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CONCLUSION

Review and Conclusion.

Appellants, after careful review of the Honorable Judge
Murphy’s review and report on the Appellants’ exhibits
and the writ of supersedeas, the Appellants object to
Honorable Judge Murphy’s review and report.

And the Appellants return the matter back to the lower
court to review the errors and mistakes in Honorable
Judge Murphy’s review and report.

In Honorable Judge Murphy’s order, the order is full of
mistakes and defects.

And those mistakes, there are SO many and they are
serious mistakes, listing them as the following.
1)Honorab|e Judge Murphy did not write her

report and review on the following exhibits.

Exhibit #1, filed on November 12, 2024.

ExhiblT #2, filed on November 12, 2024.





Exhibit#3 filed on November 12, 2024.

Exhibitz5 filed on January 17, 2025.

About her review and report on Exhibit #4, filed

on December 30, 2024.

On Exhibit#&é;'fﬁled on January 10, 2025.

The report on exhibit#4 and exhibit#b are full of

defects and those defects are so many and very serious.
The Appellanis have already listed them in the motion.
Also, about the review of her reports about the

Appellants’ filing evidence and motions after January 21,

2025, until the June 23,2025 period. Hon Judge Murphy review
and report on the Appellants’ evidence and motions filed after

January 21,2025, is inaccurate and full of mistakes and defects

and needs to be corrected. The Appellants did list all the filings

and motions that have been filed by the Appellants from the time

period of January 24, 2025, until June 23,2025

- for the lower court to review & report with precise accuracy.
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This section is part of the conclusion. The following
pages and exhibits were filed by the Appellants for the
January 21, 2025 virtual hearing. The total exhibits

related to the Motion for Injunction consist of 6 exhibits.

Exhibit #1 was filed on November 12, 2024.
Exhibit #2was filed on November 12, 2024.
Exhibit #3 was filed on November 12, 2024.
Exhibit #4 was filed on December 30, 2024.

Exhibit #5 was filed on January 10, 2025.
Exhibit #5 was filed on January 17, 2025.

The total number of pages submitted by the Appellants
before the January 21,2025 virtual hearing were 342 pages
The Honorable Judge Murphy reviewed and reported on only

64 pages out of the 342 pages submitted by the appellants.





The total number of pages submitted by the Appellants
from January 21, 2025 until June 23, 2025, which is the
date the Honorable Judge Murphy denied the Appellants’

Motion to Reconsider the Motion for Injunction,

is 1,307 pages.

Accordingly, the total number of pages submitted by the
Appellants from September 5, 2024 until January 17,

2025, which was prior to the virtual hearing on the Motion

for Injunction held on January 21, 2025, was 342 pages

The total number of pages submitted by the Appellants

from January 21,2025 until the second Motion for

Injunction, which was the Motion to Reconsider denied

on June 23, 2025, was 1,307 pages total.






Therefore, the grand total of pages related to the Motion

for Injunction from September 5, 2024 through June 23,

2025,ls 342 pages plus adding the 1,307 pages

for a grand total of 1,649 pages submitted by the appellants.
Out of the 1,649 pages only a mere 64 pages were reviewed

and reported on that related to the Motion for Injunction,

by the Honorable Judge Murphy.

Out of the 1,649 pages the appellants submitted 435 pages

to the Court of Appeals.

As a result, the Court of Appeals returned the Honorable

Judge Murphy’s order to the lower court for review and

re-reporting on all those missing exhibits.

Accordingly, a total of 1,685 pages remain missing from the

exhibit review. (Zii% ' —
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