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STATE OF INDIANA ) IN THE LAKE SUPERIOR COURT—
)SS: : CIVIL DIVISION, ROOMFIVE =~
COUNTY OFLAKE ) SITTING AT HAMMOND, INDIANA
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On Sept=mber 1, 2017, the Court was to hear evidence from the Defer dant m;fega,(g 53 <
to the alleged defenses. This opportunityywas madeavailable to them bacause the Céﬁrt l;:d
reopened the case and took judicial notice of the Plaintiffs’ submission©f Lake County
Treasurer, Auditor and Reeorder records. The Defendant failed to appear and introduce

any evidence on their defenses. The Co

nters its finding of facts, conclusions, and

Order of Judgment in this cause.

1. P = duly elected ‘Comirissi of L d its duly
elected Treasurer.

2. Defendants, Marion R., Jason, and Kellie Williams are residents of Lake
County, Indiana.

3. The Court has found it has subject matter and personal jurisdiction in this

matter. Having overruled Defendant’s objection to same.
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4. This case was filed June 20, 2014. The Plaintiffs’ complaint was to collect

delinquent real estate property taxes on seventy-seven (77) parcels of real estate located in

Lake County, Indiana. Seeking a judgment for said taxes penalties, interest, court costs, and

attorney's fees under I.C. 6-1.1-22-10.

5. The Defendants Pro Se filed their response to summons on July 15, 2014. In

this response, they denied owing any delinquent taxes and even if they did the Plaintiffs had

not properly gc 5 TOeOiECt WEsE ainouiis wom th
ocument 1s

R {0 0 33 i (9 V. 6 b
a change of judze, whigiteQueshWes SYEREALY ASRis QRGeS 26
Defendants’ attoruéy then FIsE alsﬁéﬁﬁ&ﬂmkﬁ:ﬁ@&'%ﬁ&ge on Jan
which was also denied ¢ rch 2, efer: v Coui ht an
appeal, which was dismissed by the Court of Appeals on February 10, 2016
dismissal was based on a technical defect as to its filing and not on the meri
The Court once =gain denies the motion as being untimely filed and finds ju
venue are properly in this Court with ¢k ’

7. 1 qtiff dismissed i fason and K
objection, and f nroved same @ .1;1- 6, 2016. Lea
the sole defendaiit.

{4 and sought
4,

ry 16, 2015,
terlocutory
As the

Of the appeal.

idiction and

ns without

R. Williams

8. The Defendant by his attorney filed a request for jury trial on November 14,

2016, which motion was denied on December 7, 2016. The Court now reiterates its finding

and order that a jury trial should not be granted.

9. At trial, the Plaintiff proved the properties were delinquent as to taxes in the

amount of $545,427.24.
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10.  Plaintiffs rested and Defendant also rested without presenting any defense.

11.  The Court requested the witness to testify as to the issue of ownership of the
property in the event it became an issue on appeal.

12.  Before the Court could rule on the case, Plaintiff filed a request for the Court
to take judicial notice of public county records, Plaintiff's Group Exhibit No. 1. To which
motion the defense objected and the Court held a hearing on same. Following Evidence

Rme 201 eto se £ a Awd W LAvEVE ) AL WU WAL €] Ie and tOOk

ocumenti

judicial notice N.tlb)t;IA GWT&fﬁt' t svidence in
defense of the | ¢ Tﬂﬁmﬂiﬂ@ﬂugﬂfé‘iﬁf%@ Bich sion the
Defendant took another mm%wm &Gm&me the Appellant’s brief

has been submitted to t! urt of Aj Ho no stay of proceedings was sought in
this appeal. The Court finds the judicially noticed facts prove Defendant was the owner of

each parcel as alleged in the complain

13.  The properties described in Paragraphs 2 through 9, 11 through 17, 19, 21

through 40, and 42 through 89, of the -rly assessed for

property tax lia
4. (ax Viability Temss
15. Plaintidl has auCiipica 1o HiiugdiC uiCii Gaiiidges aiiG Coulll uicse unpaid

taxes by holding tax sales but no one has bought any of the properties.
16.  The penalties owed on each parcel is also still owed.

17.  The total delinquency as of January 17, 2017 is $545,427.24.
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Conclusions

The Plaintiff has proved Marion R. Williams is the person liable for property taxes
under I.C, 6-1.1-24. Further, he is liable under I.C. 6-1.1-22-10(a) for all penalties, costs,
and collection expenses, including reasonable attorney’s fees resulting from late and/or
nonpayment of taxes. Also, under I.C. 6-1.1-1-9(B), as holder of the legal title in fee,

Defendant is owner of the property.

It is her at i the 15,427.24,
ocunientis

along with cost n NﬂTﬁFMﬂQﬁ! R. Williams,
with judgment ' Pigfa A s dakent is the property of
Finally, the Court vgill} ﬁe%‘raclxslﬁe(njc%%rtll ﬁ}é%ﬁ&%{gfc‘c}ém, attorney's fees, and late
penalties on November 17, 2017 at 1:.30 p.m. This is a final appealable judgment.
ALL ORDERED AND ADJUDGED THIS 19" DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2017.
A

WILLIAM E. DAVIS, IUDGE

NOTICE: The (
Entr;

T.R. 12{D)

RECEIVED

SEP 2 92017

C{!RK LAKE CIRCUIT COURT
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