages Memorandum, hereby renders th~ following Default Judgment E-ntry and Order and 

Decision on Damages. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Defendant Universal Debt & Payment Solutions, LLC ("UDPS") is a Georgia limited 

liability company that does business in Cuyahoga: County and in the State of Ohio and. is 

registered af3939 Lavista Road, SuiteJl2, Tucker, Georgia 30984. 

2. Defendant UDPS was organi~d by DefendantMolJ,aJ1.~agga("l3agga''). 

3. · DefendantBagga is the owner .ofDefendant UDPS. 

4. Defendant Bag:ga. is an individual and resides at 6375 Whiteston-e Place; [)ull!th; Georgia 

30097. 

5. DefendantUDPS· had its principal place of business located at 6375 Whitestone Place, 

Duluth, Georgia30097-8076. 

6. The 3939 Lavista Ro::td address belongs to a post office box ata UPS Store> which is 

registered to Defendant Marcus BroV\.'11. 
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7. Defendant UDPS is also registere<.I as a limited liability company in the State ofNew 

York. 

8. The N.ew York articles ofincorporation include a mailing address of 142 Stratford Road, 

Buffruo, New York 14216, which is also a Jesidential mailing address for Defendant 

Marcus Brown. 

9. Defendant Marcus Brown. ·also knoWn 11s Marcus Middlebrooks, Marc~s Johnson, and 

Ernest Johnson ("Brown"), is an individual.and resides at 142. Stratford Road, Buffalp, 

New York 14216. 

1 0; Defendant Brown is the treasurer for DefendantUDPS. 

ll. Defendant Brown also does business as .LRS Litigations ( .. LRS"), a .fictitious business 

entity•which has a purported business address of 600 Superior A venue East, Suite 1300, 

Cleveland, Ohio 44114. 

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

13. Defendants UDPS and LRS do business in .Cuyahoga County and in the State of Ohio; 

~owever, Defendants l]DP.S and LRS have failed to register with the Ohio Secretary of 

State . 

.14. Derendant Browt1 operated, dominated, controlled, and directed the <;andt~ct of Defendant 

LRS, causing, personally participating in, and/or ratifying the acts and practices of 

Def~rtdant LRS. 

15. DefendantS LRS and Brown are, and have been at all times relevant to this action. 

engaged in proyiding collection services by regularly collecting, or attempting to collect; 

from consumers debts' that are due or alleged to be due; 
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16. Using the names LRS Litigations, IRS Equity, and Worldwide Requisitions, Defendants 

LRS and Brown have attempted to collect on alleged debts through telephone calls. 

17. Defe~dants LRS and Brown have used threats, intimidation, and llarassment tQ collect 

debts purpot1edly owed by consumers. 

18. Defendants LRS and Brown threatened that litigation would be filed against the 

consumer if the consumer did not call the debt .collector back within24-28 ho~t;s. 

19. When consumers returned the calls, Defendants LRS and Brown would< tell the 

cQn~uJliers that· they ne¢dep . to pay the alleged debt in order .t() awid court action or 

criminal prosecution. 

· 20. In most cases, consumers did not owe the debts referenced. 

21. HoweVer, due to Defertdants LRS and Brown's coUection methods of using false 

statements and threats, consumers often sent money to these debt collectors. 

22. Defendant UDPS regularly· accepted payments from consumers on behalf of Defendants 

LRS and Brown. 

23. Defendant Brown played a/key role in the debt collection scheme as he is not only an 

officer .of UDPS;, but he received payments front the Defendant UDPS for the debt 

collection scheme. 

.CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

24. the Court has judsdiction over the subject matter, i~sues and p<mies to th.i$. l:lction and 

venue is· proper. 

25. The business practices of Defendant UDPS~ as described herein and in Plaintiffs 

Complaint; are governed by the Consumer Sales Practices Act(''CSPA''), R.C~ JJ45.0l 
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et seq., the Substantive Rules enacted thereunder, the and the Dodd·•Frank Act; 12 u:S.C;. 

5536. 

26. The business practices of Defendant Bro~n, as described herein and in Plaintiffs 

Complaint~ are governed by the Consumer Sales Practices Act ("CSPA''), R.C .. 1345.01 

et seq~, the Substantive R:ules enacted thereunder, the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act 

("FDCPA"), 15 U.S. C. 1692 et seq.t ~d the Dodd-Frank Act~.12 U.S.C 5536. 

27. The Ohio Attorney General, acting on behalf of the citizens of Ohio, and in the b~t 

interest of this stat~, is the proper party to commence this action under the authority of 

the GS.PA, R;C. 1345,07, and by virtue of his authority to protect the interests of the 

citizens.oftheState of Ohio. 

28. Defendant OOPS is a ''supplier" as that term is. defined in R.C. 1345.01(0) as Defendant 

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

transactions by accepting .payment of a debt allegedly owed by a consumer; which arose 

from a consumer transaction, for purposes. that were .primarily pers~mal, family or 

.household within the meaning specified in R.C. 1345.0l(A) and (D). to individuals in 

Cuyahoga County anct.othet counties.in the State of Ohio and across the United S~t~s. 

29; DefendantS Brown and LRS: are ~'suppliers"·as that term is defined in RC. l345,0l(C)as 

Defendants were, at all times relevant herein~ engaged in the business of effecting 

consumer trnr1sactions by enforcing or attempting to enforce the payment of a debt 

allegedly owed by a. ~~sWner,. wbicb arose from a consumer transaction, for ptu'pQse$ 

that were prim!;U'ily person:;U, family or household with.in the meaning specified in R.C. 

1345.01 (A) and (D). to individuals in Quyahoga County an<J other counti~sin the:State of 

Ohio and across the United States. 
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'ins~en~JJty ofintet:state. commeree or the tnailsJg ·any business the.principalpurpose 

of which is. the collection. of any debts~ or ·Wflo, regularly collects or attempts to collect~ 

·directb' or Jij<;{lrec:tly; del,>ts O:w~d 9r Clll!! ot ~seqe<l to Qe o:wed qr due :m_olh~t:; tei 

· htdividualsinCuya1lqgaCoup~Y@d other·c()t!llties in.theSta~ofOhio ~(I acr<:>~s-the 

Un.ited Stf!J~s. 

31. Defendants tR.s and Brown are ~~coveted:persons" as that tennis defined In t2- tts·,c. 
548'1(6)(A) as Defendants LRS ·and .Brown have1 ·at alf times ·relevant herei11, hee.n 

U~S.C. 548l(5,J'a.tid l2 U.S;C: 548l(l5)(x) to -individuals in Cuyaho~a County and other 

counties in the Sttite. of Ohio and ~ros~:the United States. 

· 32. Defendant l.Ji)PS is>a '"covered person'' as that tetm :is· defined in 12 O.s.c. 5481 (~)(a}as 

:nefendant:UOP:S htis,. at all times relevant herein, been.an affiliate. of'l:>efefidants t.RS 

and Bfowp With tegard to transagtiQl1§ Wit_li;individuaJs in Cu)'@()ga Cqllttty and other 
- ~·: 

·counties in the Stll!e -ofOhio and across 'the tJtiited ~t.a:tes; 

J3.. Defen<l<mt~ tRS a.n~ arown_; hav~ c:ommitt~ 9-nfair or deceptive acts or pr~ctic::es i~ 

violation_()f'the]1pC~~' 15 u.s,c. }~92 ~t seq., by e1:1ga:gi~g in condo~t .the na:~ural 

consequenee of is· to harass~ oppress, or abuse persons in connection With the;: collection 

()fli d.eb~jn' vi()latipn of 15 u.s:c, l692d. 

34. Defendants: LRS and Brown. have committed. unfair or deceptive acts ()r, practi¢es ip 

vi<:>lati()n of:the-J1P(:PA., l5TJ.$.C; J Q92 et $eq.~,by using obscene.orprofanelanguage in 
,, . . . 

connection with th.e cqJlect~otrofa d~b't, in v!Oiati9n of lS u:s~c~ l692d(2)~ . ·, ,· ,, .. 
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. 35. Defendants LRS and Brown. have committed unfair or deceptive acts. or pract~ces.ii:l. 

violation of the FDCPA, 15 ·U;S.C .. 1692 et seq., by placing rotdtiple telephone calls 

within a short period of time to consumers for· the purposes of annoying or harassing 

consumers at the called numbers,inviolation.ofl5 u.s.c. 1692d(5). 

36. Defendants LRS . and Brown hav~ committed unfair or deceptive acts or practipes in · 

violation of the FDCPA, 15 U .S.C. 1692 et seq., by attempting to collect alleged debts by 

telephone withput providing the meaningful ·disclo$ure of the caller's identity; in 

vioiation of 15 u,-s.c. 1692d(6). 

37. Defendants LRS and. Brown have committed ~nfair ·or c,leceptive acts or practices in 

Ni_c)lation ()f~he F.DCPA, 151J.S.C. 1692 etseq., b)'failing to provide written notices to 

consumers, 'vithin five days after initial telephone. contact, that contained the following 

. infonriation: the amount of the debt; the name of the creditor, a .statement that 1.1rlless • the 

consumer disputes the validity of the debt within thirty days, Defendants will assume thp 

·debt is valid; the process by which the consumer may request verification ofa-debt; and:;i 

statement that,· upon the consumer's "Written request· within, thirty days, Defendants Would 

provide the name oftheorigina.l· creditor, if different from DefendantS, in violation of 15 

u.s.c 1692g(~). 

38. Defendan~ LRS and Brovvn have committed ·unfair or deceptive acts or practices in 

violation of the FDCPA, 15 US. C. 1692 et seq.~by using unfair or unconscionable means 

to collect or attempt to collect debts, in violation of 15 u .s.c 1692£. 

39. Defendants LRS and Brown have committed unfair or deceptive acts or practices in 

violation Qf the FPCPA, 15 U.S.C. 1692 et seq,, by taking or thr~atening to take 
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nonjudicial actions against consumers' rea] or personal properties or wages when there 

was.no legaLauthority or intention to do sq, in violation of l5.U.RC. I 692f(6). 

40. ])efend~ts. LR.S and Brown have engaged :in or used false~ deceptive, or misleading 

·representations in connection with the collection of debts in violation of the FDCPA, 15 

u;s.C. 1692 et seq., by 4SiQgJalse or rnisleading representations to collect or attempno 

c01lect debts or to obtain Jocat.ion information, in violation of 15 U.S.C '1692e(2). 

41. Defendants LRS an4 Brown have engaged in or used false; deceptive, or misleading 

representations in connecti~n with the·collection of debts in violation ofthe FDCPA, ]5 

U.S.C. 1:692 et seq., by falsely representing the character, amount, or legal status ofdebts 

. or s¢rvices rendered or compensation which rr1ay be HwvfuHy receiv~ by <}ebt collectors 

for .the .coHe.ction of debts, in violation of15 U.S.C, J 692e(2)(A}and (B). 

42. Defendants LRS and Brown have engaged in or us.ed false, deceptive: or misleading 

representations in connection with the collection ofdebts in violation of the FDCPA, 15 

u;s.C. 1692 et seq .• by representing or implying to consumers that nonpayment of debts 

will result in the arrest or imprisonment of the consumers, or the sei2;ure, garnishment, 

attachment, or sale of any of the. consumers~ property or wages when there is no legal 

authority orintentiqn tq clo s.o. in violation ofl5 '(] ,s.c l692e(4 ). 

43. Defendants LRS and Brown have engaged in or used false, deceptive, or misleading 

representations in connection with the collection ofdebts in violation ofthe FDCP A, 15 

l.JJ:i,C. 1692 et seq., by threatening to take legal acti()ns when there is nolegfil authority 

orintention to do .so, in violation ofl5 U.S.C J 692e(5). 

44. Defendants LRS and Brown have engaged in or U$ed false, decep.tive, or misleadiQg 

repte~entations in cormection with the collection of debts in violation 0fthe FDCPA, 15 
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U.S,C. 1692 et seq.~ by using any false representation or dec~p~ive means to col1ect or 

attempt to collectany debt or to obtain information concerning a customer, in violation of 

15 U .S;G l692e(l0). 

45. Defendants LRS and BroWii have engaged 'in acts .and practices in violation of the Dodd-

Frank Act, 12 U;S.C. 5536(a)(l)(A), by committing acts in violation ofa Federal 

consumer fimmciallaw- specifically, the FDCPA 

46. Defendant UDPS has engaged in acts and practices In violation of the Dodd-Frank Act, 

12 U$;C. 5536(a)(1)(A) by regularly accepting payments. from the consumers on behalf 

of the .Defenthmts LRS and; BroWn, when such payments were obtained through. the acts 

and practices of LR.$ al}d Brown .in violation. of the FDCPA. 

47. Defendant UDPS has erigaged in acts and practices in violation of the Dodd;.fraril<:Act, 

12. U.S..C. 5536(a)(~) by- knowingly or recklessly providing substantial :assistance to 

Defendants LRS and Brown in violation of 12 U~S.C. 5531. 

48. Defendants· LRS and Brown have committed unfair and deceptive acts . or practices in 

violation of the CSPA, R.C. l345.02(A), by engaging in acts and practices in violation of 

the FI)CPAas set forth in paragraphs 33 through.44 above. 

49. Defendants LRS atl:d Brown have committed unfair and. dec¢ptive acts or pr~tices ·in 

violation ofthe CSPA, R.C 1345.02(A), by engaging in-acts and practices in violation of 

the Dodd-Frank Act as set forth in paragraph 45 above. 

50. Defendat1t t)QPS llas committed unfair and deceptjve·~cts or }Jractices·~n violatioQofthe 

CSPA, RC; 1345.02(A), by engaging in acts at1d practices in violation ofthe Dodd:. Frank 

Aetas set forth in paragraphs 46 through 47 aboVe. 
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5 r. Defendants LRS and Brown have committed· unfair and deceptive acts or practices in 

violation ofthe CSPA, RJ.} B45.02(A); by engaging in or usin(S unfair means to collect 

or attempt.to collect debts.that are not owed by the consumers· contacted. 

52. Defendants LRS and Brown have committed unfair, deceptive, and unconscionable acts 

or practices in violation of the CSPA, RC. 1345.02(A) and 1345.03(A); by engaging in 

or using l111fair means to'collecfor attemptto collect debts; 

53. Defenciants LRS and Brown have commjtted unfair, deceptive, and unconsci()nabl¢ acts 

or practices in violation of the CSPA, R.C l345.02(A) and l345;0J(A), by 

cqil1municating with a c0nsl}mer in the colleetion of a debt at any time or place knoWf1 or 

wl1icl1 should be· known to beinconv~nienttqthe consumer. includinginconvenienthours 

and/or at the consumer's place of employment. 

54. Defendant Brown, individually and doing business as LRS Litigations, has committed 

unfait and deceptive acts and practices in violation of the CSP A, R.C. l345.Q2(A), by . . . 

doing business in Ohio under a fictitious business name without registering the name 

with and making all required ownership disclosures to the bhio Secretary ofState, as 

required by lt C; 1329 ;Q L 

55. Defendant UDPS'has committ<:<d unfair and deceptive acts and practices in violation of 

the CSPA,R.C. l345.02(A)f by doing ·business in Ohio without having registered as a 

foreign limited liability company with the Oh!o Secretary of State. 

CONSUMER RESTITUTION AND CIVIL PENALTIES 

A. RESTITUIT()N 

Pursuant to R.C. 1345.07(B), the CoU,rt may reimburse consumer.s who have been 

damaged by. the actions ofQefendants. R.C. lJ45.07(B) provides 3.$ fqllows: 
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On motion of the attorney general and without bond, in the attorney :general's 
action under this section; the court 111ay roake appropriate orders, including * * * 
to reiroburse consumers found to have been damaged, * * *, or to grant, other 
appropriate relief .. 

In its Damages Memorandum, Plaintiff's counsel presented eviden~e of com~umer 

cia:mages via affidavit. The _affidavit set forth damages incurred by consumer Debra Oliver in the 

amount of $162.50. Ms. Oliver's affidavit provides that she was pressured into paying a debt 

that she did not owe - a debt that the Defendants Brown and LRS Litigations collected and. that 

l)efendant UD~S accepted payment for on behalf of the ·co~defendan~ in this. case. Thus, 

. consumer Oliver'is entitled to a full refund ofall monies paid. 

Pursuant to R.C. 1345;07(0). the Attorney General may request civil penalties to be 

awaJ:ded. Specificf{lly; R.C, 1345~07(0) states: 

ln addition to the other remedies provided in .this section, ifthe violation is an act 
or 'practice that was declared to be unfair, deceptive, or tintonscioriable by a rule 
adopted pl1rsuant to Division (B)(2) of Section 1345.05 .of the Revised Code 
before the consumer transaction on which llle action is b~ed opcum~d or an aCt or 
practice that was. determined by a court of this state to violate section 1345.02 or 
1345,03 oftheRevised Code was made available for public inspection pursuantto 
Divisi()n (A)(3) of section 1345;05 of the,Revised Code; the attorney general. may 
request and the court may impose a civil penalty of not more than twenty:. five 
thousand dollars against the supplier. The.civil penalties shall be paid.as.provided 
in. division (G) .of this section. 

Plaintiff's Complaint alleges multiple violations of the CSPA, as outlined in the seven 

Counts of,Plaintiff's.Complaint <md as m.ore fttlly·set forth in Plaintiff's Pamages.M~m:orandum. 

Ea<;h count alleges that the act or Pnictice at issue has pr.eviously been detennined by Ohio courts 
. . 

to violate the CSPA. Therefore, each violation warrants the assessment of a civil penalty. 
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED THAT: 

1. Plaintiff's request for Declaratory Judgment is GRANTEO, and it is therefore 

DECLARED that the acts and practices set forth in Paragtap))s 03) -(55) above violate 

the CSPA, 1345.01 et seq .• in the manner set forth herein and in Plaintiffs Complaint. 

2. Plaintiff's request for Declaratory Judgment is GRANTED, and it is .therefore 

DECLARED that the acts and practices set forth irt Paragraphs (33},..., (44) above violate 

the FDCJ>A, 15 U .S.C. 1692 et seq., in the ma~ner ~t forth hereip and in Plaintiffs 

Complaint 

3. Plf;\intifrs request for Declaratory Judgment is GRANTED, and it is therefore 

DECLARED that the acts and .practices set forth in Paragraphs· (45}-(47) aboVe violate 

th,e Dodd~Frank Act, 12 U.S.C. 5536, in the rnaiuler ~et forth herein ·l:tnd in Plaintiffs 

Cornplaint. 

4• Defendants are PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from engaging in any collsumer 

transactions in the State of Ohio until the. final ordered·resolutipn·ofthis matter is. satisfied 

in its entirety. 

5~ Defendants, under their own .. name or any other names, their agents, representatives, 

~alespeople, employees. successorS and ::\SSign~. and· t;tll per$ort$. acting <)n beh,alf of the 

.Defendants directly Qr inciirectly, through ariY corporate or private device, partnership or 

association, are PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from engaging in the .ads or practices of 

which Plaihtiffcomplainsand from .furtherviolatingthe FDCPA, 15 U~S.C~ 1692 et seq., 

the Dodd-Frank Act) 12 u.s.c~ 5536 etseq;, c;Wd the CSPA, R.C; 1345;()1 etseq., and the 

Substantive Rules enacted thereunder. 
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6. Defendants are ORDERED to maintain in th~ir possession and controlfor a period of five 

(5) years. and. in :a manner designed to secure .the. privacy of all consumers• personal 
. . 

information, aU.•busin~ss ·records relating .. to DefendantS' actions including solicitation, 

payment acceptance and any additional records in the State of Ohio and to penn it the Ohio 

Attorney General or bi$ representative, upon reasonable twenty-fo-ur (24) ho1,1t 1:10tiee, to 

inspect and/or cqpy anyan\:l all records; 

7; Defendants are j 0 intly and severally liable for consumer restitution ir:t the amount of 

$162;50. 

s: Defendant UDPS is .assessed a civil penalty in the amou,nt of $25;00{).00 for its one 

violatiot:l pf the CSPA. 

9; Defendant !lrown ·is;<:Issessed a civil pen~lty in the amount of$150,0(}0.00 for his multiple 

, violations of the CSPA, as outlined in six Counts ofPlaintiff's Complaint 

10. Defendants are jointly and severally liable for all costs associated with bringing this 

action. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

DAT JUDGE MATTHEW A. 

13 


