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Does the Judge not understand what those words mean? “Pass-Through 

Certificate”? 

When a respondent, has not provided a response, and whom would have ever known 

that servicing agents like American Home Mortgage  Servicing, Inc. provide 

inaccurate information to the courts, these “agents” can get away with a “Free 

House” and the Judge calls the homeowner a “Deadbeat”. 

 

 

Excuse me Judge, but let’s look at the Lien governed by the Constitution that is supposed protect 

the homeowner/borrower from unfair practices of foreclosure. 
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 Abraham Lincoln 
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Governing Law: Texas Local Government Code §192.007 for the Security 

Instrument, once filed in Texas. Uniform Commercial Code, Article 3 [UCC 3] for 

the paper Note. Where is the perfected chain of title? 

The following covenant 19, provides the identity of an intangible. A paper security 

instrument cannot follow multiple Notes. It is a logical impossibility, unless it is 

intangible. In essence, this section 19 provides the “originator” of this covenant 19, 

the avenue to the securities markets.  

 

In MERS, GSE intangible terms, the potential tangible borrower, is being notified 

that the lender intends to opposite age old understanding of “the mortgage follows 

the note”, theory stated by the U.S. Supreme Court in Carpenter v. Longan by 

somehow, converting the tangible security instrument to become a transferable 

record governed by E-SIGN and UETA, apart from the tangible paper note, 

governed by UCC 3.  Not only was the paper [real property] security instrument 

converted to electronic and separated from the paper note, the value of the paper 

note was placed into the electronic promissory note. Once this was accomplished, 

and the realization that the electronic promissory note has no law to show support 

for its value, how can the value of a valueless electronic promissory note be re-

attached to the once negotiable instrument? 

The verbiage following the “Sale of Note”, is a clear indication of intangible 

transactions. “There also might be one or more changes of the Loan Servicer 

unrelated to a sale of the Note.”  “If the Note is sold and thereafter the Loan is 



Come on Judge, are you blind? 

Question the intangible “Lender”, not the tangible borrower 

 

4 

 

serviced by a Loan Servicer other than the purchaser of the Note, the mortgage loan 

servicing obligations to Borrower will remain with the Loan Servicer or be 

transferred to a successor Loan Servicer and are not assumed by the Note purchaser 

unless otherwise provided by the Note purchaser.” 

These “Loan Servicers” are electronic promissory Note “loan servicers” for an 

intangible transferable record registered in an electronic promissory note 

registrations system. 

 

This section is what allows a MERS member to manipulate the court system to foreclose on a 

Constitutionally governed Lien, without disclosing to the Courts, the real truth of the MERS 

member using a transferable record to sway the judge in a MERS members favor.. 

 

IF, the lender invokes the power of sale; Pretender Lenders are misapplying this covenant 

utilizing transferable records instead of paper evidence to prove they are the secured creditor of 

record.. 
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This is utilized by many MERS members to confuse many even more. Look into public records 

and find these releases followed by another security instrument. For those whom will pay off 

their loans, this will be when “the borrower whom paid all these years” 

 

 

 

The judge usually says something like “”Well, You signed the Note didn’t you”? And usually the 

honest homeowner borrows agrees. What the judge apparently does not know, is the “agent” for 

the pretender Lender, never mentions what “Note” he/she is speaking of. Is it a tangible Note or 

is it an intangible Note. There is a big difference. 

For the Note to continue to be secured by the security instrument, recordation is a MUST in 

Texas. If not, the Deed is Lost. No more security instrument, by operation of law. 

So how did Deutsche Bank National Trust company, as Trustee under a pooling and 

servicing agreement dated December 1, 2005, become involved? Slickery trickery, 

my friends. One agent, Crystal Moore, Citi Residential  Lending, as “Attorney-in-

Fact” for Argent mortgage Company, LLC created an instrument that most would 

believe to be an instrument eligible for recording according to Texas Property Code 

13.001; 

Sec. 13.001. VALIDITY OF UNRECORDED INSTRUMENT. (a) A 

conveyance of real property or an interest in real property or a mortgage or 

deed of trust is void as to a creditor or to a subsequent purchaser for a 
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valuable consideration without notice unless the instrument has been 

acknowledged, sworn to, or proved and filed for record as required by law. 

 

 

The A,B,C’s of 192.007 

 

 

The loan was securitized. 

According to most Pooling and Servicing Agreements, The Broker, Originating 

Lender, will indorse the Note “In blank” to the depositor. The depositor will pass the 

note along to the sponsor. The Originating lender records the deed of trust into 

public records, prior the sponsor, depositor recording the deed of trust. Oh, but wait, 

the depositor or sponsor does not record the deed of trust do they?  So if the judge 

would have paid abit of attention to detail, the wording should have been enough to 

raise a red flag. 

 

Then, how about this information? Investor? Custodian?   

a.k.a. “Robo-Signer” 


