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WESTERN DIST] UCT OF TEXAS 

Federal Trade Commission, and 

State of Ohio ex rel. Attorney General 
Dave Yost, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

Madera Merchant Services, LLC, also 
dba E Check Processing and 
echeckprocessing.net, a Texas company, 

B&P Enterprises, LLC, a Texas company, 

Bruce C. Woods, individually and as an 
owner, officer, member, andlor manager of 
Madera Merchant Services, LLC, and B&P 
Enterprises, LLC, 

Patricia Woods, individually and as an 
owner, manager, andlor member of Madera 
Merchant Services, LLC, and B&P 
Enterprises, LLC, 

and 

Victor Rodriguez, individually and as an 
officer, member, andlor manager of Madera 
Merchant Services, LLC, and B&P 
Enterprises, LLC, 

Defendants. 

t: 

JUL 18 PN 3: 
1 8 

tAAS 

No. :19-CV-______________ 

EP19CVOI9 
COMPLAINT FOR PERMANENT 

INJUNCTION AND OTHER 
EQUITABLE RELIEF 

(FILED UNDER SEAL) 

Plaintiffs, the Federal Trade Commission ("FTC") and the State of Ohio, for their 
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or reformation of contracts, restitution, the refund of monies paid, disgorgement of ill- 

gotten monies, the appointment of a receiver, an asset freeze, and other equitable relief 

for Defendants' acts or practices in violation of Section 5(a) of the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. § 

45(a), and the FTC's Telemarketing Sales Rule ("TSR"), 16 C.F.R. Part 310. 

2. The State of Ohio, by and through its Attorney General, Dave Yost, brings 

this action pursuant to the Telemarketing Act, 15 U.S.C. § 6103, and the Ohio Consumer 

Sales Practices Act ("CSPA"), O.R.C. 1345.07 in order to obtain, temporary, preliminary, 

and permanent injunctive relief, consumer damages, and other equitable relief for 

Defendants' acts or practices in violation of the Ohio CSPA, O.R.C. 1345.01 et seq., and 

the TSR, 16 C.F.R. Part 310. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, 

1337(a), 1345, and 1367. 

4. Venue is proper in this district under 28 U.S.C. § l391(b)(2), (b)(3), and 

(c), and 15 U.S.C. § 53(b). 

SUMMARY OF THE CASE 

5. For more than a decade, Defendants have been running a third party 

payment processing scheme that uses remotely created payment orders or remotely 

created checks ("RCPOs") to withdraw money from consumers' accounts on behalf of 

third-party merchants. An RCPO is a payment instruction or order drawn on a person's 

account that is created 
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1 
PLAINTIFFS 

11. The FTC is an independent agency of the United States Government 

created by statute. 15 U.S.C. § 41-58. The FTC enforces Section 5(a) of the FTC Act, 

15 U.S.C. § 4 5(a), which prohibits unfair or deceptive acts or practices in or affecting 

commerce. 

12. The FTC is authorized to initiate federal district court proceedings, by its 

own attorneys, to enjoin violations of the FTC Act and to secure such equitable relief as 

may be appropriate in each case, including rescission or reformation of contracts, 

restitution, the refund of monies paid, and the disgorgement of ill-gotten monies. 15 

U.S.C. § 53(b), 57b. 

13. Plaintiff State of Ohio is one of the fifty sovereign states of the United 

States, and by and through its Attorney General, Dave Yost, enforces the Ohio CSPA, 

O.R.C. 1345.01 et seq., which prohibits unfair, deceptive or unconscionable acts or 

practices in consumer transactions. The Ohio Attorney General is authorized to initiate 

actions to enjoin violations of the CSPA and to obtain appropriate relief including 

appointment of a referee or receiver, for sequestration of assets, to reimburse consumers 

found to have been damaged, to carry out a transaction in accordance with a consumer's 

reasonable expectations, to strike or limit the application of unconscionable clauses of 

contracts so as to avoid an unconscionable result, or to grant other appropriate relief. 

O.R.C. 1345.07. Pursuant to the authority found in the Telemarketing Act at 15 U.S.C. § 

6103(a), Plaintiff State of Ohio is also authorized to initiate federal district court 

proceedings to enjoin telemarketing activities that violate the TSR, and in each such case, 

to obtain damages, restitution, and other compensation on behalf of Ohio residents. This 
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17. B&P Enterprises, LLC ("B&P") is a Texas limited liability company 

with its principal places of business at 12282 Eagle Heart Dr., El Paso and 479ATracey 

Lane, Hudson, Wisconsin. Bruce Woods and Patricia Woods are the managers of B&P. 

B&P was formed on or about September 12, 2018. 

18. B&P has registered at least eight assumed names in Texas, including B&P, 

Revit Educ Srvc, Aiding Education, AFB Center, Savings Galore, VOIP Consumer 

Services, DLDS, Care Value Services, and NorthwestPharmacy.com. 

19. Defendants have used the B&P assumed names to open business checking 

accounts at numerous banks and credit unions, including University Federal Credit Union 

and J. P. Morgan Chase Bank N.A. Defendants used these accounts to process consumer 

payments for third-party merchant-clients via RCPOs. B&P transacts or has transacted 

business in this district and throughout the United States. 

The Individual Defendants 

20. Bruce C. Woods is an includ0 11.5 294 343se (v 0 0 11.6 327 624 Tm�(an )2 )Tj�12 0 0 12 2f-110.3 (inclu9an )2 
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1 
23. Bruce Woods and his wife, Patricia Woods, have routinely drawn checks 

from Madera and B&P's bank accounts and directly debit funds from those accounts for 

personal expenses. 

24. At all times material to this Complaint, acting alone or in concert with 

others, Bruce Woods has formulated, directed, controlled, had the authority to control, or 

participated in the acts and practices set forth in this Complaint. 

25. Together with the other Defendants, Bruce Woods has, in numerous 

instances, misled financial institutions about the nature of Madera's and B&P's 
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Court of Common Pleas filed May 16, 2008; judgment entered against all defendants on 

August 13, 2012). 

28. Bruce Woods resides in this district and, in connection with the matters 

alleged herein, transacts or has transacted business in this district and throughout the 

United States. 

29. Patricia Woods is a manager and owner of Madera and a manager of 

30. Patricia Woods has signatory authority over Madera and B&P bank 

accounts. She has signed applications and provided her information to financial 

institutions to open checking accounts in the names of Madera and B&P. 

31. Patricia Woods has signed checks on behalf of Madera and routinely 

written checks against Madera bank accounts that were cashed for the benefit of her and 

Bruce Woods. 

32. During all or part of the times material to this Complaint, acting alone or 

in concert with others, Patricia Woods has formul6.4  
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bankruptcy protection under Chapter 11. Patricia Woods executed that certificate less 

than three weeks after the State of 
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42. Between October 2017 and July 2018, Rodriguez opened business 

checking accounts in Madera's name with at least the following five financial institutions 

in Wisconsin: Associated Bank, Citizens State Bank, Hiawatha National Bank, 

MidWestOne Bank, and River Falls 
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1 
54. Payments cleared through the ACH network are subject to oversight by 

NACHA - The Electronic Payments Association ("NACHA"), a self-regulatory trade 

association that enforces a system of rules, monitoring, and penalties for noncompliance. 

NACHA monitors the levels at which ACH debits are returned (or rejected) by consumers 

or consumers' banks, among other reasons, because high rates of returned transactions 

can be indicative of unlawful practices. 

55. The credit and debit card networks ("card networks"), such as MasterCard 

and Visa, also have rules regarding onboarding and monitoring of merchants, and 

penalties for noncompliance. These include heightened monitoring requirements for 

merchants designated as high risk, such as telemarketers. 

56. The card networks require network participants including merchants, 

payment processors, and merchant banks to monitor transactions for unusual activity 

indicative of fraud or deception. One prominent indicator is high chargeback rate. 

Chargebacks occur when customers contact their credit card issuing bank to dispute a 

charge appearing on their credit card account statement. Merchants with high chargeback 

rate may be placed in a monitoring program and their sponsoring banks may be subject to 

fees and fines. 

57. Unlike ACH and debit and credit card transactions, RCPOs are not subject 

to centralized and systemic monitoring. 

58. Since June 13, 2016, the TSR has prohibited sellers and telemarketers, 

whether making outbound calls or accepting inbound calls, from using RCPOs in 

telemarketing sales. The FTC added this prohibition to the TSR because, after an 
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1 
extensive notice and comment process, it found little record of legitimate telemarketing 

business using RCPOs. 

DEFENDANTS' UNLAWFUL BUSINESS PRACTICES 

59. Defendants offer third-party payment processing services to merchants- 

clients using RCPOs. 

60. Defendants market their RCPO payment processing service to 

telemarketers and other merchants that financial institutions and the card networks 

consider high risk. Their website, echeckprocessing.net, caters to merchants "considered 

high risk by" banks and further states that "there are no chargebacks with" RCPOs. 

61. Although the TSR specifically bars the use of RCPOs in telemarketing 

sales, some of Defendants' largest merchant-clients, including Educare, sell their products 

or services through telemarketing. 

62. Defendants file assumed name and trademark or tradename certificates for 

Madera and B&P in Texas and Wisconsin under the names and dbas of their merchant- 

clients. 

63. Using these certifications, Defendants apply for business checking 

accounts with financial institutions, misrepresenting the services provided by for Defete0�(mis4i[159�1040 12.1 7 398 287 Tm�(62. )Tj�12.3104020 12.2 ird-pa3 2es(telemarketing. )Tj�116�12.0 12.2 647 372.7 Tm�(62. )Tj�122�12.0 11.3 F 398 287 65 (and )]TJ�4.9 (mpl1.9 Tm�(w884by" )]TJ�3.36.01320 1271 -0.01e )- 0884by" )1.5�4.793 -7.3 Tm�.025 Td�(apply )Tj�15 (1750 11.3 7 398 287 45 (and )]TJ�4[368 -0.017 -36020 458 286.6 )-11.7 (with )45j�11512.2 11 260.4 T0.04esenting 

for merchant- provided under s the 
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operated a student loan document preparation assistance service (Aiding Education) and a 

"savings club" (Savings Galore). 

65. The June 28, 2018 application also falsely represented that Madera does 

not engage in processing payments for third-parties. 

66. Additionally, on or about June 6, 2018, Madera opened a business 

checking account with Citizens State Bank in Hudson, Wisconsin, to process RCPOs for 

Educare. Defendants opened the account under the name Madera Merchant Services 

doing business as Revit-Educ-Srvc. 

67. The application that Defendants submitted to Citizens State Bank gave no 

indication that Defendants would use the business checking account to process payments 

for a third-party telemarketer. Instead, Defendants falsely identified Madera as a "Parent 

Holding Company" that provides "Document 
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71. In numerous instances, RCPOs deposited by Defendants are not honored 

by the consumers' financial institutions. Consumers' financial institutions have provided 

the following reasons for returning RCPOs generated by Defendants: "stop payment"; 

"forgery"; "closed account"; "unable to locate"; and "insufficient funds." 

72. In many instances, high rates of returned (dishonored) payments, at times 

exceeding 20%, have led financial institutions that host Defendants' accounts to 

investigate the accounts and their owners. Such investigations have often resulted in the 

closing of Defendants' accounts. 

73. To maintain their RCPO processing scheme, Defendants have continually 

opened new business checking accounts at different financial institutions. 

74. For example, within days of opening a business checking account with 

Citizens State Bank in Hudson, Wisconsin, under the 
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other banks in Texas/Wisconsin, including BancCorpSouth Bank, First United Bank and 

Trust Company, Pioneer Bank, SSB, and Prosperity Bank. 

78. Within the last five years, Defendants have opened at least 60 business 

checking accounts at 25 different financial institutions, mostly in Texas and Wisconsin, to 

enable their processing scheme. Defendants have processed more than $18 million in 

consumer payments on behalf of their merchant-clients through these accounts. 

79. In some instances, Defendants have opened multiple, seemingly unrelated, 

accounts for a merchant-client under two or more dbas at the same bank or credit union. 

80. Defendants' RCPO processing scheme, as described above, has caused and 

is likely to cause substantial injury to consumers. Within the last four years, Defendants 

have processed consumer payments in excess of $13 million for at least three 

Wiheme, Desu 
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1 
Financial Benefits Center, No. 4:1 8-cv-00806 (N.D. Cal. filed Feb. 7, 2018, 

preliminary injunction entered Nov. 29, 2018). 

81. Defendants executed at least $ 8.646 million of the above-noted RCPO 

processing after June 13, 2016, the date at which using RCPOs in any telemarketing sales 

became illegal under the 
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90. Defendants have opened accounts under various dbas of Educare, 

including accounts under the dbas Tripletel, Inc., Revit-Educ-Srvc, L.L. Vision, and Card 

Value Services. At least four of the Educare accounts had return rates of 20% or more. 

91. As the examples below demonstrate, banks and credit unions that 

Defendants use for their RCPO process.6 0 /Top /L9567 6process.6 0 /T4n7/242km(Ser1.3 ooTm�e2en.025 Td2Td�[(below )4.9 .96 0 11.9 327 en.02 254 65sEet6 0T�BT�/P <<e9t959 -s8.983 -ow )4.9 (demonstrTJ�8.067 -0.025 Td�(bankodit )6 (unions )]TJ�T0 11.7s TD�(2782arns )]TJ�T0 11.7a025 Td )T Tm�(o )Tj�2..34unions dub 442 70 13.44unions5 7TJ�(conm�[ts )16.5 (9 0 0 11.9 184 5388 Tm�(E92st )Tj�3.333 -0.0511 T7(four ))-13.6 (for )]TJ�8 254 650.4 Tm[ 
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1 
name of the business was Revit-Educ-Srvc, he said "just a moment," and then came back 

on the line and told her that if she was not a customer or client, then he could not release 

that information. After the risk analyst reported her findings, the credit union put a hold 

on the deposited funds, refused to accept new deposits, and began the process of closing 

Defendants' accounts. 

96. Defendants had been providing RCPO processing services to Impetus 

since at least December 2017. Between December 12, 2017, and September 19, 2018, 

Defendants sequentially opened accounts to process RCPOs for their merchant-client 

Impetus using Impetus dbas Aiding Education and IDR Education at no less than six 

banks and credit unions, because banks and credit unions promptly closed such accounts 

upon learning of the high numbers of returned checks, online consumer complaints, and 

due to the high risk nature of the unsigned RCPOs. 

97. For example, on or about July 10, 2018, Defendants opened a business 

checking account for Impetus under its dba IDR Education at R Bank in Georgetown, 

Texas. After numerous RCPOs Defendants deposited into the account were returned, on 

or about August 7, 2018, R Bank sent a letter to Bruce Woods informing him that R 

Banks was closing the accounts within 10 days and would no longer accept deposits. 

98. Defendants continued to process RCPOs on behalf of Impetus until the 

FTC sued Impetus on November 6, 2018. Defendants were served with a copy of the 

Temporary Restraining Order entered against Impetus on or about November 16, 2018. 

99. Around the spring of 2016, Defendants began providing RCPO processing 

services to AFB Center. On February 7,2018, the FTC sued AFB Center, alleging that 

AFB Center and its owner had operated a deceptive student loan debt relief telemarketing 
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scheme. See FTC v. American Financial Benefits Center, No. 4:18-cv-00806 (N.D. Cal. 

Feb. 7, 2018). The FTC announced the action on the same day. FTC Charges Ameritech 

and Brandon Frere with Deceiving 
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104. Defendants knew, or should have known, that companies Defendants 

processed payments for including Educare, Impetus, and AFB Center were not in 

compliance with the registration and bonding requirements of Ohio's Telephone 

Solicitation Sales Act. 

VIOLATIONS OF THE FTC ACT 

105. Section 5(a) of the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. § 45(a), 
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more telephones and which involves more than one interstate telephone call. 16 C.F.R. § 

31 0.2(gg). 

115. The TSR prohibits sellers and telemarketers from creating or causing to be 

created, directly or indirectly, a remotely created payment order (RCPO) as payment for 

goods or services offered or sold through telemarketing. 16 C.F.R. § 310.4(a)(9). A 

remotely created payment order includes a remotely created check 16 C.F.R. § 31 0.2(cc). 

116. It is a deceptive telemarketing act or practice and a violation of this Rule 
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COUNT V 
Processing Debits on Behalf of Telephone Solicitors Who Were Not Properly 

Registered and Bonded with the State of 
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1 
129. Section 19 of the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. § 57b, and Section 6(b) of the 

Telemarketing Act, 15 U.S.C. § 6105(b), authorize this Court to grant such relief as the 

Court finds necessary to redress injury to consumers resulting from Defendants' 

violations of the TSR, including the rescission or reformation of contracts, and the refund 

of money. 

130. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367, this Court has supplemental jurisdiction to 

allow Plaintiff State of Ohio to enforce its state 
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1 
B. Enter a permanent injunction to prevent future violations of the FTC Act, 

the TSR, and the Ohio CSPA, O.R.C. 1345.01 et seq.: 

C. Award Plaintiffs such relief as the Court finds necessary to redress injury 

to consumers resulting from Defendants' violations of the FTC Act, the TSR and the Ohio 

C SPA, including rescission or reformation of contracts, restitution, the refund of monies 

paid, and the disgorgement of ill-gotten monies; and 

D. Award Plaintiffs the costs of bringing this action, as well as such other and 

additional relief as the Court 
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30 E. Broad Street, 14th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
(614)466-8831 
jeff.loeserOhioAttorneyGenera1.gov 
erin.leahyOhioAttorneyGeneral.gov 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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