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INITIAL COM PLAINT

This is a civil rights action tiled by ALBERIC ISR AEL, a state prisoner,

and SH EILA M ESADIEU, W ife of the Plaintiff, an individual, authorized by

Title 42, j1983, to redress the deprivation, tlnder color of State law, of his rights

secured by the Constitution of the United States.
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1. JU RISDICTION AND VEN UE

1 .) Title 42 United States Code, j1983 provides în relevant part:

çtcivil action for deprivation of rights --

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom ,

or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes

to be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other person within the

jurisdiction thereof to thedeprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunîtîes

secured by the Constitution and laws,shall be liable to the party injured in an

action at law , suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress, except that in

any action brought against a judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such

officer's judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not be granted unless a declaratory

decree w as violated or declaratory relief was unavailable. For the purposes of this

section, any A ct of Congress applicable exclusively to the District of Colum bia

shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Colum bia.'' 1d.

2.) This Honorable Court has jurisdiction under the auspices and dictates of

28 U.S.C. j1331, and j1343 (a)(3).

3.) The United StatesDistrict Court, Southern District of Florida is the

appropriate venuefor the tiling of this complaint under 28 U.S.C. j139 l(b)(2),

because it is where the substantial violation of the Plaintiff s Constitm ional rights

occurred.
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lI. PLAINTIFFS

4.) The Plaintiff, ALBERIC ISRAEL, is a State prisoner, under sentence

rendered in M iam i-Dade County,Florida, for the sam e incident relevant to the

in the custody and control of the Floridainstant complaint, and as such, is

Department of Corrections. The Plaintiff is currently housed at Century

Correctional lnstitution, 400 Tedder Road, Century, Florida 32535.

5.) The Plaintiff, SHEILA M ESADIEU,is the W ife of the Plaintiff, and

w ith regard to the instant action, an individual, residing at 13625 N ortheast 6th

Avenue, Apt. 208, N orth M iam i, Florida 33161.

111. DEFENDANTS

6.) The Defendant, CITY OF NORTH MIAMI, is a municipality, and is

th street N orth M iam i FL 33l 61 and at al1 tim es relevant tosited at 776 N
.E. l25 , , ,

the instant complaint was a Defendant in this cause.

7.) The Defendant, CLINT SHANNON, is the Chief of North M iami Police

i 700 N E 124th Street N orth M iam i FL 3316 1 andD epartm ent
, and his address s . . , , ,

at all tim es relevant to the instant complaint w as a D efendant in this cause.

8.) The Defendant, JOSEPH KISSEL, is a detective with the North Miami

Police Departm ent, is thto be found at 700 N
.E. 124 Street, North M iam i, FL

33 161, and at al1 tim es relevant to the instant complaint w as a Defendant in this

CaIISC.
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9.) The Defendant, HELEN PAGE, is the Assistant State Attorney, Miami,

th A M îam i FL 33136-21 1 l and atFlorida
, and is located at 1350 N .W . 12 venue, , ,

all tim es relevant to the instant com plaint w as a Defendant in this cause.

lV. STATEM ENT O F FACTS

On November 16, 2005 Plaintiff was involved in a shooting in which the

victîm, Sheila M esadieu (Plaintiff s wîfe), suffered injuries requiring medical

treatm ent.

Plaintiff placed the victirn/wife in Plaintiff s 1995 Lexus LS400, VlN #:

JT8UFI 1E6L0046578, license plate # P405XT, and drove the vîctîm  to Parkw ay

i l Hospital 160 N .W . 170th Street N orth M iam i Beach
, FL 33 169.Reg ona , ,

W hile Plaintiff w as at the hospital aw aiting ofticial w ord on his wife's

condition, the police arrived and arrested Plaintiff for the shooting.

U ltim ately, Kissel took charge of both Plaintiff and the investigation into the

shooting. Plaintiff was subsequently transported to the police station and, although

the Lexus referenced above played no role in the shooting, bore no relevance to the

case, and could yield nothing of evidentiary value as its only connection to the case

w as the fam ily's ownership, Kissel had the car tow ed and im pounded.

Once Plaintiff had been driven to the police station and interrogated by

Kissel, Plaintiff was subsequently transported to the Dade County Jail. However,

for esoteric reasons, Kissel inform ed Plaintiff that Plaintiff's M ovado w atch, which

- 4-
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also played no role in the shooting, had no relevance to the case, and could yield

nothing of evidentiary value, could not betransported to the jail in Plaintiff s

possession.

penuit it to transport to the jail with Plaintiff.

Kissel then removed the watch from Plaintiff's wrist, and did not

Plaintiff was simply told that he could not be transported wearing the watch,

nor would Plaintiff's cell phone be permitted to transport with Plaintiff to the jail.

On November 28, 2005 Plaintiff s w'ife, M s. Sheila M esadieu, requested

from  Kissell the return of the car and a11 other property confiscated from Plaintiff

incident to the N ovem ber 16, 2005 arrest, including Plaintiff s w atch, cell phone,

and an unrelated .357 caliber handgun and holster which w as registered to Plaintiff

and stored in the tnmk of the car (Lexus).

Kissel advised M s. M esadieu that because she was the victim in the case for

which Plaintiff had been arrested, she would not be allow ed to retrieve the property

unless she tirst obtained a power of attorney, even though by law the property in

fact also belonged to M s. M esadieu as Plaintiff's com m on-law wife.

On D ecem ber 9, 2005 M s. M esadieu again, with pow er of attorney in hand,

requested Plaintiff's property from K issel, but was advised by Kissel at that tim e

that the property was no longer available and the car had been sold.

Finally, on O ctober 4, 2006 Plaintiff by and through t'rial counsel filed a

m otion for the ret'urn of property.
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not be sold or appropriated or destroyed prior to the conclusion of the proceedings

-  whenever that m ay occur.

Further, even after the conclusion of the proceedings, a 60-day window of

opporhm ity exists for the retrieval of the property if released.

The record in our case appears to suggest that as early as December 9, 2005

-  less than 30 days after it w as seized - Kissel was alleging to M s. M esadieu that

the car had been sold, and no other property belonging to Plaintiff existed.

However, there is no am biguity as to the fact that on the date the trial court

released the personal property - October 4, 2006 - w ell before the conclusion of

the proceeding, the car and property w ere said by K issel to no longer exist. The

city therefore, negligently supervised, corrected, m onitored, and otherw ise failed in

its duty to insure that its police abstained from  the practice of confiscating the

personal property of private citizens where there has been no showing of a

legitirnate judicial interest in the confiscation or any evidentiary value in the

property.

CH IEF O F POLICE :

Chief Clint Shannon, as the chief of the city's police departm ent, had a duty

to the city and the private citizens within his jurisdiction to insure that those

citizens were not subjected to unreasonable seizures of their personal and private

property.
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M oreover, as Kissel's direct supervisor, Shannon lm ew or should have

known that Kissel had not articulated a reasonable or even logical basis for seizure,

contiscation, or forfeiture of the property.

In fact, Shannon knew or should have known that, under the' facts and

circum stances of this

intnlsive than a cursory inspection of the vehicle in the

case, thàt Kissel had presented basis for nothing more

hospital's parking lot,

where nothing in evidence or in Kissel's direct know ledge of the case even

rem otely suggested that the car, w atch, or cell phone had been used to com mit a

Cflm e.

Additionally, Shannon knew or should have been trained to know that

property seized as evidence could be neither sold, nor appropriated, destroyed, or

otherwise m ade unavailable prior to the disposition of the crim inal proceedings, or

a release by the trial court.

However, as early as D ecember 9, 2005 - less than 30 days after its seizure -

Kissel was alleging to M s. M esadieu that the property had been sold, and/or

othenvise m ade unavailable.

Chief Shannon acquired the position of chief through superior skill,

qualification, and experience as a police official whose experience should have

instinctively shown him  that Kissel was not dealing w ith a crim inal element, and
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was unlikely to discover anything of evidentiary value by contiscating and

impounding the property of heretofore, law abiding citizenry.

Contrary to what his experience m ost surely would have at som e point

dictated to him  how ever,Chief Shannon stood idly by while Kissel engaged in a

senseless and unnecessary fishing expedition resulting in the costly deprivation of

the family's only source of transportation.

Therefore, Chief Shannon's liability extends w ell beyond m ere

vicariousness, as K issel's actions had to have the direct approval of Chief

Shannon, who aftirm atively or tacitly gave such approval by virtble of Chief

Shannon's failure to correct, m onitor, supeqw ise, train, retrain, or in anpvise to

discipline Kissel in regards to any actions taken in direct regards to this case.

HELEN PAGE IPROSECUTOR):

Helen Page (Page), who prosecuted the criminal cause which resulted in the

instant action, had direct supervision of the investigation into the shooting, and

moreover had direct supervision over Kissel who acted as Page's investigator.

Further, Page had discretion over any and all evidence collected by Kissel in

determ ining its value and necessity as evidence in Page's crim inal prosecution.

In addition to this discretion how ever, Page had an obligation and

responsibility to insure that private and personal property lacking in evidentiary
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pending sale of the car, when on M arch 3, 2006 Page sought and was granted an

order of the court requiyed M s. M esadieu to be in daily contact with Page.

Page's actions and/or inactions were deliberate as opposed to m ere

inadvertence, and was m otivated by, and in the furtherance of her m alîcious

prosecution of the crîminal cause in total and absolute disregard for the rights and

property of Plaintiff and Plaintiff's fam îly. Page knew or should have known that

her actions and/or inactions were in derogation f b th Plaintiffs 4th and 14thO O

Am endm ent rights prohibiting seizure absent probable cause, and disposition

absent due process.

DETECTIVE ICISSEL:

From  the outset, D etective Kissel was fully aw are of, and has sufficient

inform ation before him  to know, that neither Plaintiff s w atch, car, nor cell phone

had any signiticant or discem able evidentiary value in the crim inal cause.

However, despite being given a consent to search the vehicle on location at

the hospital, Kissel nevertheless, and for no readily apparent reason or legitim ate

police interest, seized the property in question.

Furthermore, although Helen Page sought diligently to exclude any m ention

of the fact that K issel had no articulable or reasonable basis for the confiscation of

the car and other property, the record nevertheless contains sufticient evidence to
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support the fact that no actual basis existed for the initial confiscations nor the

subsequent failure to ret'urn and disposal of the property.

M oreover, assum ing arguendo, that D etective Kissel could have som ehow

believed that the car w ould contain, or actually was evidence in a shooting which

occurred, by all reports, inside of the residence, thereby justifying the seizure, it is

unlikely, and illogical to believe, and no evidence supports a conclusion that Kissel

also expected Plaintiff s watch and cell phone to yield valuable evidence in the

shooting.

Furtherm ore, because no policy within the N orth M iam i Police procedures

prohibits the transfer of prisoners from the police station to the jail with their

watches, Kissel acted outside the scope of his employm ent w hen he confiscated

Plaintiff's watch. And, although a legitim ate police interest m ay be presumed in

regards to the confiscation of Plaintiff's cell phone and handgun, perm anent

deprivation is incom prehensible under any logical or reasonable stretch of the

im agination, even assum ing the item s were of som e evidentiary value.

M oreover, it is readily apparent that Kissel's actions were derived from

som e personal and m isguided m otivation where, as stated supra, Kissel had no

action and articulable basis for the seizure from the outset, but even after, as she

alleged, Helen Page released the property som etim e prior to the O ctober 4, 2006

court order, Kissel w ent out of his w ay to block the return of the property.
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On N ovem ber 28, 2005 when M s. M esadieu originally requested the retum

of her car, she w as told by Kissel that because she w as the victim  of the shooting,

she w ould need a power of attorney from  Plaintiff.

However, on December 9,2005 when M s. M esadieu retum ed - power of

attom ey in hand - Kissel, incredibly, advised M s. M esadieu that the car had been

sold.

First of all, Kissel knew of should have known that, pursuant to Florida law ,

a wife needs nothing m ore than a signed release from  her husband to retrieve his

property from  the police if the property has been cleared. Secondly, Kissel knew

that the car could not possibly have been sold less than a m onth from when it was

confiscated, and only a m atter of a week since Kissel had required M s. M esadieu

1to obtain a pow er of attorney
.

Because the articles of property in question here w ere not confiscated for

evidentiary pum oses, it is reasonable to conclude that they were confiscated for the

sole purpose of deriving som e personal or cop orate gain, and in w anton disregard

for the rights of others.

The property was therefore m isappropriated and/or stolen by Kissel under

the guise of the color of law, w ith the deliberate intent to perm anently deprive

Plaintiff and his fam ily of the use and benefit of the property in total disregard of

l W hen M s. M esadieu initially requested the car, it was clearly visible and parked in the police station's parking lot.

However, on December 9, 2005 the car was no longer visible.

Case 1:12-cv-23581-UU   Document 1   Entered on FLSD Docket 10/02/2012   Page 11 of 23



both the U.S. and Florida Constitution's prohibitîon against deprivation without

probable cause.

V I. CLAIM S FO R DAM AG ES

Plaintiff claim s compensatol'y and punitive dam ages in the following

am ounts:

1) City of Miami: Movado Watch - $5,000.00,. cell phone - $ 175.00,. 1995
Lexus LS400 - $20,000.00,. .357 M agnum - $500.00.

Deprivation of transportation reim bursem ent and luxury of ownership from

November 2005 to present - $42,000.00 (derived from a $ 150.00 weekly
rate).

Punitive dam ages for m ental and em otional stress, hum iliation and

embarrassment, and lost wages of family - $ 100,000.00.

2)

3)

4) Cost and attomey fees - to be detenuined.

Defendants:

Chief Shannon: Com pensatory dam ages -

$74,325.00.
$25,675.00., punitive damages -

2) Detective Kissel: Compensatory damages - $25,675.00,' punitive damages -
$74,325.00.

H elen Page: Com pensatory dam ages$74,325.00. - $25,675.00*, punitive damages -3)

VII. CON CLUSION

Further, if a settlem ent cannotbe reached in this m atter, take note that

Plaintiff will seek to have the matter resolved in a jury trial.
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This matter will, if not resolved within 180 days from date of receipt, result

in the filing of a form al com plaint in the United States District Court, Southern

District of Florida.

Respectfully subm itted,

Alberic lsrael, Plaintiff

V lll. CERTIFICATE O F SERV ICE

l H EREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

PLAG TIFF'S NO TICE OF INTENT TO SUE has been fum ished by Celtified M ail to

th Steet Norththe City of North M imni
, Clarence Patterson, City M anager, 776 N .E. 125 ,

M ianzi, FL 33161., Dept. of Financial Services, 200 East Gaines Street, Tallah%see, FL

' d b Regtzlar U .S. M ail to Dept. of Financial Services, 401 N .W . 2nd Ave
., Ste.32399, an y

N 121, M inm i, FL 33128., Detective Joseph Kissel, North M iarni Police Dept., 700 N.E.

th Street North M imni FL 33161. Clint Shmm on
, Chief of North M iarni Police Dept.,124 , , ,

th Street Nolth M inm i
, FL 33161; and Helen Page, A ssistant Stte Attom ey,700 N.E. 124 ,

th A M iarni FL 33136-21 1 1 by placing in the hands of an institution1350 N
.W . 12 venue, , ,

offcial for rnailing this 
-&d'day of September 2012, by the lmdersigned.

6--5, x

Alberic lsrael, Plaintifj Jdz//kzb-y/zz
Century Correctional lnstim tion

400 Tedder Road

Century, FL 32535

- 1 6 -
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IN TH E CIRCUIT CO URT OF TH E ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIR CUIT,

IN AND FO R M IAM I-DADE CO UNTY , FLOR IDA

ALBERIC ISM EL,

& SH EILA M ESADIEU ,

PLAINTIFFS,

V*

CA SE N UM BER :

10007915CA 01

C.C. CASE NUM BER :

1705-35807

C/z/azs
J..I. JJr4M/ml/,g

dmtoy

CITY O F NO RTH  M IAM I,

CH IEF O F PO LICE - CLINT SH ANNO N,

DETECTIVE - JO SEPH  K ISSEL,

ASST. STATE ATTO RNEY - H ELEN PAGE,

(OFFICIALLY AND INDIVIDUALLY),
DEFENDAN TS.

//

M O TIO N FO R VO LUNTARY DISM ISSAL, AN D N O TICE OF

TR AN SFER O F CA SE TO TH E FEDERA L SY STEM .

CO M ES N OW , the Plaintiff s, A lberic lsrael, and Sheila M esadieu, Pro Se,

pursuant to Florida Rules of CivilProcedure, Rule 1.420(a), and moves this

Honorable Court for the entry of an order dism issing the law suit in the above-

styled cause, and hereby notifies this Honorable Court that the suit will be

transferred to the United States Distriet Court, In and For the Southern District of

Florida. ln support of this docum ent, the Plaintiff s would state the follow ing:

On July 6, 2009, the Plaintiff s filed a N otice of Intent to Sue in Case

Number 100079 l 5CA01, and related to Criminal Case Number 1705-35507. (See,

Exhibit A).
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2.) On September 2, 2009, the Plaintiff's filed a Notice of Joinder of Cause

in Case Num ber 10007915CA01, and related to Crim inal Case N umber F05-

35807. (See, Exhibit B').

3.) On December10, 2009, the Plaintiff's filed a Tol4 Claim for M oney

Jury Trial on all issues triable, in Case Num berDam ages, dem anding

10007915CA01, and related to CriminalCase Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit

C).

4.) On February 5, 2010, the Clerk of the Circuit Court, in and for Miami-

Dade County, adjudged the Plaintiff s to be Indigent, providing the Plaintiff s with

Certificate of lndigency, in Case Num ber 10007915CA 01 , and related to

Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit D).

5.) On July 6, 2010, the Plaintiff s filed a Notice of W itnesses to a1l Parties,

in Case Num ber 100079 15CA 0 1, and related to Crim inal Case Num ber F05-

35807. (See, Exhibit E).

6.) On August 2, 2010, the Plaintiff's filed a Notice of Inquiry to the

Eleventh Judicial Circuit, ln and For M iam i-D ade County, in Case Num ber

10007915CA01, and related to Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit

7.) On September 5, 2010, the Plaintiff s filed a Notice of lnquiry, inquiring

about the previously filed Notice of lnquiry tiled on August 2, 2010, in Case
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Number 100079 15CA0 1, and related toCriminal Case Number F05-35807. (See,

Exhibit G).

8.) On December 2,2010, the Plaintiff's filed a Notice of Action in Case

Number 10007915CA01, and related to Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See,

Exhibit H).

9.) On December22, 2010, the Plaintiff s filed a Petition for Writ of

M andam us in the Third District Coul't of Appeal, for the lack of response and total

disregard shown to the filing of his Civil Suit in

and related to Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit 1).

Case Num ber 10007915CA 01,

10.) On January 4, 201 1, the Plaintiff received an Acknowledgement of New

Case from  the Third D istrict Court of Appeal containing the new case num ber of

3D 1 1-10 explaining that the filing fee was due, and in regard to Case Num ber

10007915CA01, and related to CriminalCase Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit

1 1 .) On January 5, 20 1 1, the Third District Court of Appeal issued an order

requiring the filing fee prior to January 25, 201 1 , or an order from the lower

tribunal declaring that the Plaintiff s were insolvent in D CA Case Number 3D 1 1-

l 0, and in regard to Case N umber 10007915CA 0 1, related to Crim inal Case

Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit K).
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12.) On January 14, 201 1, the Plaintiff timely replied to the order of the

Third District Coul'tof Appeal, filing hisResponse to the Court's order. (See,

Exhibit L).

13.) On February 2,201 1, the Third DistrictCou14 of Appeal granted the

Plaintiff perm ission to proceed in form a pauperis in DCA Case Number 3D 1 1-10,

and in regard to Case Num ber 10007915CA01, related to Crim inal Case Num ber

F05-35807. (See, Exhibit M).

14.) On June 16, 201 1, the Plaintiff's filed a Motion for Constructive

Hearing in regard to Case Num ber 10007915CA01, related to Crim inal Case

Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit N).

15.) On July 1 1, 201 1, the Plaintiff received a correspondence from Claudia

Castro, Judicial Assistant to The Honorable Teretha Lundy Thom as,

Adm inistrative Judge, aclcnowledging receipt of the suit and the transfer of the suit

to the Honorable Victoria Sigler of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit, and on July 15,

201 1, the Plaintiff s filed a Request for Civil D ocket Inform ation in regard to Case

Number 10007915CA01, related to Criminal Case Number 1705-35807. (See,

Exhibit O).

16.) On September 201 1, the Plaintiff s filed a letter to the lnspector

General seeking assistance in the gathering of inform ation related to the m yriad of

- 4 -
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m otions and docum ents filed in the above-styled cause for which all w ere

distinctly ignored. The Plaintiff received no reply. (See, Exhibit P).

17.) On September1, 20 1 1, the Plaintiff ssubsequently filed a Notice of

lnquiry in regard to Case Num ber 10007915CA 01, related to Crim inal Case

Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit Q).

18.) On November 4, 20 1 1, the Plaintiff s filed another Notice of Action in

regard to Case Num ber 10007915CA01, related to Crim inal Case Num ber F05-

35807, as the first was completely ignored. (See, Exhibit R).

19.) On December 2, 20 l 1, the Plaintiff s tiled another Petition for Writ of

M andamus in the Third D istrict Court of Appeal again for the lack of response and

total disregard shown the filing of his Civil Suit in Case Num ber

10007915CA01, and related to Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit

S) .

20.) The Third District Court of Appeal issued another Case Number as an

Acknowledgement of New Case (3D1 1-3173), and on December 9, 201 1, sent the

Plaintiff another N otice that the filing fees was due, and on Deeem ber 28, 201 1,

the Plaintiff tiled another Reply to the Order of the Third District Court of Appeal

in regard to the Civil Suit in Case Number 10007915CA01, and related to Criminal

Case Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit T).

- 5-
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2 l .) On May 29, 2012, the Plaintiff sfiled a Notice of lnquiry/Motion to

Clarify, with regard to the lack of response and total disregard shown to the tiling

of his Civil Suit in Case Number 10007915CA 01, and related to Crim inal Case

Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit U).

22.) On June 1 1, 2012, the Plaintiff s filedan Inquiry/Request for Docket

Sheet, w ith regard to the lack of response and total disregard shown to the tiling of

his Civil Suit in Case Number 10007915CA01, and related to Crim inal Case

Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit V).

23.) On or about, June l 8, 2012, the Plaintiff s reeeived a Doeket Sheet for

Third Distrid Court of Appeal Case Number 3D1 1-3173. (See, Exhibit W ).

24.) On July 16, 2012, the Plaintiff s filed a Notice of Filing, furnishing the

Clerk of the Court with Sum m ons' for all of the Defendant's nam ed in the suit, and

sent a correspondence to the Departm ent of FinancialServices outlining the fact

that he had received no responses to any of his filings of his Civil Suit in Case

Number l0007915CA01, and related to Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See,

Exhibit X).

On July 23, 2012, the Plaintiff s received an O rder from the Third

District Coul't of Appealstating that the Petitions for W rit of M andam us were

dism issed due to a failure to follow the auspices and dictates of the Florida Rules

of Civil Procedure. (See, Exhibit Y).

- 6-
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26.) On August 9, 2012, the Plaintift''s filed M otions for Default against all

nam ed Defendant's w ith regard to the lack of response and total disregard shown

to the filing of his Civil Suit in Case N umber 10007915CA01, and related to

Criminal Case Number F05-35807. (See, Exhibit Z).

27.) To date, the Plaintiff s have had no response to the pending litigation,

and as such, the Plaintiff s now feel that the suit is best served in the Federal

Court's where their action will be determined and be correctly adjudicated on the

m erits. Thus, the Plaintiff now states for the record that the instant M O TION FO R

VOLUNTARY DISM ISSAL, AND NO TICE O F TR AN SFER O F CA SE TO

THE FEDER AL SYSTEM  is filed in good faith, and as a continuum  of the

litigation tiled in the Circuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit, the Plaintiff s

fully intend to tile the attached docum ent as soon as feasibly possible.

lt 1- s so prayed. . . .. . .

Respectfully Subm itted,

/ 
,
/- ..W

M r. Alberic lsrael, #M 5891 1,

Century Correctional lnstitution

400 Tedder Road

Century, Florida 32535
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OA TH Y ECLAR ATIO N

l DECLA RE UNDER TH E PENALTY OF PERJURY that 1, M r. Alberie

lsrael, have read the foregoing M OTION FO R VO LUNTARY DISM ISSAL,

AND NOTICE O F TR AN SFER OF CASE TO TH E FEDER AL SYSTEM ,

that l am the Plaintiff in the above-styled cause, and that I have personal

know ledge of the facts and m atters therein set-forth and alleged and that each and

al1 of these facts and m atters therein set-forth and alleged are true.

ACCORD : Ch. 92.525, Fla. Stat.

Executed this r * day of 9 , 2012, by the undersigned.

) -
M r. Alberic lsrael, #M 5891 1,

Century Con-ectional lnstitution

400 Tedder Road

Century, Florida 32535

- 8 -
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CERTIFICATE O F SERVICE

1 H EREBY CERTIFY, that on the date indicated below , 1 placed this

docum ent in the hands of prison officials for m ailing to:

. City of N orth M iam i: Clarence Patterson, City M anager, 776 N .E. 125th

Street, N orth M iam i, Florida 33l 61,.

. D etective Joseph K issel, N orth M iam i

Street, N orth M iam i, Florida 33 161.,

. Clint Shannon, Chief of North M iam i Police

Police D epartm ent, 700 N .E. 124th

Departm ent, 700 N .E. 124th

Street, N ol'th M iam i, Florida 33 161,.

w Helen Page, Assistant State Attorney, l 350 N . W . 12th Avenue, M iam i,

Florida 33 136-21 1 1 ;

. Harvey Ruvin, Clerk of M iam i-D ade County, Civil Division, 73 W est

Flagler Street, M iam i, Florida, 33130,. and,

w Office of the Attorney General, Pam ela Jo Bondi, River Gate Plaza, 444

Brickell Avenue, Suite 950, M iam i, Florida 33131.

oate: j' - 7 - e n gzy A
M r. Alberic lsrael, #545891 1,

Century Correctional lnstitution

400 Tedder Road

Century, Florida 32535
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