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LARIMER COUNTY JUSTICE CENTER
Court Address: 201 Laporte Avenue

Fort Collins, CO 80521 f
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Plaintiff: Eric Sutherland, pro se
V.

Defendants : THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS, a home rule
municipality in the state of Colorado; STEVE MILLER, in his
capacity as the Larimer County Assessor and all successors to
this office; IRENE JOSEY, in her capacity as the Larimer
County Treasurer and all successors to this office;

And

Indispensable Parties: THE TIMNATH DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY, an Urban Renewal Authority; and COMPASS
MORTGAGE CORPORATION, an Alabama company doing
business in Colorado.
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Party without attorney:

Eric Sutherland, pro se

3520 Golden Currant Boulevard
Fort Collins, CO 80521

Phone Number: (970) 224 4509
E-mail: sutherix@yahoo.com

Case #: 2018CV149
Division: 3C

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO STAY ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS PURSUANT TO C.R.C.P

RULE 62

Plaintiff, Eric Sutherland (also referred to hear with 1* person pronouns)
hereby files this Motion for a stay of enforcement of the three judgements entered
against Plaintiff in this matter pursuant to Rule 62 of the Colorado Rules of Civil

Procedure.

Certifciation of conference: The undersigned herby certifies he attempted
conference on this motion with opposing counsel via email on April 22", 2019.




As of the time of filing this motion, no response from opposing counsel had been
received. It is presumed that the relief requested is opposed.

I. BACKGROUND

On September 10", 2019, this court issued its Order granting the Timnath Development
Authority or “TDA” and Compass Mortgage Companies, “Compass Bank’s” motion for
attorneys fees and costs. A judgment in the amount of $45,613.55 was entered.

On April 2, 2019, this court issued its Order granting Defendant Steve Miller and Irene
Josey’s request for attorneys fees and costs. A judgment in the amount of $2860.00 was
entered.

Also on April 2, 2019, this court issued its Order granting Defendant City of Fort Collins’,
or “the City’s”, motion for attorneys fees and costs. A judgment in the amount of $40,243.27

was entered.

II. A REVIEW OF THIS COURT’S DECISIONS INDICATES THAT JUDGMENTS
WILL BE REVERSED ON APPEAL.

The basics of this case can be paraphrased as follows: 1) Plaintiff brought claims with the
expectation that researched and reasoned reliance upon argument and authorities of
constitutional dimension provided for standing, 2) this court systematically disregarded the
arguments and authority upon which Plaintiff had relied, 3) this court found Plaintiffs action to
be frivolous as to all claims.

When bringing claims crafted to evade the payment of higher tax rates as a consequence
of the TDA’s lawless abuses of urban renewal authority tax increment financing, Plaintiff relied
upon the broad grant of standing that had been consistently applied to taxpayer lawsuits alleging
abridgment of constitutional rights as stated in Barber v. Ritter, 196 P.3d 238 (Colo. 2008).
Neither this court nor any of the defendants in this matter ever acknowledged that the long line
of cases that include Barber v. Ritter even exist. The claim to standing made by Plaintiff in
reliance upon this authority was also never acknowledged or addressed.

When bringing a claim for declaratory relief against the City, Plaintiff clearly stated a new
theory of law that held that the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act, C.R.S. 13-51-101 et seq
must be liberally construed in any situation where a non-claim statute operates to bar future
inquiry. The rational basis underlying this theory of law had been timely and sufficiently

explained; any ruling denying a private cause of action would be tantamount to denial to






