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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

CHARLOTTESVILLE DIVISION 
 

 
 
HAROLD BLICK, 
 
    Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
SHAPIRO & BROWN, LLP,  
DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST CO., 
 
                                                     Defendants. 

 
CASE NO. 3:16-cv-00070 

 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND  
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
 
JUDGE NORMAN K. MOON 

 

This is the fourth in a series of cases Plaintiff Harold Blick has brought concerning the 

foreclosure and sale of his property in Charlottesville, Virginia.1 He asserts two claims: (1) 

breach of contract against Defendant Deutsche Bank National Trust Co. for allegedly violating a 

condition precedent in the Deed of Trust, and (2) a Fair Debt Collection Practices Act 

(“FDCPA”) claim against Defendant Shapiro & Brown for allegedly failing to validate the debt. 

In addition to statutory damages, Plaintiff seeks over $6 million in damages for, among other 

things, the lost equity in his property. Following a bench trial, and having considered all of the 

evidence together with the applicable law, the Court sets forth the following findings of fact and 

conclusions of law.  

 

                                                 
1  See Blick v. JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., No. 3:12-cv-00001, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
41265 (W.D. Va. Mar. 27, 2012), aff’d, 475 F. App’x 852 (4th Cir. 2012) (“Blick I”); Blick v. 
Long Beach Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-WL3, No. 3:13-cv-00002, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 46442 
(W.D. Va. Mar. 29, 2013), aff’d, 539 F. App’x 126 (4th Cir. 2013) (“Blick II”); Blick v. Deutsche 
Bank Nat. Trust Co., No. 3:14-CV-00022, 2014 WL 4052820 (W.D. Va. Aug. 15, 2014), aff’d, 
591 F. App’x 231 (4th Cir. 2015), cert. denied, 136 S. Ct. 114 (2015), reh’g denied, 136 S. Ct. 
575 (2015) (“Blick III”). 
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I. Findings of Fact 

1. In 2005, Plaintiff Harold Blick (“Plaintiff”) and his wife, Kathleen Blick, executed a 

Deed of Trust for property located at 6525 Dick Woods Road, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903. 

(Pl.’s Ex. 9). 

2. Under Paragraph 22 of the Deed of Trust: 

Lender shall give notice to Borrower prior to acceleration following Borrower’s 
breach of any covenant or agreement in this Security Instrument . . . . The notice 
shall specify: (a) the default; (b) the action required to cure the default; (c) a date, 
not less than 30 days from the date the notice is given to Borrower, by which the 
default must be cured; and (d) that failure to cure the default . . . may result in 
acceleration of the sums secured by this Security Instrument and sale of the 
Property. 

 
(Pl.’s Ex. 9). 
  
3. Best Rate Funding Corporation was the originating lender for the loan securing the Deed 

of Trust. Under an allonge2 to the original promissory note, the note was to be paid to the order 

of Long Beach Mortgage Company. (Def.’s Ex. 2). 

4. Defendant Deutsche Bank National Trust Co. (“DBNTC”), as Trustee for Long Beach 

Mortgage Loan Trust 2005-WL3, later became the ultimate noteholder of Plaintiff’s mortgage. 

(Def.’s Ex. 1).  

5. In May 2011, JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., (“Chase”), a loan servicer for DBNTC, sent a 

notice to 6525 Dick Woods Road entitled “Acceleration Warning (Notice of Intent to 

Foreclose).” (Def.’s Ex. 4). The notice, addressed to Plaintiff’s wife, stated the loan securing the 

Deed of Trust was in default, set forth the amount to be paid to cure the default, provided 32 

                                                 
2  “A slip of paper sometimes attached to a negotiable instrument for the purpose of 
receiving further indorsements when the original paper is filled with indorsements.” Allonge, 
Black’s Law Dictionary (10th ed. 2014). 
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days to cure the default, and stated that if the default was not cured then the loan would be 

accelerated. Id.  

6. Plaintiff and his wife were living together at 6525 Dick Woods Road when Chase sent 

the May 2011 acceleration notice. Plaintiff did not deny receiving the notice. (Hr’g Tr. at 44).3 

7. In late 2012, Plaintiff and his wife separated. (Hr’g Tr. 41). They were divorced in 2013. 

Id. 

8. In May 2013, the loan securing the Deed of Trust was transferred from Chase to Select 

Portfolio Servicing, Inc. (“SPS”), which continued to service the loan for DBNTC. (Def.’s Ex. 

1). 

9. In August 2013, SPS sent a letter to Plaintiff and his ex-wife responding to their request 

to validate the debt. (Def.’s Ex. 2). The letter stated, “To validate the Debt, we have included a 

signed copy of your Fixed/Adjustable Rate Note and Deed of Trust.” Enclosed with the letter 

were copies of the original note, the “Allonge to Promissory Note” (transferring the original note 

from “Best Rate Funding Corp.” to “Long Beach Mortgage Company”), the Deed of Trust, and 

other information relevant to the original and current creditors of the debt. Id. 

10. Plaintiff saw the August 2013 letter validating the debt. (Hr’g Tr. at 42). 

11. In May 2015, another pre-acceleration notice was sent to 6525 Dick Woods Road by 

SPS. (Def.’s Ex. 1). The notice, addressed to Plaintiff’s ex-wife, stated the loan securing the 

Deed of Trust was in default, set forth the amount to be paid on the loan to cure the default, 

provided 30 days for the default to be cured, and stated that if the default was not cured the loan 

would be accelerated. Id. 

                                                 
3  Citations to the transcript are to a provisional rough draft provided by the court reporter.  
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12. Plaintiff was “not sure” if he received the May 2015 notice. (Hr’g Tr. at 40). His wife did 

not live with him at that time, as they had since divorced, and although she did still provide him 

with mail, the letters were not addressed to him so he claims he “didn’t choose to deal with 

them.” Id. at 42. 

13. In August 2015, Defendant Shapiro & Brown, who had been retained by DBNTC to 

enforce the Deed of Trust, sent a notice of debt to 6525 Dick Woods Road. (Pl.’s Ex. 1). The 

notice, addressed to Kathleen Blick, set forth the amount of outstanding debt, who the creditor 

was, and the deadline to dispute the debt.  Id. 

14. Less than two weeks after receiving the August 2015 notice, Plaintiff sent Shapiro & 

Brown a letter disputing the debt, asking for “the name and address of the original and 

subsequent creditors and the schedule of transactions from inception.” (Pl.’s Ex. 2).  

15. Shapiro & Brown did not respond to the August 2015 letter.  

16. In May 2016, in response to seeing a classified ad in the local newspaper for a trustee sale 

of his property, Plaintiff again sent Shapiro & Brown a letter disputing the debt. (Pl.’s Ex. 3).  

17. Less than two weeks later, in preparation for the foreclosure sale, Shapiro & Brown sent 

Plaintiff a “Notice of Substitute Trustee’s Foreclosure Sale . . . .” (Pl.’s Ex. 6). The notice 

contained an attachment entitled “Appointment of Substitute Trustees.” Id. The document set 

forth DBNTC as the present holder of the note securing the Deed of Trust, Plaintiff and his ex-

wife as the “Original Grantor(s)” of the Deed of Trust, and named “Professional Foreclosure 

Corporation of Virginia” as “Substitute Trustee.” Id. 

18. The next month, in response to Shapiro & Brown’s notice of the foreclosure sale, 

Plaintiff again wrote asking for the identity of the true owner of the note. (Pl.’s Ex. 7). 
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19. Five days later, the substitute trustee sold the property at auction to DBNTC for 

$283,500. (Pl.’s Ex. 8). 

II. Conclusions of Law 

A. Breach of Contract Claim 

Under Virginia law, a trustee’s power to foreclose is conferred by the Deed of Trust and 

does not accrue until all conditions precedent are met. “In other words, the powers of the person 

foreclosing under a mortgage or deed of trust are limited and defined by the instrument under 

which he acts, and he has only such authority as is thus expressly conferred upon him, together 

with incidental and implied powers that are necessarily included therein.” Fairfax Cty. 

Redevelopment & Hous. Auth. v. Riekse, 707 S.E.2d 826, 829 (Va. 2011) (quoting Schmidt & 

Wilson, Inc. v. Carneal, 180 S.E. 325, 326 (Va. 1935)). “The fact that a borrower is in arrears 

does not allow the trustee to circumvent the conditions precedent.” Mathews v. PHH Mortg. 

Corp., 724 S.E.2d 196, 199 (Va. 2012). A borrower may sue for breach of contract if the lender 

initiates foreclosure but fails to comply with the contractual predicates to foreclosure found in 

the deed of trust. See Bayview Loan Servicing, LLC v. Simmons, 654 S.E.2d 898, 902 (Va. 2008). 

Here, Paragraph 22 of the Deed of Trust sets out a condition precedent that a pre-

acceleration notice must be provided to Plaintiff and “shall specify: (a) the default; (b) the action 

required to cure the default; (c) a date, not less than 30 days from the date the notice is given to 

Borrower, by which the default must be cured; and (d) that failure to cure the default . . . may 

result in acceleration of the sums secured by this Security Instrument and sale of the Property.” 

(Pl.’s Ex. 9).  

Plaintiff’s position that he did not receive or see any pre-acceleration notice is simply not 

credible. On at least one occasion, in May 2011, Plaintiff received a pre-acceleration notice 

Case 3:16-cv-00070-NKM-JCH   Document 103   Filed 07/12/18   Page 5 of 13   Pageid#: 1439



6 

meeting the requirements found in the Deed of Trust. (Def.’s Ex. 1, 4). The May 2011 notice 

stated the loan securing the Deed of Trust was in default, set forth the amount to be paid on the 

loan to cure the default, provided 32 days for the default to be cured, and stated that if the default 

was not cured the loan would be accelerated. (Def.’s Ex. 4). This notice meets all of the 

requirements in paragraph 22 of the Deed of Trust: it specifies the default, provides the required 

action to cure the default, the date by which to cure the default, and a notice that acceleration will 

result absent a cure. (Pl.’s Ex. 9). Although the notice was only addressed to his wife, the facts 

and circumstances support a finding that Plaintiff received the notice. Namely, he was living 

with his wife at 6525 Dick Woods Road when the notice was received. As to the May 2011 pre-

acceleration notice, Plaintiff testified: “[M]aybe I got it. But that’s not the issue here anyway.” 

While Plaintiff contends the true issue was a lack of a full accounting, the issue under the Deed 

of Trust is whether Defendant DBNTC complied with Paragraph 22 and provided a pre-

acceleration notice. DBNTC, through its loan servicer SPS, did just that in May 2011.4 

Accordingly, DBNTC is not liable for breach of contract under Paragraph 22 of the Deed 

of Trust. 

 

                                                 
4  In addition to the May 2011 notice, Plaintiff received another notice in May 2015, which 
he states he does “not recall.” (Pl.’s Ex. 2). The Court does not find Plaintiff’s claim of ignorance 
credible. The May 2015 notice, addressed to Plaintiff’s wife, also complied with all the 
requirements found in Paragraph 22. (Def.’s Ex. 4). Plaintiff testified that he was not sure if he 
received the letter, and since the letter was not addressed to him, as with other letters addressed 
to his wife, he “didn’t choose to deal with [it].” (Hr’g Tr. at 40). Yet Plaintiff’s actions do not 
bear this out. Contrary to his assertion, on at least one occasion, years after Plaintiff and his wife 
had separated and just months after the May 2015 notice, he sent a dispute letter in response to a 
different letter addressed solely to his wife. (Pl.’s Ex. 2). Further, the May 2015 notice was 
mailed to 6525 Dick Woods Road, Charlottesville, Virginia—Plaintiff’s residence at the time. Id. 
Plaintiff’s insinuation that he would not have handled such a letter is simply not supported by the 
facts. 
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B. Fair Debt Collections Practices Act Claim 

Under the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act (“FDCPA”), “[i]f the consumer, in writing, 

disputes the debt or requests the name of the original creditor, then the collector must halt all 

collection efforts until it mails verification of the debt or the creditor’s name to the consumer.” 

Miller v. Payco-Gen. Am. Credits, Inc., 943 F.2d 482, 483 (4th Cir. 1991) (citing 15 U.S.C. § 

1692g(b)).5 A consumer must dispute the debt within 30 days of receiving a “notice of debt” 

from the debt collector. 15 U.S.C. § 1692g(a). “[V]erification of a debt involves nothing more 

than the debt collector confirming in writing that the amount being demanded is what the 

creditor is claiming is owed; the debt collector is not required to keep detailed files of the alleged 

debt.” Chaudhry v. Gallerizzo, 174 F.3d 394, 406 (4th Cir. 1999). “Consistent with the 

legislative history, verification is only intended to ‘eliminate the . . .  problem of debt collectors 

dunning the wrong person or attempting to collect debts which the consumer has already paid.’” 

Id. (citing S. Rep. No. 95–382, at 4 (1977), as reprinted in 1977 U.S.C.C.A.N. 1695, 1699).  

 Here, Defendant Shapiro & Brown failed to properly validate the debt. On August 3, 

2015, Plaintiff received a “notice of debt,” sent by Shapiro & Brown, in compliance with 15 

U.S.C. § 1692g(a). (Pl.’s Ex. 1). See 15 U.S.C. § 1692g(a) (requiring a “notice of debt” be sent 

out by a debt collector, within five days after initial communication with a debtor, that contains 

                                                 
5  Section 1692g(b) states:  
 

If the consumer notifies the debt collector in writing within [30 days of the initial 
notice] that the debt, or any portion thereof, is disputed, or that the consumer 
requests the name and address of the original creditor, the debt collector shall 
cease collection of the debt, or any disputed portion thereof, until the debt 
collector obtains verification of the debt or a copy of a judgment, or the name and 
address of the original creditor, and a copy of such verification or judgment, or 
name and address of the original creditor, is mailed to the consumer by the debt 
collector. 

 
15 U.S.C. § 1692g(b).  
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the amount of the debt, the name of the creditor, and provides an opportunity to dispute the debt). 

The notice set forth the amount of the loan, the creditor of the loan (DBNTC), and provided 

Plaintiff 30 days to dispute the amount or the identity of the creditor. Id. Less than two weeks 

later—well within the 30 day window to dispute the debt—Plaintiff sent Shapiro & Brown a 

“NOTICE OF DISPUTED DEBT” asking for the names of the “original and subsequent 

creditors and the schedule of transactions from inception.” (Pl.’s Ex. 2).6 Shapiro & Brown has 

not provided any evidence that it validated the debt in response to this request. 

 First, as to the identity of the creditor, Shapiro & Brown’s notice of debt stated “upon 

your written request within the thirty-day period, this firm will provide you with the name and 

address of the original creditor, if different from the current creditor.” (Pl.’s Ex. 1 (emphasis 

added); see also 15 U.S.C. § 1692g(a)(5) (providing the “if different from the current creditor” 

language)). Under the FDCPA, a creditor “means any person who offers or extends credit 

creating a debt or to whom a debt is owed . . . .” 15 U.S.C. § 1692a(4). Here, the current creditor, 

DBNTC as trustee for Long Beach Mortgage Company, was not the original creditor for 

Plaintiff’s loan. When Plaintiff initially executed the Deed of Trust and secured it with a loan, 

Best Rate Funding Corp. was the originating lender and the original creditor. (Def.’s Ex. 2). 

Subsequent to Best Rate Funding Corp. originating the loan, through an allonge attached to the 

promissory note, the loan was then endorsed over to Long Beach Mortgage Company. Id. 

Accordingly, Shapiro & Brown should have provided the identity of the “original and 

subsequent” creditors of the debt, per Plaintiff’s dispute of the debt. 

 While it is true Plaintiff received information regarding the loan’s original creditor in an 

                                                 
6  Plaintiff’s three other requests for validation of the debt in May and June 2016 were not 
timely under the FDCPA. (Pl.’s Ex. 3, 5, 7). Therefore, Shapiro & Brown is not liable for failing 
to respond to those letters. 
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August 2013 letter from a loan servicer, SPS, (Def.’s Ex. 2), Shapiro & Brown cannot rely on a 

validation made by previous loan servicer to fulfill its obligations as a debt collector under the 

FDCPA. This is the case because the FDCPA contemplates separate opportunities for validations 

by subsequent debt collectors. For instance, § 1692g(a) requires subsequent debt collectors to 

provide separate notices to new debtors: 

It is not unreasonable to conclude that the least sophisticated consumer might well 
need a reminder of one’s rights and/or clarification of what and who they are 
dealing with when contact is initiated by a second, or third, or subsequent entity. 
To do otherwise, to not require such notice by a separate entity, would create a 
loophole, an “end-run around the validation notice requirement . . . [that is] 
inconsistent with the drafters’ intention of protecting debtors from ‘unfair, 
harassing, and deceptive’ collection tactics, . . . .” 

Turner v. Shenandoah Legal Grp., P.C., No. 3:06CV045, 2006 WL 1685698, at *11 (E.D. Va. 

June 12, 2006) (quoting Thomas v. Law Firm of Simpson & Cybak, 392 F.3d 914, 916–17 (7th 

Cir. 2004)). Under the plain language of the statute, such notices of debt provide a fresh 

opportunity to seek validation after initial contact with a new debt collector. See 15 U.S.C. § 

1692g (requiring debt collectors to provide notice and an opportunity to dispute a debt to 

consumers, and mandating that all collection efforts must cease until verification of the debt is 

provided to the consumer). See also Daneshrad v. Cohen & Slamowitz, LLP, No. 

05CV2662SJFETB, 2009 WL 637888, at *5 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 9, 2009) (“Simply because 

Plaintiff, after receiving verification of the debt, continually sends a [debt collector] letters 

stating that the debt is ‘in dispute,’ does not prevent [the creditor] from asserting its rights to 

collect any unpaid balance that Plaintiff owes [the creditor] pursuant to” their agreement.). Here, 

based on the evidence before the Court, Plaintiff never received verification of the debt from 

Shapiro & Brown as to the identity of the original creditors. 

 Further, Shapiro & Brown never provided Plaintiff with verification of the debt amount. 

In Plaintiff’s August 2015 letter disputing the debt, he challenged the loan amount by asking for 
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“a schedule of transactions from inception.” (Pl.’s Ex. 2). Shapiro & Brown failed to provide any 

evidence it responded to Plaintiff’s letter. Although Plaintiff incorrectly asserts validation 

requires a full accounting, see Chaudhry, 174 F.3d at 406, Defendant must still show “that the 

amount being demanded is what the creditor is claiming is owed. . . .” Id. Notwithstanding 

Plaintiff disputing the debt, Shapiro & Brown proceeded with collection activities, notifying 

Plaintiff his property was going to be sold in a foreclosure sale by a substitute trustee. (Pl.’s Ex. 

6). The property was sold just several weeks later. (Pl.’s Ex. 8). Based on the evidence before the 

Court, Defendant Shapiro & Brown failed to properly validate the amount of the debt under the 

FDCPA. 

III. Damages 

Under 15 U.S.C. § 1692k, a debt collector who does not comply with the provisions in 

the FDCPA is liable to the debtor for actual damages, “additional damages as the Court may 

allow” not to exceed $1,000, and reasonable attorney’s fees. 15 U.S.C. § 1692k(a).  

To begin, Plaintiff has failed to prove any actual damages from Defendant Shapiro & 

Brown’s failure to validate the debt. Under the FDCPA, actual damages include economic and 

non-economic damages. Guajardo v. GC Servs., LP, 498 F. App’x 379, 385 (5th Cir. 2012). 

Economic damages are “out-of-pocket” expenses incurred by the plaintiff. Id. Non-economic 

damages take the form of “personal humiliation, embarrassment, mental anguish, and emotional 

distress.” Id.  Plaintiff provided no evidence in support of out-of-pocket economic damages (e.g., 

medical bills, lost wages, etc.). Further, Plaintiff provided no evidence as to non-economic 

damages. Since Plaintiff did not disclose a computation of each category of damages to 

Defendant prior to the hearing, as required by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(a)(1)(A)(iii), 

Plaintiff was not permitted to submit evidence of damages at trial. Plaintiff was permitted to 
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proffer testimony at trial. However, even if this proffered testimony was admitted, it addresses 

only the damages for his breach of contract claim.7 Simply stated, Plaintiff’s evidence does not 

support any actual damages because of Shapiro & Brown’s failure to properly validate the debt. 

An award of one dollar in nominal damages is appropriate. 

Next, as to “additional damages as the Court may allow” under § 1692k(a)(2), the Court 

finds Shapiro & Brown liable for additional statutory damages. The Court considers several 

factors when determining damages: the frequency and persistence of noncompliance by the debt 

collector, the nature of that noncompliance, and the intentionality of such noncompliance. 15 

U.S.C. § 1692k(b)(1). Huff v. Dobbins, Fraker, Tennant, Joy & Perlstein, 243 F.3d 1086, 1089 

(7th Cir. 2001) (recognizing that the § 1692k(b)(1) factors address the “additional statutory 

damages” under subsection (a)(2)).  

Although Plaintiff made only one timely dispute of the debt, Shapiro & Brown’s actions, 

or lack thereof, warrant additional statutory damages. First, Shapiro & Brown failed to provide 

                                                 
7  Any claim Plaintiff may have asserted as to lost equity in his house is inappropriate for a 
FDCPA claim: 
 

The FDCPA is concerned with collection practices, not the making, validity or 
enforcement of the any note or mortgage. The FDCPA does not deal 
[substantially] with the validity of debts, nor does it state that a violation of the act 
shall have any effect on the enforcement of a note. Rather, the FDCPA’s stated 
purpose is to: 

[E]liminate abusive debt collection practices by debt collectors, to 
insure that those debt collectors who refrain from using abusive 
debt collection practices are not competitively disadvantaged, and 
to promote consistent state action to protect consumers against 
debt collection abuses. 

15 U.S.C. § 1692e. The FDCPA addresses fair practices and consistency among 
debt collectors and is focused on punishing abusive practices of debt collectors 
through civil penalties, not by providing additional defenses to debtors in 
collection actions. 
 

Kafele v. Lerner, Sampson & Rothfuss, L.P.A., No. 2:02CV0743, 2005 WL 1379107, at *8 (S.D. 
Ohio June 9, 2005) 
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Plaintiff with the original creditor’s information, as requested, linking its collection efforts back 

to the original creditor of the loan. Shapiro & Brown’s response was to ignore his request and 

proceed with the foreclosure sale. This complete failure to respond is in direct violation of 15 

U.S.C. § 1692g(b). Second, Plaintiff challenged the amount of the debt by requesting a “schedule 

of transactions,” and contends he frequently requested “a full accounting” of the loan. (Pl.’s Ex. 

2). While Shapiro & Brown was not required to provide a full accounting, it is clear from 

Plaintiff’s letter that he was asking for the precise amount he owed. Yet this typical, legitimate 

request for verification was ignored. Lastly, Shapiro & Brown has not posited any excuse. For 

example, it has not attempted to assert any kind of statutory defense under § 1692k(c).8 Without 

any sort of mitigating testimony or evidence as to intent, an award of $1,000 to Plaintiff is 

appropriate. 

Lastly, Plaintiff is proceeding pro se and is not entitled to recover reasonable attorney’s 

fees. Benson v. Hafif, 114 F.3d 1193 (Table) (9th Cir. 1997) (Citing Kay v. Ehrler, 499 U.S. 432, 

435–37 (1991)) (“We reverse the district court’s fee award because a pro se litigant cannot be 

compensated under a federal statute for attorney’s fees.”). 

IV. Conclusion 

In sum, the Court finds: (1) Plaintiff was provided with the appropriate pre-acceleration 

notice in accordance with the condition found in Paragraph 22 of the Deed of Trust; (2) Plaintiff 

was not provided with proper validation of the debt in violation of the FDCPA. For Shapiro & 

                                                 
8  “A debt collector may not be held liable in any action brought under this subchapter if the 
debt collector shows by a preponderance of evidence that the violation [(1)] was not intentional 
. . . [(2)] resulted from a bona fide error [and (3) occurred] notwithstanding the maintenance of 
procedures reasonably adapted to avoid any such error.” 15 U.S.C. § 1692k(c). “This provision 
offers a kind of qualified immunity to debt collectors, protecting actions which otherwise are 
covered by the statute but arose from bona fide error and were not intentional violations.” Sayyed 
v. Wolpoff & Abramson, 485 F.3d 226, 232 (4th Cir. 2007). 
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Brown’s violation of the FDCPA, Plaintiff is awarded one dollar in nominal damages and $1,000 

in statutory damages. Plaintiff is not awarded attorney’s fees because he is proceeding pro se. An 

appropriate order will follow. 

The Clerk of the Court is hereby directed to send a certified copy of these findings of fact 

and conclusions of law and accompanying Order to all counsel of record and the pro se Plaintiff. 

Entered this _____ day of July, 2018. 

 

12th
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