
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
 

 
JOHN GREGORY LAMBROS, 
                                                                                              Civil Action No. 19-cv-1929 (TSC) 

Plaintiff, 
  
Vs. 
 
Federative Republic of Brazil, et al., 
                                                                                                AFFIDAVIT  FORM  

Defendants. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

PLAINTIFF LAMBROS’ OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANT’S FEDERATIVE 

REPUBLIC OF BRAZIL, et al. “MOTION TO STAY LOCAL CIVIL RULE 
16.3 REQUIREMENTS” - FILED ON NOVEMBER 24, 2020. 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. COMES NOW, Plaintiff - Movant JOHN GREGORY LAMBROS, (Hereinafter 

“MOVANT”), Pro Se, and request this Court to construe this filing liberally.  See, HAINES vs.  

KERNER, 404 U.S. 519 , 520-21 (1972). 

 

2. In support of this request Plaintiff relies upon the record in this case and the 
following facts that are submitted in affidavit form herein.  Therefore, Plaintiff restates 

and incorporates all pleadings, motions, exhibits, testimony and documents filed within 

this action.  See, F.R.C.P. 10(c). 
 

3. JOHN GREGORY LAMBROS, Movant/Plaintiff in the above-entitled action, 
stating in affidavit form, OPPOSITION  to Defendant's “MOTION TO STAY LOCAL CIVIL 

RULE 16.3 REQUIREMENTS” - FILED ON NOVEMBER 24, 2020 , by Defendant’s 

Attorneys at the law firm FOLEY HOAG LLP.  
 

4. John Gregory Lambros declares under penalty of perjury: 
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5. I am the Plaintiff in the above entitled case. 

 

6. Plaintiff - Movant Lambros DENIES EACH AND EVERY MATERIAL ALLEGATION 

CONTAINED IN DEFENDANT’S “MOTION TO STAY LOCAL CIVIL RULE 16.3 

REQUIREMENTS” - FILED ON NOVEMBER 24, 2020 , filed on November 24, 2020, 

Docket Entry 27 and 27-1, except as hereinafter may be expressed and specifically admitted. 

 

FACTS: 
 
7. November 16, 2020:  Judge Chutkan issued a “Memorandum Opinion and Order” 
denying Plaintiff’s motion to remand, granting Defendants’ motion to vacate the Superior 

Court’s entry of default and all other unresolved motions are denied.  The Court further 
ORDERED that pursuant to Local Civil Rule 16.3, the parties shall confer and file a joint 

status report and proposed schedule on or before December 8, 2020. 

 
8. November 30, 2020:  Movant Lambros emailed Defendants’ attorney Andrew B. 

Loewenstein stating: 
 

“ Below for your review is my MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL.  You will also be 

receiving copy via snail mail.  Also, as an uneducated legal person, don't you think we should 
be entering into the ORDER issued by Judge Chutkan on November 16, 2020, as to Local 
Rule 16.3 "the parties shall confer before filing status report and proposed schedule on 
or before December 8, 2020.??  I don't want to be sanctioned by the Court.  A review of 

Local Rule 16.3(c) "Matters to be Discussed by the Parties" is a little overwhelming, but we can 

start talking via email, while we wait for responses from the Motions we both filed to cover our 

ass, who knows we may come up with a realistic possibility of settling the case.  See, 
LCvR16.3(4).”  (emphasis added) 

 

9. To date, Attorney Loewenstein has not responded to Plaintiff Lambros’ November 

30, 2020 email offered in paragraph 8 above.  
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10. Plaintiff Lambros has secured three (3) expert witnesses to testify at trial, with the 
possibility of several more, to support factual and legal issues of his case. 

 
 

 

 

PLAINTIFF’S   RESPONSE  TO  DEFENDANT’S  REQUEST  TO  

            STAY  LOCAL  RULE 16.3  REQUIREMENTS 

 

 

MOTION OF DEFENDANTS - DOCUMENT 27 - TWO (2) PAGES IN LENGTH : 
 

11. Page 1: Defendants state “hereby move this Court, before the Hon. Tanya 

S. Chutkan, United States District Judge, to stay the requirement contained in the 
Court’s November 16, 2020 Order that they, along with Plaintiff John Gregory 

Lambros, confer and file a joint status report and proposed schedule by December 8, 
2020 pursuant to Local Civil Rule 16.3. Specifically, the Sovereign Defendants move the 

Court to defer that requirement until 30 days after the Sovereign Defendants have filed 

an answer to Plaintiff’s Complaint.”   Movant Lambros objects  to Defendants request to 
file an answer to Plaintiff’s complaint.  Also, Plaintiff Lambros requests that this Court’s 

ORDER dated November 16, 2020, be followed  “ORDERED that pursuant to Local 
Civil Rule 16.3, the parties shall confer and file a joint status report and proposed 

schedule on or before December 8, 2020”, except for the December 8, 2020 deadline.  

 
12. Plaintiff Lambros is requesting an extension of the December 8, 2020 deadline 

until 45 days after this Court rules on Plaintiff Lambros’ MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF COUNSEL,  that was received by the Clerk of the Court on December 1, 2020, via 

U.S. Certified Mail 7019-2970-0001-7538-1370. 
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DOCUMENT 27-1:  MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES OF 
DEFENDANTS IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION TO STAY LOCAL CIVIL RULE 16.3 
REQUIREMENTS  -  ELEVEN (11) PAGES IN LENGTH 
 
 
13. Page 1:  Defendants state, “Under the FSIA, this Court has no subject matter 

jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s claims against the Sovereign Defendants and no personal 
jurisdiction over them. The Complaint must also be dismissed because Plaintiff failed to 

serve the Sovereign Defendants as required by the FSIA, the claims are barred by the 

act of state doctrine, and the Complaint fails to state any claims upon which relief can 
be granted.” (Emphasis added)  This is not true ! 
 
14. February 8, 2019:  Judge Pan, Superior Court of the District of Columbia, Case 

No. 2017-CA-000929 B, held a Status Hearing.  Plaintiff Lambros testified  and Celeste 

Ingalls testified , Director of Operations, Crowe Foreign Services.  Celeste Ingalls 
testified as to the process followed, procedures performed and current status of the 

service of process upon Defendants Federative Republic of Brazil, et al., within this 
action.. 

 

15. April 8, 2019:  Judge Pan clearly stated within her ORDER “Plaintiff [Lambros] 
availed himself of the services of Crowe Foreign Services to effectuate service on 

defendants.  Based on the documentation received by the Court from Crowe Foreign 
Services on November 14, 2018, January 18, 2019, and February 8, 2019, along with 

the representation made in court on February 8, 2019, by Crowe Foreign Services’ 

director of operations, Celeste Ingalls, the Court finds that defendants were properly 
served.  (Emphasis added)   See, EXHIBIT - A . 
 
16. November 5, 2018:   November 5, 2018, letter to the Honorable Judge 

Florence Y. Pan, Superior Court of the District of Columbia, Civil Division 

from Celeste Ingalls, Director of Operations, Crowe Foreign Services. 
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Regarding Lambros vs. Federative Republic of Brazil, et. al. Superior Court of 

D.C., Case No. 2017-CA-929-B.   Crowe Foreign Services offers Judge Pan 

an “outline of process followed, procedures performed to date, and current 

status of the services requested upon the Federative Republic of Brazil and 

the State of Rio de Janeiro in Brazil in accordance with the Inter-American 

Convention:”  Celeste Ingalls offers four (4) subsections of information 

within the letter that state all documents served on the defendant are 

in accordance with the Inter-American Convention and received by 

the Ministry of Justice in Brasilia, Brazil on October 6, 2017.  See, 

EXHIBIT - B. 

 

PLEASE NOTE:  Celeste Ingalls included the November 8, 2018, 

Brazilian court docket sheets  report that shows each defendant 

received copy of Plaintiff Lambros complaint, summons, etc. in this 

action .  Therefore defendants  have been served in this action, in 

compliance with “FSIA” guidelines for service of process.  Also note, two 
letters rogatory were issued, one SERVING PROCESS ON THE STATE , AND THE 
OTHER SERVING PROCESS ON THE FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.   The letter 
SERVING PROCESS ON THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS NUMBER 12540; AND 
THAT OF THE STATE IS NUMBER 12537 .   Both docket sheets are attached - 12540 

and 12537 - both are two (2) pages in length.  
 
17. CROWE FOREIGN SERVICES , are experts specializing in serving process 

around the world since 1981, has served process in every country in the world and 
serves over 100 foreign international services a month, thus knowledge, experience and 

international relationships to serve process.  See, EXHIBIT - C .  (Two page printout 
from the Crowe Foreign Services website) 

 

18. EXHIBIT  D:    The attached document proves the defendants 

where served - as the document uses the word “SERVING PROCESS ” and 
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the above docket sheet numbers as to the two (2) letters of rogatory being 

issued in Brazil for each defendant.  The document was constructed by 

MARCELO MELLO MARTINS, State Prosecutor for the Defendant State of Rio de 

Janeiro, stated within his one (1) page document dated April 18, 2018,  “The State of 
Rio de Janeiro, in the case of Letter Rogatory 12537, comes respectfully to request that 

the attached document be added to it and to reiterate for the exequatur to be denied.  
Also, “Given the defendant duplicity, two letters rogatory were issued, one SERVING 
PROCESS ON THE STATE , AND THE OTHER SERVING PROCESS ON THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.”  “ The letter SERVING PROCESS ON THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT IS NUMBER 12540; AND THAT OF THE STATE IS NUMBER 
12537.” 
 
 

DEFENDANTS  WAIVED  DEFENSE  OF  JURISDICTION  IMMUNITY 
 
 

19. Defendants  have selective reading skills regarding the  TREATY OF 

AMITY, COMMERCE, AND NAVIGATION ; December 12, 1828, ARTICLE XII, as they 

appear to believe it does not offer jurisdiction to BOTH BRAZILIANS AND U.S. 
CITIZENS to the courts of the United States.  The Treaty clearly incorporates this key 

language “subject to THE JURISDICTION OF THE ONE OR THE OTHER ,”.   Plaintiff 
Lambros offers the following information that was incorporated within his complaint: 

 

“ TREATY WITH BRAZIL, DECEMBER 12, 1828 - ARTICLE XII:    Brazil and the 
United States have a treaty that accords Americans and Brazilians access to U.S. 
Courts , equivalent to that provided American citizens.  See, TREATY OF AMITY, 
COMMERCE, AND NAVIGATION ; December 12, 1828, ARTICLE XII:   “Both the 

contracting parties promise and engage formally to give their special protection to the 

persons and property of the citizens and subjects of each other, of all occupations, who 
may be in their territories, subject to THE JURISDICTION OF THE ONE OR THE 
OTHER , TRANSIENT OR DWELLING THEREIN, LEAVING OPEN AND FREE TO 
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THEM THE TRIBUNALS OF JUSTICE FOR THEIR JUDICIAL INTERCOURSE, ON 
THE SAME TERMS WHICH ARE USUAL AND CUSTOMARY WITH THE NATIVES 
OR CITIZENS AND SUBJECT OF THE COUNTRY IN WHICH THEY MAY BE, IN 
DEFENSE FOR THEIR RIGHTS, SUCH ADVOCATES, SOLICITORS, NOTARIES, 
AGENTS AND FACTORS, AS THEY MAY JUDGE PROPER IN ALL THEIR TRIALS 
AT LAW.”   See, CONSTRUTORA  NORBETO  OBERBRECHT S.A. vs. GE, 2007 U.S. 
Dist., LEXIS 79219 (S.D.N.Y., 2007).    Plaintiff Lambros offered this information to this 

Court and Defendants within his Complaint on page 17 and 18, paragraph 57.   Plaintiff 
also incorporates paragraph 78(f), page 24, within his complaint in this action, as to 

legal opinions supporting Plaintiff’s right to sue in his “ PREFERRED FORUM”, as 

per the language within the TREATY OF AMITY , December 12, 1828 - ARTICLE XII.  
 

20. JULY 29, 2019:  Plaintiff Lambros also incorporates and restates his motion 
entitled “PLAINTIFF LAMBROS’ OFFERING OF ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE LIMITED TO 

ISSUES RAISED BY DEFENDANTS”, with this Court, as per the following reasons: 

See, EXHIBIT  E . (Page 1 of  “PLAINTIFF LAMBROS’ OFFERING OF ADDITIONAL 
EVIDENCE LIMITED TO ISSUES RAISED BY DEFENDANTS”) 

 
21. Page 5 :  The defendants state, “Third, the Complaint must be dismissed because 

Plaintiff failed to serve the Sovereign Defendants in accordance § 1608(a)(2) of the 

FSIA, the exclusive procedure for service on foreign sovereigns. Plaintiff – through an 
international process server – appears to have attempted service through the 

Inter-American Convention on Letters Rogatory, S. Treaty Doc. No. 27, 98th Cong., 2d 
Sess. (1984), and the Additional Protocol to the Inter-American Convention, S. Treaty 

Doc. No. 98–27, 58 Fed. Reg. 31,132 (1988) (collectively the “Convention”), to which 

the United States and Brazil are parties. D.E. 26 at 28-29.”  THIS IS NOT TRUE !  As 
Plaintiff offered a complete overview of the procedures in accordance to Section 

1608(a)(2) - United States Department of State, Bureau of Consular Affairs - 

within his July 29, 2019 motion entitled “PLAINTIFF LAMBROS’ OFFERING OF 

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE LIMITED TO ISSUES RAISED BY DEFENDANTS”.  See 

pages, 2 thru 7, Paragraphs 5 thru 9. 
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CONCLUSION AND RELIEF REQUESTED: 
 
22. For the foregoing reasons, the Court should NOT GRANT DEFENDANT'S 
REQUEST TO STAY  the requirement that the parties confer and file a joint status report 

and proposed schedule under Local Rule 16.3 until 30 days after the Sovereign 
Defendants have filed an answer to Plaintiff’s Complaint, as per Defendant’s request. 

 

23.  Movant Lambros objects  to Defendants request to file an answer to Plaintiff’s 
complaint.  Movant requests this Court to deny the same. 

 
24. Plaintiff Lambros requests that this Court’s ORDER dated November 16, 2020, 
be followed  “ORDERED that pursuant to Local Civil Rule 16.3, the parties shall confer 

and file a joint status report and proposed schedule on or before December 8, 2020”, 
except for the December 8, 2020 deadline.  
 
25. Plaintiff Lambros is requesting an extension of the December 8, 2020 deadline 

until 45 days after this Court rules on Plaintiff Lambros’ MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF COUNSEL,  that was received by the Clerk of the Court on December 1, 2020, via 
U.S. Certified Mail 7019-2970-0001-7538-1370. 

 
26. I JOHN GREGORY LAMBROS states the above information is true and correct 

under the penalty of perjury, as per Title 28 USC 1746. 

 
EXECUTED ON:   December 4, 2020 

_________________________________________ 
John Gregory Lambros, Pro Se 
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