
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND  

 
__________________________________________ 
GLOBAL DIRECT SALES, LLC, PENOBSCOT   ) 
INDIAN NATION, CHRISTOPHER RUSSELL  ) 
and RYAN HILL,      ) Case No.: 8:08-cv-02468 
        )      
    Plaintiffs,   )  
        ) 
  -v-      ) 
         ) 
AARON KROWNE, individually and d/b/a THE   ) 
MORTGAGE LENDER IMPLOD-O-METER and  )   
ML-IMPLODE.COM, KROWNE CONCEPTS,   ) 
INC., IMPLODE-EXPLODE HEAVY    ) Assigned:  
INDUSTRIES, INC., JUSTIN OWINGS, KRISTA   )  Hon. Deborah K. Chasanow 
RAILEY, STREAMLINE MARKETING, INC. and  ) 
LORENA LEGGETT,     ) 
         ) 
    Defendants.   ) 
__________________________________________ ) 
  

PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF EX PARTE MOTION AND  
MOTION FOR A TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that Plaintiffs, the Penobscot Indian Nation (“PIN”), Global 

Direct Sales, LLC, Christopher Russell and Ryan Hill, by their attorneys, the Mason Law Firm, 

LLP and Kantrowitz, Goldhamer & Graifman, P.C., pursuant to Rule 65 of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs hereby move ex parte for a temporary restraining order against 

Defendants Aaron Krowne, individually and d/b/a The Mortgage Lender Implod-O-Meter and 

ML-Implode.com, Krowne Concepts, Inc., Implode-Explode Heavy Industries, Inc., Justin 

Owings, Krista Railey, Streamline Marketing, Inc. and Lorena Leggett, restraining and enjoining 

Defendants from disseminating untrue, false and/or misleading statements regarding Plaintiffs, 

their business and their business dealings and for such other, further and different injunctive 

relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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In support of this application, the plaintiffs state that there is a substantial likelihood that 

the plaintiffs will prevail on the merits, that issuance of a temporary restraining order is 

necessary prior to the hearing on the merits of the plaintiffs’ claims in order to prevent 

irreparable harm to the plaintiffs, that there is no potential injury to the Defendants that would 

mitigate against the granting of the preliminary injunction and that the public interest would be 

served by the requested injunctive relief. 

 The motion for a preliminary injunction is based upon the annexed Complaint, Affidavit 

in Support with Exhibits, Affirmation and accompanying Memorandum of Law. 

 
Dated:  September 26, 2008    THE MASON LAW FIRM, LLP 

 
/s/ Gary E. Mason___ 
Gary E. Mason 
Md. Bar #15033  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1225 19th Street Northwest 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
(202) 429-2290 

 
       KANTROWITZ, GOLDHAMER 
         & GRAIFMAN, P.C. 
       Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
       747 Chestnut Ridge Road 
       Chestnut Ridge, N.Y. 10977 
       (845) 356-2570 
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GLOBAL DIRECT SALES, LLC, PENOBSCOT   ) 
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    Plaintiffs,   )  
        ) 
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         ) 
AARON KROWNE, individually and d/b/a THE   ) 
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ML-IMPLODE.COM, KROWNE CONCEPTS,   ) 
INC., IMPLODE-EXPLODE HEAVY    ) Assigned:  
INDUSTRIES, INC., JUSTIN OWINGS, KRISTA   )  Hon. Deborah K. Chasanow 
RAILEY, STREAMLINE MARKETING, INC. and  ) 
LORENA LEGGETT,     ) 
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    Defendants.   ) 
__________________________________________ ) 
  

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR A PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that Plaintiffs, the Penobscot Indian Nation (“PIN”), Global 

Direct Sales, LLC, Christopher Russell and Ryan Hill, by their attorneys, the Mason Law Firm, 

LLP and Kantrowitz, Goldhamer & Graifman, P.C., hereby move pursuant to Rule 65 of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, on October 3, 2008, or as soon thereafter as counsel can be 

heard, for a preliminary injunction against Defendants Aaron Krowne, individually and d/b/a The 

Mortgage Lender Implod-O-Meter and ML-Implode.com, Krowne Concepts, Inc., Implode-

Explode Heavy Industries, Inc., Justin Owings, Krista Railey, Streamline Marketing, Inc. and 

Lorena Leggett, restraining and enjoining Defendants from disseminating untrue, false and/or 

misleading statements regarding Plaintiffs, their business and their business dealings and for 

such other, further and different injunctive relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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In support of this application, the Plaintiffs state that there is a substantial likelihood that 

the plaintiffs will prevail on the merits, that issuance of a preliminary injunction order is 

necessary prior to the hearing on the merits of the Plaintiffs’ claims in order to prevent 

irreparable harm to the Plaintiffs, that there is no potential injury to the Defendants that would 

mitigate against the granting of the preliminary injunction and that the public interest would be 

served by the requested injunctive relief. 

 The motion for a preliminary injunction is based upon the annexed Complaint, Affidavit 

in Support with Exhibits, Affirmation and accompanying Memorandum of Law. 

 
Dated:  September 26, 2008    THE MASON LAW FIRM, LLP 

 
/s/ Gary E. Mason___ 
Gary E. Mason 
Md. Bar #15033  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1225 19th Street Northwest 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
(202) 429-2290 

 
       KANTROWITZ, GOLDHAMER 
         & GRAIFMAN, P.C. 
       Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
       747 Chestnut Ridge Road 
       Chestnut Ridge, N.Y. 10977 
       (845) 356-2570 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 

 I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the aforementioned documents  
 
were served on counsel below by overnight mail on September 26, 2008. 
 
 
Julie S. Turner, Esq. 
The Turner Law Firm 
344 Tennessee Lane 
Palo Alto, CA  94306 
 
       /s/ Gary E. Mason 
 
 

Case 8:08-cv-02468-DKC     Document 11-2      Filed 09/26/2008     Page 3 of 3



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
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           1225 19th Street Northwest 
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INTRODUCTION and PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is a case about Defendants’ publishing of untrue, defamatory and unprotected 

speech in retaliation for Plaintiffs’ refusal to advertise on Defendants’ website. 

The Penobscot Indian Nation (“PIN”) is a federally recognized Native American 

Government which created The Grant America Program™, a government grant program that 

provides a down payment grant to be used towards the purchase of a home.  Plaintiff Global 

Direct Sales, LLC (“GDS”) is a Maryland limited liability company.  PIN and GDS are parties to 

an agreement to develop, organize and operate GAP which is wholly owned by PIN.  GAP was 

established to help low to moderate income homebuyers realize the dream of home ownership by 

providing down payment assistance grants.  

 Beginning in July 2008 and continuing into August 2008, Defendant Lorena Leggett, on 

behalf of Defendants, repeatedly solicited Plaintiffs to advertise on Defendants’ website.  In 

August 2008, Plaintiffs advised Defendants that they would not advertise on Defendants’ 

website.  On September 15, 2008, Defendants published an article on their website containing 

untrue and defamatory statements regarding Plaintiffs.   

As of 2007, the website has a core daily audience of about 100,000 visitors a day and 

Defendants “seek to preserve indefinitely their lists, discussions and linked article so that they 

might be impossible to forget.”  After Plaintiffs sent a cease and desist letter, Defendants 

continued publishing the untrue and defamatory statements and began to actively soliciting other 

websites to republish their untrue and defamatory statements.   

Absent preliminary injunctive relief, Plaintiffs will continue to be harmed by Defendants 

retaliatory publishing of this untrue and defamatory material. 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. Plaintiffs and their DPA Program  
 
 PIN is a federally recognized Native American Government located on the Penobscot 

River in the State of Maine (Russell Cert. at ¶ 2).  As a result of the Maine Indian Claims 

Settlement Act, PIN is a municipality of the State of Maine (Id.).  On January 24, 2007, the PIN 

Tribal Counsel, passed Resolution 01-24-07-01 creating the PIN Fair Housing Administration 

and enabling the creation of a national down payment assistance program (Id. at ¶ 3). 

 PIN and GDS are parties to an Agreement to develop, organize and operate a DPA 

program wholly owned by PIN (Id. at ¶ 4).  The DPA program, entitled Grant America 

Program™ (“GAP”), is a program that provides gift funds to low-to-moderate-income families 

purchasing a home or first-time homebuyers across America (Id.).  GAP was established to help 

low to moderate income homebuyers realize the dream of home ownership by providing down 

payment assistance grants (Id. at ¶ 5).  

 On April 3, 2008, HUD expressly stipulated: 

that PIN’s Grant America Program™ (“GAP”) meets  HUD’s 
current policies pertaining to the source of gift funds for the 
borrowers’ required cash investment for obtaining FHA insured 
mortgage financing (Id. at ¶ 6 and Exhibit A). 

 
B. Defendants’ Solicitation of Advertising from Plaintiffs  

 
 In or about June 2008, Defendant Lorena Leggett, on behalf of Defendants, began 

soliciting Plaintiffs to advertise on their website (Russell Cert. at ¶ 8).  Defendants affirmatively 

represent that they scrutinize companies considered for advertising (Exhibit B).  Defendants’ 

solicitation consisted of multiple telephone calls to Plaintiffs in the State of Maryland and email 

solicitations to Plaintiffs in the State of Maryland (Russell Cert. at ¶ 9). 
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 Plaintiffs’ advised Defendants that they would look at the website and review potential 

web pages for banner placement (Id. at ¶ 10).  On August 5, 2008, Defendants were still 

contacting Plaintiffs hoping that they would be “granted the opportunity to advertise Grant 

America on ml-implode.” (Id. at ¶ 11 and Exhibit C).  Thereafter, Plaintiffs advised Defendants 

that they would not advertise on Defendants’ website.  (Russell Cert. at ¶ 12 and Exhibit D). 

C. Defendants’ False and Defamatory Publication 

 Then, Defendant Railey contacted Plaintiffs in the State of Maryland and represented 

herself as a reporter for and agent of the Defendants’ website (Russell Cert. at ¶ 13).  On or 

about September 15, 2008, shortly after Plaintiffs advised Defendants that they would not be 

advertising on the Defendants’ website, Defendants published an untrue and defamatory article 

regarding Plaintiffs (Russell Cert. at ¶ 14 and Exhibit E).  The article contained multiple untrue 

and defamatory statements, including, but not limited to: 

a. That the Penobscot Indian Tribe’s Grant America Program is a scam.  

b. That Russell had a copycat website of Ameridream. 

c. Russell and Hill treated Ameridream [a charity they founded] like their 

own personal piggy bank. 

d. Russell and Hill created a new venture known as the Dp Funder Program 

and the Owner’s Alliance.  The Dp Funder is another type of seller-funded 

down payment scam. 

e. On April 3, 2008, HUD and the Penobscot Indian Tribe executed a 

Stipulation to Resolve Remaining Claims and Dismiss Action which the 

Grant America Program website erroneously asserts as a "HUD approval". 

f. Not only is the Stipulation and Dismissal not an approval letter, it doesn’t 

provide specific approval of seller-funded grants as the Sovereign Grant 

provider claims. 
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g. The Stipulation and Dismissal is merely a temporary settlement which 

gave HUD the opportunity to publish a revised proposed rule and re-open 

the comment period. 

h. The seller contributions to the Grant America Program is clearly a 

concession that is confirmed by IRS ruling 2006-27. 

i. The PIN-FHA gift letter also confirms that it is a concession. 

j. The Penobscot Indian Tribe isn’t really providing assistance and is merely 

laundering the down payment for a fee. 

k. Russell and Hill are already working on an alternative scheme through the 

Down Payment Grant Alliance.  They intend to replace one scam with 

another even more complicated scam.  Kind of like a convoluted down 

payment shell game. 

l. The taxpayers and FHA should not be forced to sponsor continued lending 

abuse via seller funded down payment grant schemes. 

m. Whether seller funded down payment grants are administered by non 

profit companies, for profit companies, or Sovereign Nations, they are still 

a scam.  (Id). 

These statements are untrue (Russell Cert. at ¶ 17).  Defendants’ statements are untrue and 

defamatory, injure Plaintiffs’ reputations and expose them to ridicule and financial injury (Id.). 

 Additionally, Defendants’ article falsely attributes a quote to Mr. Russell, to wit: 

That the impact to the tribe will be minimal and will not result in 
job losses due to the program being entirely administered by 
Global Direct Sales.  At most, the Tribe stands to lose 
approximately $250,000 a year in revenue.  Also, the Penobscot’s 
manned Fair Housing Department will still be able to provide 
Portable Housing and Indian Block grant opportunities for their 
Tribal members and other types of legitimate, non seller funded 
assistance, for Tribal members.  (Exhibit E). 
 

Mr. Russell did not make this statement (Russell Cert. at ¶ 18).  Defendants made these 

statements with malice, knowing they were false (Id. at ¶ 19).  
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D. Defendants’ Roles in the Website and Defamatory Publication 
 

Defendant Aaron Krowne is the website founder, publisher, general management, editor-

in-chief and owner (Exhibit E).  Defendant Owings is a general management, in charge of 

financials, forum moderator, oversees marketing and is an owner of the website and a moderator 

of Defendant Railey’s website (Id.).   According to Defendants’ website, in late 2007, the 

website’s ownership passed from Defendant Krowne Concepts, Inc. to Defendant Implode-

Explode Heavy Industries (“IEHI”).  (Exhibit G).  Defendants Krowne and Owings are 

principals of Defendant IEHI (Id.). 

 Defendants Krowne and Owings strive to confirm all information presented on the 

website and to qualify all doubtful items (Exhibit H).  The mission of the website is 

transparency, education and accountability (Exhibit I).  The Defendants admit controlling the 

website editorially and only including factual reports or editorial which they feel is credible 

and/or insightful (Exhibit J).  Further, Defendants require that all leads on companies be 

supported by multiple independent sources (Exhibit K). 

Defendant Railey authored and published the untrue and defamatory article. 

E. Plaintiffs Will Suffer Irreparable Harm 

As of 2007, the website has a core daily audience of about 100,000 visitors (Exhibit L).  

Defendants’ website concedes that it seeks to preserve indefinitely their lists, discussions and 

linked article so that they might be impossible to forget (Exhibit M).   

 After Plaintiffs wrote to Defendants and demanded that they cease and desist from 

publishing the untrue and defamatory article, Defendants continued publishing the false 

statements and began actively soliciting other websites to republish their untrue and defamatory 

article regarding the Plaintiffs.  (Russell Cert. at ¶ 28 and Exhibit N). 
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 The article has negatively impacted GAP’s operation, as well as the business dealings of 

Plaintiffs (Russell Cert. at ¶ 30).  Plaintiffs have been contacted by multiple individual who have 

seen the article causing harm and embarrassment, damaging Plaintiffs’ reputation and causing 

others to question their businesses practices (Id.). 

ARGUMENT 

PLAINTIFFS HAVE MET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE ISSUANCE  
OF TEMPORARY AND PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

 
This Court should grant the requested relief because the applicable criteria for granting 

injunctive relief are clearly met.  In the Fourth Circuit, courts must consider four factors in 

deciding whether to grant interlocutory injunctive relief: (a) the likelihood of irreparable harm to 

the movant if the injunction is denied; (b) the likelihood of harm to the non-movant if the 

injunction is granted; (c) the likelihood that the movant will succeed on the merits; and (d) the 

public interest. Direx Isr., Ltd. v. Breakthrough Med. Corp., 952 F.2d 802, 812 (4th Cir.1991). 

 As the Plaintiffs’ can establish these four factors, preliminary injunctive relief should be 

granted.  

A) PLAINTIFFS HAVE A LIKELIHOOD  
OF SUCCESS ON THE MERITS  
 
To obtain injunctive relief, Plaintiffs need not show that they will necessarily prevail on 

the merits, only that there is a reasonable probability of success.  Dogloo, Inc. v. Doskocil Mfg. 

Co., Inc., 893 F.Supp 911, 917 (C.D.Cal. 1995) citing Gilder v. PGA Tour, Inc., 936 F.2d 417, 

422 (9th Cir. 1991); see also Wilson v. Watt, 703 F.2d 395 (9th Cir. 1983).  This standard has 

been interpreted to mean a “fair chance of success on the merits.” Johnson v. California State Bd. 

Of Accountancy, 72 F.3d 1427, 1430 (9th Cir. 1995).  As detailed below, Plaintiffs easily pass 

this hurdle. 
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Defendants, who admittedly scrutinize companies considered for advertising beforehand, 

solicited Plaintiffs to advertise on their website for weeks.  After Plaintiffs declined to advertise 

on the website, Defendants published false and untrue statements regarding Plaintiffs on their 

website.  Defendants accuse Plaintiff’s Grant America Program of being a scam, Plaintiffs’ 

Russell and Hill of treating a prior charitable organization they founded as “their own personal 

piggy bank” and accuses the Penobscot Indian Tribe of laundering the down payment for a fee.  

Additionally, Defendant published clearly false statements regarding a HUD stipulation which 

acknowledges GAP’s compliance with HUD guidelines and the treatment of seller contributions 

as a concession.  These statements are false, misleading and defamatory. 

A prima facia case of defamation consists of the following elements: 

(1) that the defendant made a defamatory communication-i.e., 
that he communicated a statement tending to expose the 
plaintiff to public scorn, hatred, contempt, or ridicule to a 
third person who reasonably recognized the statement as 
being defamatory;  

 
(2) that the statement was false;  
 
(3) that the defendant was at fault in communicating the 

statement; and  
 
(4) that the plaintiff suffered harm.  

 
Peroutka v. Streng, 116 Md.App. 301, 311, 695 A.2d 1287 (1997) (quoting Shapiro v. 

Massengill, 105 Md.App. 743, 772, 661 A.2d 202, cert. denied, 341 Md. 28, 668 A.2d 36 

(1995)). See Gohari v. Darvish, 363 Md. 42, 54, 767 A.2d 321 (2001). “A defamatory statement 

is one which tends to expose a person to public scorn, hatred, contempt or ridicule, thereby 

discouraging others in the community from having a good opinion of, or from associating or 

dealing with, that person.” Batson v. Shiflett, 325 Md. 684, 722-23, 602 A.2d 1191 (1992) 

(quoting Bowie v. Evening News, 148 Md. 569, 574, 129 A. 797 (1925)).  The allegation that a 
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person is a thief constitutes defamation per se. See R.J. Gilbert and P.T. Gilbert, MARYLAND 

TORT LAW HANDBOOK, § 6.4 (3d ed. 2000). 

 For more than 100 years, it has been recognized that per se defamation occurs when: 

Words spoken of a person in his office, trade, profession, business 
or means of getting a livelihood, which tend to expose him to the 
hazard of losing his office, or which charge him with fraud, 
indirect dealings or incapacity and thereby tend to injure him in his 
trade, profession or business, are actionable without proof of 
special damage, even though such words if spoken or written of an 
ordinary person, might not be actionable per se. 
 

Kilgour v. Evening Star Co., 96 Md. 16, 23-24, 53 A. 716 (1902).  When a statement that is 

defamatory per se and made with actual malice, “a presumption of harm to reputation ... arises 

from the publication ....” Hanlon v. Davis, 76 Md.App. 339, 356 (1988)(citations omitted).  In 

that circumstance, general damages are presumed; actual harm need not be proved. 

 Plaintiffs easily clear the likelihood of success on the merits hurdle, because Defendants 

published knowingly false materials regarding Plaintiffs designed to harm their professional 

reputation and business. 

B. PLAINTIFF WILL SUFFER IRREPARABLE  
HARM IN THE ABSENCE OF AN INJUNCTION 
 
Plaintiffs will suffer irreparable harm absent the issuance of an injunction.   

As of 2007, Defendants’ website has a core daily audience of about 100,000 visitors.  

Defendants’ website concedes that it seeks to preserve indefinitely their lists, discussions and 

linked article so that they might be impossible to forget.  After Plaintiffs wrote to Defendants and 

demanded that they cease and desist from publishing the untrue and defamatory article, 

Defendants continued to publish the article and began actively soliciting other websites to 

republish their untrue and defamatory article.   
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 The falsehoods published by Defendants were designed to and have negatively impacted 

GAP’s operation, business dealings and are causing harm and embarrassment, damaging 

Plaintiffs’ reputation and causing others to question their businesses practices.  Absent 

preliminary injunctive relief, these harms will continue, if not accelerate. 

The purpose of a preliminary injunctive relief is “to protect the status quo and to prevent 

irreparable harm during the pendency of a lawsuit ultimately to preserve the court’s ability to 

render a meaningful judgment on the merits.” In re Microsoft Antitrust Litigation, 333 F.3d 517, 

525 (4th Cir. 2003).  Irreparability of harm, for purposes of preliminary injunctive relief, includes 

the impossibility of ascertaining with any accuracy the extent of the loss. Blackwelder Furniture 

Co. of Statesville, Inc. v. Seilig Mfg. Co., Inc., 550 F.2d 189 (4th Cir. 1977).  A reason for 

granting a preliminary injunction is to protect a party against irreparable harm which can take 

place in the form of injury to such party’s good will. Parke, Davis & Co. v. Green Willow, Inc., 

205 F.Supp. 346 (S.D.N.Y.1962). 

As the Plaintiffs will suffer irreparable injury absent the issuance of an injunction, the 

requested injunctive relief should be granted. 

C) DEFENDANTS WILL NOT BE HARMED  
BY THE ENTRY OF AN INJUNCTION  

 
 Defendants cannot be harmed by being ordered to cease publishing untrue and 

defamatory material.  An injunction would not prohibit Defendants from operating their website.  

Only Defendants’ false, misleading or defamatory statements will be enjoined.  Accordingly, 

Defendants cannot be harmed by entry of an injunction which prohibits Defendants from 

engaging in unlawful conduct.   
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D) THE PUBLIC INTEREST DEMANDS  
THAT DEFENDANTS BE ENJOINED 
 

 The public interest weighs heavily in favor of entry of a temporary and preliminary 

injunction to restrain Defendants from further defaming Plaintiffs.  The public benefits by 

enjoying the fruits of legitimate discussion, not the retaliatory publication of false and 

defamatory statements.  To the contrary, Defendants’ false statements, are, and will continue, to 

irreparably harm Plaintiffs. 

CONCLUSION 

 Based on the foregoing, the requested injunctive relief should be granted in its entirety. 

 

Dated:  September 26, 2008    THE MASON LAW FIRM, LLP 
 
/s/ Gary E. Mason___ 
Gary E. Mason 
Md. Bar #15033  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1225 19th Street Northwest 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
(202) 429-2290 

 
       KANTROWITZ, GOLDHAMER 
         & GRAIFMAN, P.C. 
       Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
       747 Chestnut Ridge Road 
       Chestnut Ridge, N.Y. 10977 
       (845) 356-2570 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 

 I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the aforementioned documents  
 
were served on counsel below by overnight mail on September 26, 2008. 
 
 
Julie S. Turner, Esq. 
The Turner Law Firm 
344 Tennessee Lane 
Palo Alto, CA  94306 
 
       /s/ Gary E. Mason 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND  

 
__________________________________________ 
GLOBAL DIRECT SALES, LLC, PENOBSCOT   ) 
INDIAN NATION, CHRISTOPHER RUSSELL  ) 
and RYAN HILL,      ) Case No.: 8:08-cv-02468 
        )      
    Plaintiffs,   )  
        ) 
  -v-      ) CERTIFICATION  
         ) 
AARON KROWNE, individually and d/b/a THE   ) 
MORTGAGE LENDER IMPLOD-O-METER and  )   
ML-IMPLODE.COM, KROWNE CONCEPTS,   ) 
INC., IMPLODE-EXPLODE HEAVY    ) Assigned:  
INDUSTRIES, INC., JUSTIN OWINGS, KRISTA   )  Hon. Deborah K. Chasanow 
RAILEY, STREAMLINE MARKETING, INC. and  ) 
LORENA LEGGETT,     ) 
         ) 
    Defendants.   ) 
__________________________________________ ) 
 

CHRISTOPHER RUSSELL, certifies as follows: 

 1. I am a Plaintiff in the within action and a principal of plaintiff Global Direct 

Sales, LLC, and as such, I am familiar with the facts and circumstances set forth herein. 

 2. The Penobscot Indian Nation (“PIN”) is a federally recognized Native American 

Government located on the Penobscot River in the State of Maine.  As a result of the Maine 

Indian Claims Settlement Act, PIN is a municipality of the State of Maine.  

 3. On January 24, 2007, the PIN Tribal Counsel, passed Resolution 01-24-07-01 

creating the PIN Fair Housing Administration and enabling the creation of a national down 

payment assistance program. 

 4. PIN and Global Direct Sales, LLC (“GDS”) are parties to an Agreement to 

develop, organize and operate a downpayment assistance (“DPA”) program wholly owned by 

PIN.  The DPA program, entitled Grant America Program™ (“GAP”), is a program that provides 
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gift funds to low-to-moderate-income families purchasing a home or first-time homebuyers 

across America.  

 5. GAP was established to help low to moderate income homebuyers realize the 

dream of home ownership by providing down payment assistance grants.  

 6. On April 3, 2008, HUD expressly acknowledged: 

that PIN’s Grant America Program™ (“GAP”) meets  HUD’s 
current policies pertaining to the source of gift funds for the 
borrowers’ required cash investment for obtaining FHA insured 
mortgage financing.   
 

A true and accurate copy of HUD’s Stipulation is attached as Exhibit “A”.  
 
 7. Defendants affirmatively represent that they scrutinize companies considered for 

advertising beforehand.  A true copy of a New York Times article is attached as Exhibit “B”. 

 8. In or about June, 2008, Defendant Lorena Leggett, on behalf of Defendants, 

began soliciting us to advertise on Defendants’ website.  

 9. Defendants’ solicitations consisted of multiple telephone calls with and to us in 

the State of Maryland and at least one email solicitation to us in the State of Maryland.  

 10. We advised Defendants that we would look at their website and review potential 

web pages for banner placement.   

 11. On August 5, 2008, Defendants were still contacting us hoping that they would be 

“granted the opportunity to advertise Grant America on ml-implode.”  A copy of Defendants’ 

August 5, 2008 email is attached as Exhibit “C”. 

 12. Thereafter, we advised Defendants that they would not advertise on Defendants’ 

website. A copy of our email declining to advertise on Defendants’ website is attached as Exhibit 

“D”. 
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 13. On September 9, 2008, Defendant Railey contacted me in the State of Maryland 

and represented herself as a reporter and agent for the Defendants’ website.   

 14. On September 15, 2008, after we advised Defendants that they would not be 

advertising on the Defendants’ website, Defendants published an untrue and defamatory article 

regarding us.  A true copy of Defendants’ article is attached as Exhibit “E” 

 15. Defendant Railey authored and published the untrue and defamatory article. 

 16. The article contained multiple untrue and defamatory statements, including, but 

not limited to: 

a. That the Penobscot Indian Tribe’s Grant America Program is a scam.  

b. That Russell had a copycat website of Ameridream. 

c. Russell and Hill treated Ameridream like their own personal piggy bank. 

d. Russell and Hill created a new venture known as the Dp Funder Program 

and the Owner’s Alliance.  The Dp funder is another type of seller-funded 

down payment scam. 

e. On April 3, 2008, HUD and the Penobscot Indian Tribe executed a 

Stipulation to Resolve Remaining Claims and Dismiss Action which the 

Grant America Program website erroneously asserts as a "HUD approval". 

f. Not only is the Stipulation and Dismissal not an approval letter, it doesn’t 

provide specific approval of seller-funded grants as the Sovereign Grant 

provider claims. 

g. The Stipulation and Dismissal is merely a temporary settlement which 

gave HUD the opportunity to publish a revised proposed rule and re-open 

the comment period. 

h. The seller contributions to the Grant America Program is clearly a 

concession that is confirmed by IRS ruling 2006-27. 

i. The PIN-FHA gift letter also confirms that it is a concession. 

j. The Penobscot Indian Tribe isn’t really providing assistance and is merely 

laundering the down payment for a fee. 
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k. Russell and Hill are already working on an alternative scheme through the 

Down Payment Grant Alliance.  They intend to replace one scam with 

another even more complicated scam.  Kind of like a convoluted down 

payment shell game. 

l. The taxpayers and FHA should not be forced to sponsor continued lending 

abuse via seller funded down payment grant schemes. 

m. Whether seller funded down payment grants are administered by non 

profit companies, for profit companies, or Sovereign Nations, they are still 

a scam.  

See Exhibit “E”. 

 17. Defendants’ statements are untrue and defamatory, they injure our reputation and 

expose us to ridicule and financial injury. 

 18. Additionally, Defendants’ article falsely attributes a quote to me that I never 

made, to wit: 

That the impact to the tribe will be minimal and will not result in 
job losses due to the program being entirely administered by 
Global Direct Sales.  At most, the Tribe stands to lose 
approximately $250,000 a year in revenue.  Also, the Penobscot’s 
manned Fair Housing Department will still be able to provide 
Portable Housing and Indian Block grant opportunities for their 
Tribal members and other types of legitimate, non seller funded 
assistance, for Tribal members. 
 

See Exhibit “E”. 

 19. Defendants made these statements with malice, knowing they were false and in 

retaliation for our declining to advertise on their website.  

 20. According to Defendants’ website, Defendant Aaron Krowne is the website 

founder, publisher, general management, editor-in-chief and owner and Defendant Owings is a 

general management, in charge of financials, forum moderator, oversees marketing and is an 
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owner of the website and a moderator of Defendant Railey’s website.  True copies of the relevant 

website pages are attached collectively as Exhibit “F”. 

 21. According to Defendants’ website, in late 2007, the website’s ownership passed 

from Defendant Krowne Concepts, Inc. to Defendant Implode-Explode Heavy Industries 

(“IEHI”).  Defendants Krowne and Owings are principals of Defendant IEHI.  A true copy of the 

relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “G”. 

 22. According to Defendants’ website, Defendants Krowne and Owings strive to 

confirm all information presented on the website and to qualify all doubtful items.  A true copy 

of the relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “H”. 

 23. Defendants represent that the mission of the website is transparency, education 

and accountability.  A true copy of the relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “I”. 

 24. The Defendants admit controlling the website editorially and only including 

factual reports or editorial which they feel is credible and/or insightful. A true copy of the 

relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “J”. 

 25. Further, Defendants require that all leads on companies be supported by multiple 

independent sources.  A true copy of the relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “K”. 

 26. As of 2007, the website has a core daily audience of about 100,000 visitors. A 

true copy of the relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “L”. 

 27. Defendants’ website concedes that it seeks to preserve indefinitely their lists, 

discussions and linked article so that they might be impossible to forget. A true copy of the 

relevant website page is attached as Exhibit “M”. 

 28. On September 18, 2008, after our counsel wrote to Defendants and demanded that 

they cease and desist from publishing the untrue and defamatory article; Defendants began 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND  

__________________________________________ 
GLOBAL DIRECT SALES, LLC, PENOBSCOT   ) 
INDIAN NATION, CHRISTOPHER RUSSELL  ) 
and RYAN HILL,      ) Case No.: 8:08-cv-02468 
        )      
    Plaintiffs,   ) 
        ) [PROPOSED] ORDER 
  -v-      ) GRANTING TEMPORARY 
         ) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
AARON KROWNE, individually and d/b/a THE   ) 
MORTGAGE LENDER IMPLOD-O-METER and  ) 
ML-IMPLODE.COM, KROWNE CONCEPTS,   ) 
INC., IMPLODE-EXPLODE HEAVY    )  
INDUSTRIES, INC., JUSTIN OWINGS, KRISTA   )  
RAILEY, STREAMLINE MARKETING, INC. and  ) 
LORENA LEGGETT,     ) 
         ) Assigned: 
    Defendants.   )  Hon. Deborah K. Chasanow 
__________________________________________ ) 
 
 WHEREAS, this Court has presided over the above-captioned action (the “Action”) and 

has reviewed all of the pleadings and has reviewed the papers submitted on plaintiffs’ motion a 

temporary injunction; and it appearing from those materials and argument that: 

 1. Defendants Aaron Krowne, individually and d/b/a The Mortgage Lender Implod-

O-Meter and ML-Implode.com, Krowne Concepts, Inc., Implode-Explode Heavy Industries, 

Inc., Justin Owings, Krista Railey, Streamline Marketing, Inc. and Lorena Leggett (collectively 

“Defendants”) have disseminated false and misleading statements regarding the regarding 

Plaintiffs Global Direct Sales, LLC, Penobscot Indian Nation, Christopher Russell and Ryan Hill 

(collectively “Plaintiffs”) their business and their business dealings. 

 2. Defendants’ conduct is causing immediate and irreparable harm to Plaintiffs and 

will continue to cause such immediate and irreparable harm unless and until Defendants are 

temporarily enjoined from continuing the acts complained of in the Motion 
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 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as that Plaintiffs’ motion is granted as follows: 

 1. Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65, Defendants and their agents, 

servants and employees and those persons in active concert and participation with Defendant 

who receive actual notice of this Temporary Restraining Order, are restrained and enjoined from 

directly or indirectly from disseminating false or misleading statements regarding Plaintiffs, 

their business or their business dealings, for a period of time not to exceed ten (10) days, 

pending further briefing and oral argument in this Court on Plaintiffs’ currently filed Motion for 

Preliminary Injunction. 

Dated this ___ day of September, 2008  

 
 
     SO ORDERED: 
 
 
 
     __________________________________________ 
         HONORABLE DEBORAH K. CHASANOW 

 
 
 
Presented by: 
 
THE MASON LAW FIRM, LLP 
Gary E. Mason  
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
1225 19th Street Northwest 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
(202) 429-2290 

 
KANTROWITZ, GOLDHAMER 
  & GRAIFMAN, P.C. 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
747 Chestnut Ridge Road 
Chestnut Ridge, N.Y. 10977 
(845) 356-2570 
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