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John Burke and Joanna Burke 
46 Kingwood Greens Dr 
Kingwood, Texas 77339 
Tel: 281 812 9591 
 
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, HOUSTON DIVISION 

 
Civil Action No. 4:18-cv-04543 

 
 

Joanna Burke and John Burke 
 
               Plaintiffs, 
 vs. 
 
Hopkins Law, PLLC, Mark Daniel 
Hopkins and Shelley Luan Hopkins,  
 
                               Defendants. 
  

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

PLAINTIFFS MOTION FOR LEAVE TO 
FILE SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY 
 

 

          
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY 

 
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: Plaintiffs Joanna & 

John Burke (“Plaintiffs”) file this Motion to Leave to File Supplemental Authority 

in Order that this Court may investigate to the fullest extent of the law, the unlawful 

acts and systems in place by Defendants,  pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedures 9(b) and 15(d), and would respectfully show as follows: 
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The foreclosure mill identified in recent times as BDF Law Group and the 

Attorneys of shell-company Hopkins Law, PLLC, herein referred to as “BDF 

Hopkins” who jointly conspire and operate an illicit enterprise, have once again 

shown the Burkes’ the depths of illegal and unlawful acts of their star attorney, Mark 

Daniel Hopkins. In the case of Howard v PNC1, Hopkins literally mirrors his 

counterfeit acts in Deutsche Bank National Trust Co. v Burke et al. (4:11-cv-01658) 

District Court, S.D. Texas.  Specifically, BDF Hopkins states on page 9 of the 

Appellees Brief, which Mark Hopkins has first seat along with Robert D. Forster II 

and Brian Scott Engel of BDF Hopkins listed on the record2;  

“The basis of the Howards' claim for wrongful foreclosure stems from PNC’s 

accidental use of its pre-merger name within its Notice of Acceleration and the 

resulting Substitute Trustee’s Deed.”, and; “After trial, PNC discovered a piece of 

evidence (a proof of mailing of the Notice of Acceleration to Mr. Howard) that had 

previously been unable to be located. PNC therefore moved for the admission of the 

additional evidence (CR 818 – 894).”  

On reflection of the Deutsche Bank v Burke case, (Deutsche I), and 

immediately after a bench trial with no evidence or witnesses, Hopkins appeared 

                                                 
1 PNC MORTGAGE, A DIVISION OF PNC BANK, N.A. SUCCESSOR TO NATIONAL CITY 
BANK, AND NATIONAL CITY MORTGAGE, A DIVISION OF NATIONAL CITY BANK OF 
INDIANA V. JOHN HOWARD AND AMY HOWARD, Case # 05-17-01484-CV, Court of 
Appeals, Fifth District of Dallas, Texas, Opinion and Judgment entered on June 24, 2019. 
2 The same two BDF Hopkins “Expert Witnesses” presented in Doc. 39, Burke v Hopkins. 



 Civil Action No. 4:18-cv-4543 
 

3 
 

insistently (and without proper notice) for the appeal and he conveniently and 

miraculously “found a piece of evidence” [which was not presented as evidence 

during the 4 years prior3  to the bench trial] and moved the lower court to open up 

the record so Mark Hopkins could file the “original wet ink note” [See Doc. 1-3, 

p. 12, Certified Document Number: 82571975 - Page 12 of 47]. And as admitted and 

well documented, he also withheld evidence from the Burkes and the Court. 

In conclusion, in the two known, current and high-profile, high revenue and 

highly contested Texas foreclosure cases which were judged in favor of the 

homeowners at the lower court, and where Mark Hopkins was the attorney-of-record 

for the appeal, in both cases, he came to the lower court(s) and immediately 

presented fake documents and demanded they be allowed into evidence. In both 

cases the honest judges refused. 

This regular system of BDF Hopkins fabricating false documents is a criminal 

offence. The Burkes’ wish to judicially notice this court of the PNC v Howard ruling 

which is new evidence and which was obtained via the judgment issued on June 24th, 

2019 and wherein BDF Hopkins also made the absurd defense’;  

“On appeal, the banks now assert for the first time that PNC simply 

misidentified itself as Bank of Indiana in the foreclosure proceedings and the trial 

                                                 
3 MR. BARRETT: "Barrett Burke, for example, is an entirely paperless outfit. We don't keep paper. 
- Barrett of BDFTE, Foreclosure Mill, Addison, Texas. See Doc. 14, Supplement with Exhibits 
Burke v Hopkins, Jan 28, 2019. 
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court “failed to appreciate that . . .Bank of Indiana, National City Bank, and PNC 

were all merged with and into each other.”   

Mark Hopkins is a classic Rambo-Lawyer4, implementing a system5  which 

duplicates Stern, who was disbarred for exactly the same acts detailed in court 

filings. He is a liar and a thief who commits fraud and forgery in civil actions in this 

circuit. It should be fully investigated by the relevant authorities. See Oakwood 

Mobile Homes, Inc. v. Cabler, 73 S.W.3d 363 (Tex. App. 2002), Court of Appeals 

of Texas; 

“This Court noted the exception to the doctrine of res inter alios acta in Durbin 

v. Dal-Briar Corp. stating, "prior acts or transactions with other persons are 

admissible to show a party's intent where material, if they are so connected with the 

transaction at issue that they may all be parts of a system, scheme or plan." Durbin 

v. Dal-Briar Corp., 871 S.W.2d 263, 268 (Tex.App. - El Paso 1994, writ denied) 

(citing Underwriters Life Ins. Co. v. Cobb, 746 S.W.2d 810, 815 (Tex.App. - Corpus 

Christi 1988, no writ)). Moreover, the rules of civil evidence allow the admission of 

                                                 
4 “When this abusive practice—sometimes referred to by lawyers and judges as “Rambo-
Lawyering”—occurs during litigation, parties are equipped with several tools under the rules of 
civil procedure to thwart improper behavior and move the proceeding into civil territory. However, 
when attorney misconduct or abusive discovery tactics result in favorable judgments to the 
offending parties, the available remedies under the rules diminish substantially, and the party 
against whom the judgment was entered is now faced with a challenging legal hurdle.” - Fraud on 
the Court and Abusive Discovery, David R. Hague, 16 NEV. L. J. 707, Assistant Professor of Law, 
South Texas College of Law. 
 
5 “The corrected assignment was respondents [Stern’s] attempt to conceal and correct the prior 
fraudulent assignment…” See Hopkins Supplement, Burke v Hopkins, Doc 14, Exhibit A.  
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evidence of the habit of a person, or of the routine practice of an organization, if the 

evidence is relevant to prove that the conduct of the person or organization on a 

particular occasion was in conformity with the habit or routine practice. See Tex.R. 

Evid. 406; see also Durbin, 871 S.W.2d at 268.” 

Hopkins has no ethical boundaries and his attorney wife and ex-BDF 

foreclosure manager is complicit in these ignoble schemes and systems which, for 

example, have been seen before during her tenure at BDF, e.g. the Givens6  case. 

 
CONCLUSION & PRAYER 

 
 

WHEREFORE, PREMISED CONSIDERED , Plaintiffs Joanna & John 

Burke prays that Leave be granted by the Court for the filing of this additional 

authority and considering the illegal and criminal system which is obvious and 

admitted from the face of the record(s), the Burkes’ submit that this matter be 

investigated by this Court and to the fullest extent of the law. Defendants are pro se 

in this matter and their expert witnesses are also from the same company. The 

opinion in Warrilow7 controls.  Plaintiffs further request all such other and further 

relief, at law or in equity, to which they are justly entitled. 

                                                 
6 See footnote 61, p.37 of the original complaint in Burke v Hopkins case, SDTX. 
 
7 Warrilow v. Norrell, 791 S.W.2d 515 (Tex. App. 1990); “The practice of attorneys furnishing 
from their own lips and on their own oaths the controlling testimony for their client is one not to 
be condoned by judicial silence; nothing short of actual corruption can more surely discredit the 
profession.” 
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RESPECTFULLY submitted this 13th day of July, 2019. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

                ______________________ 
      Joanna Burke / State of Texas 
      Pro Se 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      _______________________ 
      John Burke / State of Texas 
      Pro Se 
 
       
      46 Kingwood Greens Dr 
      Kingwood, Texas 77339 
      Phone Number: (281) 812-9591 
      Fax: (866) 705-0576 
                                                              Email: kajongwe@gmail.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 
 
We, Joanna Burke and John Burke hereby certify that on July 13, 2019, we posted 
the attached document via USPS Priority Mail to the US District Court; 
 
Clerk of Court 
United States District Court 
515 Rusk St 
Courtroom 703, 7th Floor 
Houston TX 77002 
 
 
 
And also served copies to the following parties, by USPS Priority Mail: 
 
 
Mr. Mark Hopkins,  
Mrs. Shelley Hopkins  
& Hopkins Law PLLC 
Hopkins Law PLLC 
3809 Juniper Trce, Suite 101 
Austin, TX 78738 
 
 

 

 

 


