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THE FRANKLIN COUNTY COURT OF CONIMON PLEAS

FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHIO5'P ez i

Sharonetta Jones
3245 Millerbrook Court 11 I.',VH05 — 5 5 75
Columbus, OH 43224, Case No.

Plaintiff,

V. Judge

Morgan Drexen, Inc.
c/o The Corporation Trust VERIFIED COMPLAlNT AND
Company of Nevada RE VEST FOR DECLARATORY
311 S. Division Street AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
Carson City, NV 89703,

Walter J. Ledda Case Designation — Other Civil
1600 South Douglass Road, Suite 100 (Consumer Fraud)
Anaheim, CA 92806,

and,
Jury Demand Endorsed Herein'

John Does 1-5
Name Unknown
Address Unknown,

Defendants. (

L 
u)

INTRODUCTION

1. Thi s is an action for damages brought by an Individual consumer against

Defendants for violations of the Debt Adjustment Companies Act, R.C. g 4710.01, et

seq. ("DACA"), the Credit Services Organization Act, R.C. g 4712.01, et seq. ("CSOA"),

the Credit Repair Organizations Act, 15 U.S.C. gg 1679-1679j ("CROA"), the Ohio

Consumer Sales Practices Act, R.C. g 'l345.01, et seq. ("OCSPA"), and fraud, all of

which prohibit persons engaged in debt adjusting and credit repair from engaging in

abu fve, deceptive, and unfair practices.
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2. Pl a intiff Sharonetta Jones is an individual consumer residing at 3245

Millerbrook Court in the City of Columbus, County of Franklin, and State of Ohio.

3. Th i s Court has venue to hear this case pursuant to Civ. R. 3(B)(3), in that

some of the transactions complained of, and out of which this action arose, occurred in

Franklin County, Ohio.

4. Up o n information and belief, Defendant Is Morgan Drexen, inc.,

(hereinafter "Morgan Drexen"), a Nevada debt adjustment and credit repair company

operating from an address at 1600 South Douglass Road, Suite 100, Anaheim, CA

92806 and doing business in the State of Ohio.

5. Fo r the purposes of this Complaint, unless otherwise indicated,

"Defendant" or "Defendants" includes all agents, employees, officers, members,

directors, heirs, successors, assigns, principals, trustees, sureties, subrogees,

representatives, and insurers of Defendants named in this caption.

6. De f endants regularly engage In business in Ohio and directed at residents

of Ohio and have otherwise availed themselves of the Ohio marketplace and secured

the benefits of that marketplace. Such conduct included, among other things, holding

themselves out as debt settlement and credit repair companies providing services to

Ohio residents„directing business solicitations into the State of Ohio, directed at

indebted Ohio residents, seeking participation in Defendants' debt settlement and credit

repair programs; contracting in Ohio with Ohio consumers for various services, including

debt settlement and credit repair, offering to performand/or performing activities for

Ohio residents including debt settlement and credit repair functions, and/or contracting

for legal services or performing legal services for Ohio consumers.

Jones v. Morgan Drexen. el al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT

From Artic
le at G

etOutOfDebt.org



Case: 2:11-cv-00542-GLF-TPK Doc ¹: 3 Filed: 06/20/11 Page: 3 of 21 PAGEID ¹: 33

STATEMENT OF FACTS

7. In response to unfair and deceptive debt settlement and credit repair

practices, the State of Ohio, and most recently the Federal Trade Commission have

enacted statutes or regulations protecting consumers.

8. Am ong the many unfair and deceptive practices regulated are predatorily

high fees and exorbitant "upfront" fees. The predatory nature of the fees is such that

themonthly payments are consumed by program fees for the first several months of a

consumer's participation in the program.

9. Th ese consumer protections have recently spawned business

conspiracies aimed at evading these consumer protection laws, especially the

limitations on fees.

10. Among the most recent conspiracies, this action arises from a coordinated

scheme devised by Defendants with the express intent of duping creditors and

consumers into contracting with and believing that a licensed attorney was providing

debt settlement services when, In fact, non-attorneyemployeesof Defendant Morgan

Drexen performedsuch "legal" services.

11. Morgan Drexen is in the business of providing debt settlement and credit

repair businesses and creates a fiction that the services are being performed by

attorneys, thereby evading consumer protections applicable to such services, including

fee limitations.

12. T h e services set out in the debt reduction agreement are recited for the

purpose of creating an illusion that the debt settlemer t and credit repair services

constitute the practice of law or are being performed incidental to the practice of law.

Jones v. Morgan Drexen, eI al,
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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13, Morgan Drexen performs the debt settlement and credit repair services
under a false pretense that they were done under the direct supervision and control of

an attorney licensed in the State of Ohio.
14. Upon information and belief, an attorney licensed in the State of Ohio

does not control the method, manner, or means by which Morgan Drexen performed the

debt settlement and repair services for Plaintiff or othenNlse directly supervised or

controlled those activities.

15. O n or before June 3, 2009, Defendants contacted Plaintiff in an effort to

solicit Plaintiffs business and to provide debt settlement and credit repair services to

Plaintiff.

16. A t all times relevant, unbeknownst to Plaintiff, Defendant Morgan Drexen

would perform the actual debt settlement services on Plaintiffs behalf. Defendant

Morgan Drexen is not a law firm, and does not employattorneys licensed in the State of
Ohio.

17. l n order to further this scheme, non-lawyer employees of Morgan Drexen

sent correspondence that purported to give legal advice, debtsettlement advice, or
credit repair advice in the name of a licensed attorney.

18. For these services, Plaintiff agreed to pay specified fees that, unknown to

Plaintiff at the time, are criminally illegal, owing to their enormous size and accelerated

timing of payment.

19. I f meaningful positive funds eventually accumulate in the debt settlement

account, Morgan Drexen may attempt settlement of a scheduled program debt.

Although accounts may be settled, meaningful value to the consumer is minimal as late

fees, over the limit fees, and interest continue to accumulate.

Jones v. Morgan Dresden. el el,
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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20. The agreement drafted by Defendants is illegal in the State of Ohio,

21. Over a period of several months, Defendants withdrew payments in the

amount of $386.00 from Plaintiff's checking account.

22. Defendants knew that the debt settlement programs' fees exceeded the

amount permitted by R.C, g 4710.02(B).

23. D efendants made various misrepresentations or non-disclosures in an

effort to induce Plaintiff to enter into the illegal agreement, including but not limited to:

a. Un s ubstantiated claims of savings to Plaintiff. Defendants

represented to Plaintiff that the program would save her 40% - 60%

of the total debt; however, Defendants do not have a record of

accomplishment that supports this statement.

b. De c eptive representations about the length of time necessary to

complete the program. Defendants estimated Plaintiff would

complete the program in 36 months, when in fact, results

in the past have not supported such an estimate.

c. Mis leading or failing to adequately inform consumers that they will

be subject to continued collection efforts, including lawsuits, and

that their account balances will increase due to extended

nonpayment under the program. Although the contract specifically
indicates a creditor is still able to bring a lawsuit against Plaintiff,

Defendants fail to disclose that this event occurs on a regular basis

to Ohio consumers.

Defendants deceptively disparaged bankruptcy as a viable

alternative for Plaintiff.

Jones v. Morgan Drexen. et al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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e. De f endants based savings claims not on the original account

balance, but on the inflated amount due at the time of the

settlement.

f. Def endants failed to include its fees when it estimated the amount

Plaintiff would save.

g. Mi s leading the consumer into believing an attorney would negotiate

and settle the debt, when in truth, theattorney then delegates the
debt settlement function to a non-attorney.

24. Defendants further represented they can improve the credit rating of users

of their credit repair service and improve credit worthiness.

25. D efendants' representatives, while specifically disclosing that the debt

adjustment services will harm Plaintiff's credit, indicated that the overall effect of the

program would help repair her credit.

26. D efendants claim that Plaintiffs debt to income ratio would decline,
thereby raising Plaintiff's credit score.

27. D e fendants further claimed that Plaintif's credit score would go down

initially, but that it would rise throughout the duration of the program.

28. P laintiff's credit score declined and has yet to improve.

29. I n an effort to induce Ohio consumers to enter into a contract with

Defendants, they indicated they would assist Plaintiff with a lawsuit in the unlikely event

she was sued by one of her creditors with which Defendants have agreed to negotiate.

Defendants indicated as much while specifically disclaiming any such legal assistance

in its contract with Plaintiff.

Jones v. Morgan Drexen. et al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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30. Defendant Morgan Drexen is not a law firm and is not licensed to practice

law in the State of Ohio.

31. Defendant Morgan Drexen provided further legal advice regarding the

FDCPA, FCRA, and credit repair among other areas of law.

32. Defendant Morgan Drexen is, and at all times relevant hereto was,

engaged in the unauthorized practice of law.

33. Defendant Morgan Drexen so engaged in the unauthorized practice of law

in an effort to induce Plaintiff to execute a contract for Defendants' services and/or to

continue the previously executed contract.

34. Defendants represented that the majority of consumers that agree to

retain Defendants complete the debt settlement program thereby becoming debt free.

35. A high percentage of Ohio consumers who attempt Defendants' debt

settlement program do not in fact complete the program, and do not become debt free

as a result of Defendants' sewlces.

36. Defendants accepted money from Plaintiff for the purpose of settling all

Plaintiffs debts on the program for less than the amount owed knowing there was a

substantial likelihood that they could not provide the sewices as promised.

37. Defendants, as described above, are each a "supplier" as that term is

defined in R.C. g 1345.01(C), since Defendants were engaging in the business of

effecting "consumer transactions", either directly or indirectly, by operating a debt

pooling or debt adjustment service for consumers in Ohio for purposes that are primarily

personal, family or household within the meaning specified in R.C. g 1345.01(A).

38. Defendants are each a "person" as defined by the DACA, R.C. g

4710.01(A) engaged in the act of "debt adjusting" as defined by the DACA, R.C. g

Jones v. Morgan Drexen. et al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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4710.01(B), and a "supplier" as defined by the OCSPA, R.C. g 1345.01(C), since

Defendants were engaged in the business of debt adjusting, budget counseling, debt

management, or debt pooling services, or holding oneself out, by words ofsimilar
import, as providing services to debtors in the management of their debt to a consumer

in the State of Ohio for purposes that were primarily for personal, family or household

use.

39. Defendants, as described above, operate a "credit services organization"

as defined by the CSOA, R.C. g 4712.01(C).

40. P laintiff is a "consumer" as defined by the OCSPA, R.C. g 1345.01(D) and

a "buyer" as defined by the CSOA, R.C. g 4712.01(A).

41. D efendant Morgan Drexen conducts business In the State of Ohio even

though they failed to register with the Ohio Secretary of State as required by R.C. g

1703.03.

42. Upon information and belief, Defendants are not registered as a credit

services organization with the Ohio Division of Consumer Finance.

43, Defendants charged and accepted fees or contributions in excess of what

are reasonable fees or contributions, in violation of R.C. Q 4710.02(A)(3),

4710.02(B)(1-3) and 4710.02(F)(1).

44. U pon information and belief, Defendants failed to arrange for and undergo

an audit conducted by an Independent, third party,certified public accountant of the

person's business and then file the audit and opinion with the consumer protections

division of theattorney general in violation of R.C. gg 4710.02(D)(1-2) and
4710.02(F)(2).

Jones v. Morgan Drexen, ei al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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45. Upon information and belief, Defendants failed to obtain and maintain

insurance coverage not less than $100,000.00 foremployeedishonesty, forgery, and

fraud in violation of R.C. Q 4710.02(E)(1-2) and 4710.02(F)(2).

46. Defendants do not provide to consumers, prior to entering into contracts, a

statement of rights with information including an explanation of the consumers' rights

under the Fair Credit Reporting Act, and information relating to the consumers' rights

pursuant to the Ohio Credit Services Organization Act.

47. D efendants' transactions failed to include the notices, statements, and

cancellation forms as defined by R.C. Q 4710.05(A) and (B). Such failure is a violation

of R.C. g 1345.02(A) of the OCSPA.

48. D efendants failed to make full refunds of monies paid for undelivered

service, despite requests from Plaintiff to make full restitution of all damages.

49. U pon information and belief, Defendant Ledda individually directs the

actions of Morgan Drexen.

50. D efendants are thereby responsible for the actions of their agents under

the doctrine of respondeat superior.

COUNT ONE
Violations of the Ohio Consumer Sales

Practices Act and Debt Ad ustment Com anies Act

51. P laintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference all of the

foregoing paragraphs.

52. Defendants operated a debt settlement company in the State of Ohio

without complying with applicable Ohio law, namely, R.C. g 4710, et seq. Such

violations constitute unfair, deceptive and unconscionable acts or practices in violation

of R.C. gg 1345.02(A) and 1345.03(A) of the Consumer Sales Practices Act.

Jones v. Morgan Drexen, et al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT

From Artic
le at G

etOutOfDebt.org



Case: 2:11-cv-00542-GLF-TPK Doc ¹: 3 Filed: 06/20/11 Page: 10 of 21 PAGEID ¹: 40

Defendants committed said violation after such decisions were available for public

inspection pursuant to R.C. g 1345,05(A)(3). State ex rel. Petro v. Debticated

Consumer Counseling, Inc., No. CIO 2002 4856, (Lucas Co. C.P. 2003) (PIF¹ 2173);

State of Ohio, ex rel. v. United Law Group, Inc., 10 CVH 021567 (Franklin Co C.P.

2010) (PIF¹ 2874); State of Ohio, ex rel. v. Brotherton, 2009 CV 0709, (Greene Co.

C.P. 2010) (PIF¹ 2831); State of Ohio v. Nationwide Debt Solutions, lnc., Case No.

384784 (PIF¹ 2878); State of Ohio v. Budulator Corp, et al., Case No. 388509 (PIF¹

2876).

53. Defendantscommitted unfair and deceptive acts or practices in violation of

the Consumer Sales Practices Act, R.C. g 1345.02(A), and the Failure to Deliver Rule,

O.A.C. g 109:4-3-09(A) by charging an excessive fee for debt adjusting and failing to

provide the service. Defendants committed said violation after such decisions were

available for public inspection pursuant to R.C. g 1345.05(A)(3). State ex rel. Petro v.

Debticated Consumer Counseling, Inc., No. CIO 2002 4856, (Lucas Co. C.P. 2003)

(PIF¹ 2173); State of Ohio, ex rel. v. United Law Group, Inc., 10 CVH 021567 (Franklin

Co C.P. 2010) (PIF¹ 2874); State of Ohio, ex rel. v. Brotherton, 2009 CV 0709, (Greene

Co. C.P. 2010) (PIF¹ 2831); State of Ohio v. Nationwide Debt Solutions, Inc., Case No.

384784 (PIF¹ 2878); State of Ohio v. Budulator Corp, et al., Case No. 388509 (PIF¹

2876).

54. D e fendant, an out of state corporation, failed to register with the Ohio

Secretary of State prior to doing business in Ohio as required by R.C. g 1703.03.

Failure to do so is an unfair and deceptive act or practice in violation of R.C. g

1345.02(A). Such acts and practices have been previously determined by Ohio courts

Io violate the Consumer Sales Practices Act. R.C, g 1345.01 et seq. Defendant

Jones v. Morgan Orexen, et al. 10
VERIFIEO COMPLAINT
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committed said violation after such decisions were available for public inspection

pursuant to R.C. g 1345.05(A)(3). State ex rel. Petro v. Debticated Consumer

Counseling, Inc„No. CIO 2002 4856, (Lucas Co. C.P. 2003) (PIF¹ 2173); State of

Ohio, ex rel. v. United Law Group, Inc., 10 CVH 021567 (Franklin Co C.P. 2010) (PIF¹

2874); State of Ohio, ex rel. v. Brotherton, 2009 CV 0709, (Greene Co. C.P, 2010)

(PIF¹ 2831); State of Ohio v. Nationwide Debt Solutions, Inc., Case No. 384784 (PIF¹

2878); State of Ohio v. Budulator Corp, et al., Case No. 388509 (PIF¹ 2876).

55. Defendants made false or misleading statements to induce a purchaser to

pay for services, in violation of R,C. g 1345.02(A). Such acts and practices have been

previously determined by Ohio courts to violate the Consumer Sales Practices Act.

Defendants committed said violations after such decisions were available for public

inspection. See State of Ohio ex rel. Rogers v. Richard Pinnix dlbla Pinnix Business

Services, Case No. 07CVH08-1 0491(Franklin Co. C.P.) (PIF¹ 2726).

56. Defendants committed unfair or deceptive acts or practices in violation of

R.C. g 1345.02(A) by operation of R.C. g 4710.04 by engaging in debt adjustment

activities, including holding out that it could affect the adjustment, compromise, or

discharge of any account, note, or other indebtedness of consumers who sign up for its

services, without complying with R.C. gg 4710.02(A) and (8), in that the Defendants

charged fees in excess of those permitted by the Ohio Debt Adjusters Act. Such acts

and practices have been previously determined by Ohio courts to violate the Consumer

Sales Practices Act. Defendants committed said violations after such decisions were

available for public inspection. See State of Ohio ex rel. Dann v. American Housing

Authority, Inc., Case No. Cl-0200705443 (Lucas Co. C.P.) (PIF¹ 2676).

Jones v. A1organ Orexen. et al.
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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57. Defendants violated Ohio Adrn. Code g 109:4-3-09(A) by accepting money

from consumers for goods or services ordered by mail, telephone, or otherwise and

then failed to make full delivery or make a full refund as promised. Ohio Adm. Code g

109:4-3-09 specifically states that a violation constitutes a "deceptive act or practice"

under R.C, g 1345.02(A). Such acts and practices have been previously determined by

Ohio courts to violate the Consumer Sales Practices Act. Defendants committed said

violations after such decisions were available for public inspection. See State of Ohio

ex rel. Rogers v. Richard Plnnix dlbla Pinnix Business Services, Case No. 07CVH08 

10491(Franklin Co. C.P.) (PIF¹ 2726).

58. Defendants violated R.C. g 1345.03(A) and 1345.03(B)(3) by knowing of

the inability of the consumer to receive a substantial benefit from the subject of the

consumer transaction. Such acts and practices have been previously determined by

Ohio courts to violate the Consumer Sales Practices Act. Defendants committed said

violations after such decisions were available for public inspection. See State of Ohio

ex rel. Rogers v. Richard Pinnix dlbia Pinnix Business Services, Case No. 07CVH08 

10491(Franklin Co. C.P.) (PIF¹ 2726).

59. Defendants violated R.C. Q 1345.03(A) and 1345.03(B)(5) byrequiring
the consumer to enter into a consumer transaction on terms the supplier knew were

substantially one-sided in favor of the supplier. Such acts and practices have been

previously determined by Ohio courts to violate the Consumer Sales Practices Act.

Defendants committed said violations after such decisions were available for public

inspection. See State of Ohio exrel. Petro v. AAA A/l Ohio Roofing, etal., Case No.

02CVH022119 (Franklin Co. C.P.) (PIF¹ 2152).

Jones v. Morgan Orexen, et al. 12
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60. Defendants committed unconscionable acts or practices concerning

consumer credit card accounts in violation of R.C. Q 1345.031(A) and 1345.031(B)(6)

by recommending or encouraging a consumer to default on his or her credit card debt.

Defendants committed said violations after such decisions were available for public

inspection. See State of Ohio ex rel. Cordray v. United Law Group, Inc., Case No.

10CVH021 567 (Franklin Co. C.P.) (PIF¹ 2874).

61. Defendants charged or received directly from the buyers money or other

consideration prior to completing all agreed upon services in violation of R.C. g

4712.07(A) of the CSOA and an unfair and deceptive act or practice fn violation of R.C,

g 1345.02(A). Such acts and practices have been previously determined by Ohio courts

to violate the Consumer Sales Practices Act, R.C. g 1345.01, et seq. Defendants

committed said violation after such decisions were available for public inspection

pursuant to R.C. g 1345.05(A)(3). State ex rel. Montgomery v, Bayvl'ew Group, Inc., No.

97CVH12 10749, (Franklin Co. C.P. 2003) (PIF¹ 1727).

62. D efendants failed to register as a credit services organization with the

Ohio Division of Consumer Finance in violation of R.C. g 4712.02(J). Failure to do so is

an unfair and deceptive act or practice in violation of R.C. Q 1345.02(A) and (8) (1).

Such acts and practices have been previously determined by Ohio court to violate the

Consumer Sales Practices Act, R.C. g 1345.01, et seq. Defendants committed said

violation after such decisions were available for public inspection pursuant to R.C. g

1345.05(A)(3). State ex rei. Montgomery v. Bayview Group, Inc„No. 97CVH12 10749,

(Franklin Co. C.P. 2003) (PIF¹ 1727).

63. Defendants failed to provide a contract with their transaction that included

the notices, statements, and cancellation forms as defined in R.C. gg 4712.05(A) and

Jones v. Morgan Orexen, et al. 13
VERIFIED COMPLAINT
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4712.05(B). Failure to do so is a violation of R.C. g 4712.05(A) of the CSOA and an

unfair and deceptive act or practice in violation of R.C. g 1345.02(A). Such acts and

practices have been previously determined by Ohio courts to violate the Consumer

Sales Practices Act, R.C. g 1345.01 et seq. Defendants committed said violation after

such decisions were available for public inspection pursuant to R.C. g 1345.05(A)(3).

State ex rel. Montgomery v. Bayview Group, Inc., No. 97CVH12 10749, (Franklin Co.

C.P. 2003) (PIF¹ 1727).

COUNT TWO
Violations of the Ohio Credit Services Or aniz tion Act

64. P laintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference all of the

foregoing paragraphs.

65. Defendants failed to register as a credit services organization with the

Ohio Division of Consumer Finance In violation of R.C. g 4712.02(J).

66. Defendants failed to provide to buyers, prior to executing contracts or

receiving consideration for Its credit services, a staterTient of rights as defined by R.C. g

4712.04(A).

67. Defendants failed to provide a contract with their transaction that included

the notices, statements, and cancellation forms as defined In R.C. g 4712.05(A) and

4712.05(B).

68. Defendants charged or received directly from the buyer money or other

consideration prior to completing all agreed upon services In violation of R,C, g

4712.07(A) of the CSOA and an unfair and deceptive act or practice in violation of R.C.

g 1345.02(A).

Jones v. Morgan Orexen. et al. 14
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COUNT THREE
Violations of the Credit Re air Or anization Act

69, The Credit Repair Organizations Act was enacted to ensure that

prospective buyers of the services of credit repair organizations are provided with the

Information necessary to make an informed decision regarding the purchase of such

services and to protect the public from unfair or deceptive advertising and business

practices by credit repair organizations. 15 U.S.C. g 1679(b). The CROA provides that

a credit repair organization:

a. Ma y not charge or receive any money or other valuable consideration for

services which the credit repair organization has agreed to perform before

such service Is fully performed, 15 U.S.C. g 1679(b);

b. Ma y not provide services without a written and dated contract that

includes a full and detailed description of the services to be performed and

other terms and conditions set forth in 15 U.S.C. Q 1679d(a)(1),

1679d(b);

c. Mu s t provide to the consumer, before any contract or agreement between

the consumer and the credit repair organization is executed, the written

statement set forth in Section 405(a) of CROA concerning consumer credit

file rights under state and federal law and the right to cancel a contract

with a credit repair organization, 15 U.S.C. g 1679c; and

Must allow a consumer to cancel any contract with the credit repair

organization without penalty or obligation if the consumer notifies the

credit repair organization of the consumer's intention to cancel before

midnight of the third business day after the date the contract between the

Jones v. Morgan Drexen, el el. 15
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consumer and the credit repair organization is executed, 15 U.S.C. g

1679e.

70. Defendants are each a "credit repair organization" as that term is defined

in the Credit Repair Organizations Act ("CROA"), because they use instrumentalities of

interstate commerce to sell, provide, or perform (or represent that such defendants can

or will sell, provide, or perform) a service for the express or implied purpose of

improving a consumer's credit record, credit history, or credit rating, and this service is

offered in return for the payment of money. 15 U.S.C. g 1679a(3).

71. A l though Defendants specifically disclose they will not assist in improving

or repairing credit reports, a representative indicates that the overall effect of the debt

management program will be an improved credit score.

72. A representative of Defendants, in attempting to sell the debt management

program, indicates that the debt to income ratio wilt be improved, thereby improving

Plaintiffs overall credit score.

73. Defendants received money prior to fully performing its services, and

failed to provide any of the proper disclosures, contracts, or iight to cancel forms.
74. Defendants conduct as alleged in Count Three of this Complaint violates

the Credit Repair Organizations Act, and each of the Defendants are jointly and

severally liable for these violations.

COUNT FOUR
Fraud/Fraud in the Inducement

75. P laintif repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference alf of the

foregoing paragraphs.

Jones v. Morgan Drexen. et al.
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76. F raudulent conduct has been specifically alleged throughout this

Complaint and incorporated into Count Four by reference. Plaintiff reiterates that she

specifically relied on the aforementioned representations, misrepresentations, non 

disclosures and implied representations when making the determination to enter into a

contract or continue using the services of Defendants.

77. Defendants engaged in the unlawful conduct previously alleged with the

actual and/or imputed knowledge of the unlawful conduct.

78. Defendants knowingly engaged in such conduct with the purpose of

inducing payment from Plaintiff.

79. P laintiff has been injured by the wrongful and fraudulent conduct of

Defendants and has been damaged in an amount to be established at trial, as well as

entitled to punitive damages in an amount to be established at trial.

COUNT FIVE
Pierce the Co orate Veil

80. P laintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference all of the

foregoing paragraphs.

81. D efendant Ledda, is the principal officer, member and/or shareholder of

Morgan Drexen respectively. Ledda is the alter ego of Morgan Drexen and this Court

should "pierce the corporate veil" and hold him liable for Plaintiffs allegations against

the corporation in paragraphs 1 through 79 above, incorporated herein by reference.

82. D e fendants exercise complete control over the corporation, and are

therefore using Morgan Drexen, as an alter ego to shield the assets of Defendants.
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83. Defendants used their dominion and control over the corporation to

unlawfully deprive Plaintif of the money paid for the debt adjustment and credit repair

services.

84. P laintif has suffered monetary loss as a result of the wrongful conduct of

Defendants.

85. Therefore, Defendants removed all the assets from Morgan Drexen,

rendering it incapable of paying Its debts and deprived Plaintiff from collecting money

owed to her by Defendants.

86. As a result of the above averments, Defendants are each liable to the

Plaintiff for a declaratory judgment that Defendants' conduct violated the OCSPA,

DACA, CSOA, and CROA, as well as Plaintif's actual damages, statutory damages,

punitive damages, and attorney's fees and costs in an amount in excess of $15,000.00,

of which the exact amount will be proven at trial.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully request that this Court:

1. IS SUE an order declaring that the Defendants have engaged in acts and

practices in violation of the Consumer Sales Practices Act, R.C. g 1345.01

et seq., the Debt Adjustment Companies Act, R.C. g 4710.01 et seq.,

the Credit Services Organization Act, R.C. g 4712.01 et seq., and the

Credit Repair Organizations Act, 15 U,S.C. Q 1679-1679j.

2. IS SUE a Permanent Injunction enjoining the Defendants, its agents,

servants, employees, successors or assigns, and all persons acting in

concert and participation with it, directly or indirectly, through any

corporate device, partnership, or other association, under this or any other
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name, from engaging in the acts and practices which Plaintif complains in

the State of Ohio until complying with the laws of the State of Ohio and

satisfaction of any monetary obligations to Plaintiff.

3. GR ANT judgment against the Defendants in the amount of three times the
actual damages or $200.00 for each unlawful act specified, whichever is

greater, pursuant to R.C. g 1345.09(B).

4. GR ANT judgment against the Defendants in an amount not less than the

amount paid by Plaintiff to Defendants, pursuant to R.C. g 4712.10(A)(2).

5. Co s ts and reasonable attorney fees, pursuant to R.C. g 1345.09(F)(2) and

R.C. 5 4712.10(A)(2).

6. GRANT judgment against the Defendants in an amount not less than the

amount paid by Plaintiff to Defendants, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. Q 1679 

1679j .

7. Pu n i t ive damages.

8. GR ANT such other relief as this Court deems to be just, equitable and

appropriate.

Respecffully submitted,

LUFTMAN, HECK 8 ASSOCIATES, LLP

Jeremiah E. Heck (0076742)
Scott C. Florin (0080255)
580 East Rich Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Phone: (614) 224-1500
Fax: (614) 224-2894
sflorin@lawLH.corn
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Please take notice that Plaintif Sharonetta Jones demands trial by jury in this

action.

Jeremiah E. Heck (0076742)
Scott C. Florin (0080255)
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VERIFICATION OF COMPLAINT

State of

county of «~ Ii I i ~ , to wit:

r

i ~/Ut. > , the Complainant named in the foregoing
Complaint being duly sworn, says that the facts and allegations contained therein are
true, except so far as they are therein stated to be on information, and that, so far as
they are therein stated to be on information, she/he believes them to be true.

Complainant (signatur

Taken, sworn to and subscribed before me this / day of /~ ~4~ , 2011.

Nota@/ Public
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