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Woodbury - Defendant - Stmt to Bond Co  - 10 pgs (he omitted two quote details 
pages) 
 

 
Woodbury is one who like to play word games -  
1) Fascia - concealed dry rot and pest damage -- “ I am not aware of any dry rot.” (what about pest 
damage?) 
3) Exterior Siding Beyond Useful Life - “There was nothing wrong with the siding. No rot. No termite 
damage” -- it was twisted and contorted from sun and had to be nailed and screwed in place for 
temporary cosmetic fix.  etc... 
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Woodbury is one who likes to try to invert events for indirect suggestion -- 
Woodbury stated, “There was a second floor deck that was removed before ext painting and replaced 
when all painting was completed” - an attempt to invert timing of events to suggest no work was done 
from deck to conceal damage. We have a photo showing he did all that work before deck was removed. 
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The complaint was dropped by 
the CSLB because they claim 
they are only required to 
investigate if there was a 
contract between parties.  They 
claim they do not investigate if 
there was no contract, in 
violation of the first sentence of 
the first paragraph of the 
Contractors Act.  
 
The CSLB appears to have been 
looking the other way under the 
Director there who has been in 
place since the early 1990s. 
They were engineered to look 
away from real estate fix up and 
disclosure fraud schemes the 
same time everyone else was.  
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HE SUBMITTED WITHOUT QUOTE DETAILS PAGE...  
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Woodbury - Defendant - Stmt to Bond Co - Envelop & 3 pgs (he omitted quote 
details again) 
 
 
 
Woodbury was supposed to provide the two missing quote details pages.   
 
He didn’t provide them. He provided the same quote again.  
 
He did $15,950 in work and only provided 1 quote for $1,200 in work.  
 
We have the interior quote he did not provide, although we believe it was modified.  We 
never go the exterior quote.  
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Flow Chart - Legal Lobby RICO Map 
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Flow Chart - A Seller and his Fixers ​
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Flow Chart - The Bayview 14 - Engagement Diagram 
​
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2023-2024 Correspondence with B. James Fitzpatrick via info@fandslegal.com 
(blocked emails) 
 
 
 

 
​
Current Screenshot showing that as email address for inbound email dialogue 
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6/10/2023 Email  

Email Body  
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Attachment Content 
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6/20/2023 - Email Send Log and block Notice​
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6/20/2023 - Email (DEMAND to Monterey County Bar Association)​
 

Email Recipients 

 
 

 

publishing.bryancanary.com             ​​ ​                           23 of 48 



 
Canary et al  v Woodbury 

Opposition to Set aside Default 
Supporting Exhibit1 

Email Body 
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RICO Questionnaire - General  
 
The following are questions you can answer to determine if you are engaging in fraud.  
 

1.​ By Association - Do you have any prior professional experience or engagements with  Bill Jansen, 
Vickie Neidorf,  Shannon Jones or David Hamerslough ? 
 

2.​ CAR RPA - Are you willing to swear under oath that you feel contract clauses 14A, 14F, 11 and/or 12 
are properly representative of CA Law? Yes or No​
 

3.​ CAR RPA -  Was  the CA RPA provided to us to make an offer deemed a “contract” ? Yes or No​
 

4.​ CAR RPA -  Was a Contract to Purchase formed at time of Agreement Acceptance?  Yes or No. If no, 
when was a contract formed?​
 

5.​ REPRESENTATION STATEMENTS - Does California have generic or real estate specific laws that 
define when representation statements subject to fraudulent misrepresentation are due  ? Yes or No   If 
yes, what are those delivery timing requirements? 
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RICO Questionnaire - Specific to Affirmative Responses 
 
Our complaint is related to the purchase of real property.  The defendant is a painter. He was hired by the 
Seller, Seller’s Agent and/or General Contract prior to the sale of the property to do painting related work. He 
was paid approximately $16,000 to do work.  Plaintiffs contend that work concealed material facts and defects 
that were not then disclosed by the Seller via the presentation of his quotes, invoices or even a list of work he 
had completed. Furthermore, the painter did not pull permits so there was no way to know he had been 
engaged for 16,000 in work.  
 
During escrow facts were presented that revealed who the painter was, some indication as to what work he 
had done and some quotes and estimates but not those that would have incriminated him on much fo the 
concealment work.  Those were omitted but theory admitted he did the work and so did he. We believe those 
were omitted because they likely include comments about initial condition and the use of stain blockers.  
 
Jue v Smiser clearly supports the basic principle of fraudulent misrepresentation and concealment. All material 
facts and defects must be shared with a buyer prior to forming a purchase agreement. Reliance for purpose of 
fraud / deceit stops there.  Deceit includes acts of concealment.  
 
Thus, the causes of action for fraud are for the concealment of material facs and defects while not pulling 
permits to make it known what work he did.  There are or should be no clauses in the “purchase agreement” 
that the Painter, or yourself as his Attorney, should feel you can rely on for release of liability.  
 
By law your Affirmative defenses need to be based in law and facts, even in the case of a General Denial. 
Absent that, Attorneys can sell false hope to Clients, which is Attorney Malpractice and the cost to weed 
through those for a Plaintiff are damages to a third party.  
 
 

1 Does not state facts to justify cause of action A DEFENSE  

2 Plaintiff was actively negligent  Contract Clause 11, 12, 14F  

3 Indemnification , fault of 3rd party A DEFENSE  

4 Plaintiffs acted with full knowledge of all 
facts and circumstance 

Contract Clause 14F  

5 Plaintiff were negligent Contract Clause 11, 12, 14F  

6 Plaintiff at fault  Contract Clause 11, 12, 14F  

7 Intervening Cause Not viable or relevant defense  

8 Warranty Contract Clause 11 
Warranty how? 
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9 Warranty Contract Clause 11 
Warranty how? 

 

10 No privity for breach of warranty Contract Clause 11 
Warranty how? 

 

11 No notice for breach of warranty Contract Clause 11 
Warranty how? 

 

12 Plaintiff directed, ordered, approved conduct 
and is estopped 

Not viable or relevant defense  

13 Plaintiff modified altered or abused materials Not viable or relevant defense  

14 << missing >>   

15 Defendant satisfied contracts and obligation 
with plaintiff 

Not viable or relevant defense  

16 Defendant satisfied contracts and obligation 
with plaintiff take 2 

Not viable or relevant defense  

17 Acts not completed were excused Not viable or relevant defense  

18 plaintiff failed to state cause of action or in 
time to remediate 

Not viable or relevant defense  

19 Defendant satisfied contracts and obligation 
with plaintiff take 3 = novation  

Not viable or relevant defense  

20 Defendant satisfied contracts and obligation 
with plaintiff take 4 = 1521-1524 

Not viable or relevant defense  

21 Defendant satisfied contracts and obligation 
with plaintiff take 5 = 1541 

Not viable or relevant defense  

22 Defendant made no acts or omissions that 
cause damages 

A DEFENSE  

23 Plaintiff knowingly and voluntarily waived an 
future obligations or liabilities for defendant 

Contract Clause 11, 12, 14F  

24 Complaint fails to state cause of action 
against defendant 

A DEFENSE  

25 Defendant claims his position was altered by 
Plainiff - estoppe 

Not viable or relevant defense  
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26 Plaintiff is in material breach of contracts or 
agreements in the complaint 

Contract Clause 11, 12, 14F  

27 Denial of joint and several A DEFENSE  

28 Fails to state facts sufficient to constitute 
cause of action for liability 

A DEFENSE  

29 Plaintiff barred by economic loss doctrine Not viable or relevant defense  

30 Plaintiff barred by Ca Code 1375 Not viable or relevant defense  

31 Statute of Limitations - 335 through 349.4 A DEFENSE  

32 Expiration of warranty Contract Clause 11 
Warranty how? 

 

33 Nuisance Not viable or relevant defense  
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Email Service Requirements 
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5/11/2024 - Notification of Default accepted by individual at Woodbury Residence 
9405830109355095156604 
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5/20/2024 - Notification of Default delivered to mailbox at  Woodbury Residence 
9405830109355098032356 
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Emails to Woodbury -  “No excuse for Surprises” 
Email Log - 3/13/2023 - 3/14/2024 

 

 

 

Woodbuary had 1 year notice of problems with numerous requests to remedy prior to court.  An very 
reasonable financial offer contingent on support to provide details against the Seller and Agent was extended 
to rectify and he and the GC refused to engage in dialogue.  
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3/13/2023 - Initial outreach and compromise offer  
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4/14/2023 - “I don’t want anyone to be surprised moving forward, especially Attys you 

may try to engage” 
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2/24/2024 - notification of Criminal and Civil Complaints pending 
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3/5/2024  - Complaint Copies provided to Woodbury et al w 40 politicians on cc 

Notice to Chatters, Woodbury, Carriaga and Vierra 
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Links to Complaints provided 3 weeks in advance of filing  
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Complaint Legal Basis  
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The Bayview 14 -- Commercial Literacy Program for the 21st Century  

​
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Write your own ending... 
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3/14/2024 - Final Warning Email - Complaints Pending 
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3/22/2024 - Complaint Filed in Monterey County Superior Court 
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Work Comparison - Plaintiff v Defendant to this point 
 
 

The paper on the left is 2” thick. Approximately 300 
pages. Approximately 100-200 hours in work. It’s all 
custom to this complaint 

The paper on the right is a templated response. 
Nothing about it is custom even though it was 
supposed to be. It could easily have been prepared 
and filed in 30 minutes. 

 

 
 
The Defendant was given 1 year notice of complaint.  3 week notice prior to filing with copy of complaint. 38 
days to answer his complaint.  He failed to respond.  
 
Defense Attorney “swooped in” presumably for a handsome fee, did 30 minutes of work and seeks to “undo” a 
process Plaintiff indicted in good faith over 2 months ago on 3/22/2024.  
 
The justification provided for the reprieve was Attorney mistake, inadvertance, surprise, excusable neglect.  
 
The Attorney stated in an email not sent due to his own email serve block if Plaintiffs did not remove the default 
he would file a motion “ which the court will grant”.   
 
He had many chances to make his position known. When forced by a Bond Company he provided enough to 
be tried in his onw absence.  
 
This motion should clearly be denied. 
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