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duces tecum. As set forth therein, and as counsel for defendants
has repeatedly admitted, counsel for defendants has no attorney-
client relationship with National General or Integon. (Opposition
to Motion to Quash, Exhibit 5.)

16. Nonetheless, on September 4, 2026, Judge DiMatteo
ordered, over Antonacci’s repeated objections, that counsel for
defendants shall produce documents responsive to Antonacci’s
subpoenas directly to her chambers, and further that counsel for
defendants shall produce the applicable privilege logs. (September
4, 2026 Order, Exhibit 6.)

17. That ruling has no basis under Virginia law, or the law
of any jurisdiction as far as the undersigned is aware.

18. Va. Code § 8.01-407 authorizes the clerks of Virginia
Courts of Record to issue summonses compelling attendance by
nonparties in civil cases.

19. Va. Sup. Ct. R. 4:9A governs the production of

documents by nonparties in civil cases.



20. 4:9A(c)(3) speaks to the Circuit Court’s authority over
the nonparty’s compliance with the subpoena. Nothing in Rule
4:9A(c)(3) authorizes what Judge DiMatteo has done here.

21. On September 10, 2026, Antonacci filed a Motion to
Reconsider the September 4, 2026 Order, which he set for hearing
on September 25, 2026. That same day, Antonacci separately filed
written objections to the Order. (Motion to Reconsider, Objections,
Praceipes, Exhibit 7.)

22. Also on September 10, 2026, Antonacci filed a Motion
to Compel Integon to comply with the subpoena duces tecum with
which he served them on August 11, 2026.1 (Id.)

23. On September 11, 2026, counsel for defendants copied
Antonacci on a letter to DiMatteo’s chambers stating that, to
comply with the DiMatteo’s “September 4, 2026 Order regarding
Defendants’ Motion to Quash Plaintiff's Subpoena Duces Tecum to
Integon  Preferred Insurance Company/National General

Insurance Company,” it had “encloseled] the full claims file and

" Counsel for National General subsequently requested that the hearing on the Motion to Compel Integon’s
compliance with the subpoena duces tecum be moved to October 9, 2026, to which Antonacci agreed. That
notwithstanding, no one has entered an appearance on behalf of Integon or effectively filed objections or
responses on its behalf.



privilege log for all documents that we are claiming are protected
from disclosure.” Counsel for defendants did not file that letter
with the Arlington Circuit Court Clerk. (Defendants’ Ltr. to
Chambers, September 11, 2026, Exhibit 8.)

24. Counsel for Defendants did not provide any of the
supposedly produced documents to Antonacci, not did he provide
Antonacci with Defendants’ privilege log.

25. On September 14, 2026, National General appeared in
Arlington County Circuit Court for the first time. Integon has not
appeared in the case nor has it filed any response to the subpoena
duces tecum with which it was served on August 11, 2026.
(National General’s Motions to Quash, Exhibit 9.)

26. National General filed Motions to Quash Antonacci’s
Praecipes setting a hearing, for September 25, 2026, on his
Motions to Reconsider Judge DiMatteo’'s September 4, 2026
ruling, and to Compel Integon to Produce Documents Responsive
to His Subpoenas, together with National General’s Oppositions to

those Motions.















be turned over to the Plaintiff pursuant to the subpoena duces
tecum; (2) Documents identified in the privilege log shall not be
disclosed and are quashed. (3) Plaintiffs Motion to Reconsider is
Denied.”

41. The Defendants, National General, and Judge
DiMatteo have performed an unlawful and opaque end-around of
Antonacci and the Arlington clerk’s office. Judge DiMatteo has
ignored the Virginia Rules of Civil Procedure to make an
unreviewable ruling that classifies an unknown number of
documents as privileged before Antonacci was able to challenge
any specific claim of privilege.

42. On September 17, 2026, Antonacci filed a Motion to
Reconsider the Court’s unfounded, September 16, 2026 Order, and
to further stay the lower court proceedings until this Court rules
on this Petition. (Second Motion to Reconsider and Motion to Stay,
Exhibit 12.)

43. Judge DiMatteo is either willfully aiding-and-abetting,

as an accomplice-after-the-fact, a hit-and-run driver who
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attempted to murder Antonacci, or she 1s no longer competent to
perform her duties as a judge.

44, In either case, after issuing the orders requested in
this Petition, Judge DiMatteo should be suspended from her
judicial duties pending an investigation into her competence
and/or willful complicity in the Defendants’ criminal acts.

45. On September 17, 2026, counsel for National General
requested that the hearing on the Motion to Compel Integon’s
compliance with the subpoena duces tecum be moved to October 9,
2026, to which Antonacci agreed. That notwithstanding, no one
has entered an appearance on behalf of Integon or effectively filed
objections or responses on its behalf.

46. Antonacci has no other way of obtaining this discovery
and the acts of Judge DiMatteo are clearly meant to prejudice
Antonacci’s ability to ascertain and object to the fraud perpetrated
by National General and LevineCarita PLLC in concealing the
perpetrator of the violent crime committed against Antonacci on
June 18, 2024. Judge DiMatteo is plainly trying prejudice

Antonacci’s ability to properly object to National General and
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September 4 and 16, 2026 Orders, as they relate to the subpoenas
duces tecum addressed herein; and

PROHIBITING Circuit Judge DiMatteo frorﬁ
Quashing Petitioner Louis B. Antonacci’s Praecipes setting
hearings for September 25 and/or October 9, 2026; and

PROHIBITING Circuit Judge DiMatteo, or any other
presiding Circuit Judge, from Denying Petitioner Louis B.
Antonacci’s Praecipes Motion to Compel Integon Preferred

Insurance Services to Comply with Subpoena Duces Tecum.

[signature and notarization follows]
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Pursuant to Va. Code Section 8.01-4.3, I verify under
penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the
best of my knowledge.

Dated: September 17, 2026

Respectfully submitted

/sl

Louis B. moM
ANTONACCI PLLC
4126 8th Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
703-300-4635
lou@antonaccilaw.com

Commonwealth of Virginia
City of Alexandria

I hereby certify that on this September 17, 2024, before me, the undersigned
Notary Public in and for the Commonwealth of Virginia, at large, personally
appeared Louis B. Antonacci, known to me or satisfactorily proven to be the
person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and

acknowledged that he/she executed the foregoing instrument for the purposes

set forth herein.
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assert an objection without explaining how the discovery request
1s objectionable. See, e.g., Massey Energy Co. v. United Mine

Workers of America, 72 Va. Cir. 54, 58 (Fairfax Co. 2006). And if

the responding party objects to an item or category of items
requested, they must specify the item or category objected to and
fully respond to the remainder of the request. Rule 4:9(b)(ii).

The party asserting an attorney-client or work product
privilege has the burden to establish the applicability of the
privilege. Commonwealth v. Edwards, 235 Va. 499, 509 (1988)
(citing United States v. Jones, 696 F.2d 1069, 1072 (4th Cir.
1982)). Rule 4:1(b)(6)(i) states

When a party withholds information otherwise
discoverable ... by claiming that it is privileged or
subject to protection as trial preparation
material, the party shall make the claim
expressly and shall describe the nature of the
documents, communications, or things not
produced or disclosed in a manner that, without
revealing information itself privilege or protected,
will enable other parties to assess the
applicability of the privilege or protection.
Failure to provide a privilege log that complies with Rule

4:1(b)(6)() results in the waiver of the privilege. See, e.g., Scordo

v. N. Am. Partners in Anesthesia (Va.), LLC, 112 Va. Cir. 358, 358
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(Newport News Co. 2023); Creasy v. Med. Assocs., 98 Va. Cir. 332,
332 (Montgomery Co. 2018).

It has long been the law of the Commonwealth that the
lawyer for the insured, despite being appointed by the carrier,
owes the same duties to the insured as if the lawyer were
privately retained. Norman v. Insurance Company, 218 Va. 718,
727 (1978). Subsequent legal ethics opinions have reaffirmed
Virginia’s rule that a lawyer who is appointed by the carrier, but
does not represent the carrier, may not disclose privileged
information to the carrier without the client’s consent, including
the carrier’s defenses to coverage. Virginia State Bar Legal Ethics
Opinions 1723, approved by the Supreme Court of Virgini on
September 29, 1999. For the purposes of the attorney-client
privilege, the carrier is a third party and communication of
privileged information to the carrier therefore waives the
privilege.

“A writ of prohibition is an extraordinary remedy employed
‘to redress the grievance growing out of an encroachment of

jurisdiction.” Elliott v. Great Atlantic Management Co., Inc., 236
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Va. 334, 338 (1988) (quoting James v. Stokes, 77 Va. 225, 229
(1883)). “Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy that may be used
‘to compel performance of a purely ministerial duty, but it does not
lie to compel the performance of a discretionary duty.” Ancient
Art Tattoo Studio, Ltd. v. City of Virginia Beach, 263 Va. 593, 597,
561 S.E.2d 690, 692 (2002) (quoting Board of County Supervisors
v. Hylton Enters., Inc., 216 Va. 582, 584, 221 S.E.2d 534, 536
(1976)).

A petition for mandamus or prohibition should be sustained
when the petitioner has no adequate remedy at law. King v.
Hening, 203 Va. 582, 586, 125 S.E.2d 827, 830 (1962).

II. ARGUMENT

This Court should issue writs of mandamus and prohibition
because Judge DiMatteo is acting beyond her lawful authority; she
has failed to compel the ministerial act of compliance with
lawfully issued subpoenas; and Antonacci has no other adequate
remedy at law.

Judge DiMatteo is allegedly now sitting on at least some of

the documents Antonacci subpoenaed from National General
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purportedly to perform an in camera review. Antonacci says
“allegedly” because he has no way of know what, if anything, was
actually delivered to DiMatteo’s chambers. But in any case, an in
camera review for what purpose? There are no other pending
issues before the Court.

On September 8, 2026, this case was set for jury trial
commencing April 7, 2027. For what purpose does a judge need to
review the discovery that Antonacci subpoenaed, from the
defendants’ insurers, before that discovery is produced to
Antonacci? As Antonacci maintained in his response in opposition
to Defendants’ Motion to Quash, if he disputes any assertion of
privilege by National General or Integon, then he will dispute the
claim of privilege and move to compel discovery.

This novel extrajurisdictional process is simply a ruse meant
to prevent Antonacci from obtaining discovery that likely
implicates National General, Integon, and LevineCarita PLLC, as
accomplices after-the-fact, in Defendant Sonia Vides’s attempted
murder of Antonacci. Indeed, Antonacci moved for sanctions

against Tishler for his repeated false claims that Vides has
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mysteriously abandoned her husband, daughter, and grandson to
relocate somewhere in Guatemala that conveniently has no
mailing address.

And after the Arlington Circuit Court Clerk served, on
behalf of Antonacci, these very simple, standard discovery
requests on defendants’ insurers, Judge DiMatteo swoops in, on
behalf of the Defendants, and effectively quashes those subpoenas
by allowing Defendants to respond to those subpoenas, on behalf
of their insurers, directly to her chambers. DiMatteo cut out
Antonacci and the clerk’s office to ensure no incriminating
evidence is revealed to Antonacci or into the public record. The
Arlington Circuit Court proceedings are a sham.

Rule 4:9A(c)(3) is very specific about the role of the Court on
a motion to quash a lawfully served subpoena duces tecum. There
is no dispute that the subpoenas were lawfully served. And as
even Judge DiMatteo conceded, there can be no dispute that
Antonacci’s discrete requests are indeed relevant and well within

the bounds of allowable discovery.
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arise. Any preemptive claims of privilege by the Defendants’
counsel have no place in a motion to quash a subpoena duces
tecum. National General and Integon must produce the privilege
log required by Rule 4:1(b)(6)(i), and they must file that log and
the nonprivileged, responsive documents with the Arlington
Clerk’s office, as required by 4:9A(c)(3). And indeed the
Defendants’ claims of privilege, on behalf of their lawyers’
nonclient and nonparty insurer, have no basis under Virginia law
in any case.

Writs of prohibition and mandamus must issue to allow thfé
very standard discovery request to proceed as required by Virginia
law. That the Virginia State Bar is implicated in the attempted
murder of one of its now former members is not a compelling
reason to effectively quash a perfectly lawful and appropriate
subpoena duces tecum.

WHEREFORE, for the reasons stated herein, and in the
Verified Petition, Plaintiff-Petitioner Louis B. Antonacci
respectfully requests that this Honorable Court issue a Writ of

Mandamus

24



1) COMMANDING that Arlington County Circuit Court
Judge DiMatteo Reconsider and Vacate her Orders of September 4
and 16, 2026, as they relate to the subpoenas duces tecum
addressed herein; and

2) COMMANDING that Arlington County Circuit Judge
DiMatteo issue an ORDER(S) compelling National General
Insurance Company and Integon Preferred Insurance Company to
file with the Arlington County Circuit Court Clerk written
responses, and responsive documents, to the subpoenas duces
tecum Petitioner Antonacci served upon them on August 11, 2026,
in accordance with Virginia Supreme Court Rile 4:9A(c)(3); and

3) COMMANDING that Arlington County Circuit Judge
DiMatteo issue an ORDER ruling that Integon Preferred
Insurance Services has WAIVED all objections to Petitioner Louis
B. Antonacci’s subpoena duces tecum, served upon Integon on
August 11, 2026.

In addition, for the reasons stated herein, and in the Verified
Petition, Plaintiff-Petitioner Louis B. Antonacci respectfully

requests that this Honorable Court issue a Writ of Prohibition

25



1) PROHIBITING Circuit dJudge DiMatteo from
performing an in camera review of the documents that Antonacci
subpoenaed from National General Insurance Company and
Integon Preferred Insurance Company, which those nonparties
are required to produce directly to the Arlington County Circﬁit
Court Clerk, in accordance with Virginia Supreme Court Rule
4:9A(c)(3); and

2)  PROHIBITING Circuit Judge DiMatteo from denying
Petitioner Louis B. Antonacci’s Motion for Reconsideration of her
September 4 and 16, 2026 Orders, as they relate to the subpoenas
duces tecum addressed herein; and

3) PROHIBITING Circuit Judge DiMatteo from

Quashing Petitioner Louis B. Antonacci’s Praecipes setting

~

hearings for September 25 and/or October 9, 2026 and

4)  PROHIBITING Circuit Judge DiMatteo, or any other
presiding Circuit Judge, from Denying Petitioner Louis B.
Antonacci’'s Praecipes Motion to Compel Integon Preferred

Insurance Services to Comply with Subpoena Duces Tecum.
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Dated: September 17, 2026

Respectfully submitted

s/ %R&\

Louis B. Antonacci
ANTONACCI PLLC
4126 8th Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
703-300-4635
lou@antonaccilaw.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, on September 17, 2026, I caused this
Petition to be served via U.S. Mail or commercial carrier to
counsel for the Defendants, counsel for National General
Insurance Company, and the Virginia Attorney General, at the
addresses below. The undersigned is causing service to be effected
by sheriff on Circuit Judge Louise M. DiMatteo, Integon Preferred
Insurance Services, and the Virginia Attorney General, proof of
which will be filed with Arlington County Circuit Court and the
Supreme Court of Virginia. )

Jeremy S. Tishler, Esq. (VSB #72439)
LevineCarita PLC

1010 Cameron Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

917-301-5411
jeremy_tishler@comcast.net

Counsel for Defendants

E. Brandon Ferrell (VSB # 87513)
Shands, Ferrell, Keeney & O’Malley, P.C.
9030 Stormy Point Parkway, Suite 530
Richmond, VA 23235

804-747-7470

bferrel@skfolaw.com

Counsel for National General

/s/

Louis B. Antonacci
ANTONACCI PLLC
4126 8th Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
703-300-4635
lou@antonaccilaw.com






















VIRGINIA:

ARLINGTON CIRCUIT COURT
REQUEST FOR SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM (PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS IN COURT AND ELSEWHERE)

. ... Louis B. Antonacci . ;
Plaintiff v Defendant Sergio Palma, et. al

Name Name
Case No. CL2500 . 3213
Check one:

J Request for Witness to Testify and Produce Records in Court
) Request for Production of Records only (other location)
O Request for Deposition and Production for Records (other location)

The Clerk of said Court will please summon the following witness:

Witness Name/Company Addre f Wi -
National General Insurance Company clo CSC, 100 Shockoe Slip FI 2. Richmond, VA-28219

to testify and produce records at:

Arlington Circuit Court, 1425 N. Courthouse Rd., Arlington, VA 22201 (list records on attachment)
on August 31, 2026 at 10:00 a.m.

Date Time

2. The Clerk of said Court will please summon the following witness
Witness Name/Company Address of Witness

Jto appear for deposition and produce records at: (list records on attachment)

Name/Office/Address

on at

Date Time

Request on behalf of Bpiaintiff DDefendant Hother
Louis B. Antonacci

Service by: “ISheriff [JPrivate Process Server i\

Louis B. Antonacci

Print Name (Attorney/Pro Se Name) Signatdre

- August 3, 2026 4126 8th Street NW #3

Dat Address:

Washington, DC 20011

Daytime Phone #: 708 300 4635




RGINIA:
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ARLINGTON COUNTY

LOUIS B. ANTONACCI,
V.
SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA, et. al. Consolidated Case Nos.
CL25003213
CL26002265
CL26002682
SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

O:
National General Insurance Company

¢/o Corporation Service Company
100 Shockoe Slip F1 2
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Plaintiff Louis B. Antonacci, pursuant to Virginia Supreme Court Rules 4:9A, propounds
the following Subpoena Duces Tecum on National General Insurance Company, to testify and
o records at 1425 N. Courthouse Road, Arlington, VA 22201, on or before August 31,

26.

‘ted: August 3, 2026

. =
Louis-B/AMonacci
Antonacci PLLC

4126 8™ Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
lou@antonaccilaw.com
T 703-300-4635

E lou@antonaccilaw.com







H.  As used herein, the term “Vides™ shall refer to Palma’s wife and a Defendant in
ove-captioned matter, Sonia E. Vides.

[ As used herein, the term “Heidi” shall mean Vides’s daughter and a Defendant in
¢ above-captioned matter, Heidi Palma Vides, who currently resides at 3406 Branch Ave., Apt.

2023, Alexandria, Virginia 23202.
Ja “Martinez Claim” shall mean Claim Number 260-332-625 under the Automobile

Policy.
K.  Asused herein, the term “ESI” shall mean “Electronically Stored Information”, as
term is used in Part Four of the Rule of the Supreme Court of Virginia.
L.  As used herein, the term the “Complaints” shall mean any and all of the
laints filed by Plaintiff Louis B. Antonacci in the above-consolidated matters, including his
complaint in City of Alexandria, Virginia Circuit Court civil case number CL26000411, Louis B.
Antonacci v Alicia Janneth Martinez Guachi, which was transferred to Arlington County Circuit
Court pursuant to a transfer order entered July 18, 2026, and later consolidated with Arlington
ivil Case Numbers CL25003213 and CL26002265, pursuant to Arlington County Circuit
urt’s Order of July 31, 2026.
M.  As used herein, the term “Vehicle” shall mean the 2007 Honda FIT S motor
«cle with Virginia tag number TMB9177 and VIN Number JHMGD38637S000746-8C1133.

A.  As used herein, the term "Bicycle Crash" refers to any incident occurring on or
1bout June 18, 2024, at the intersection of Walter Reed Drive and Four Mile Run Drive in
Arlington, Virginia, where a Cyclist is alleged to have suffered injuries as a result of the

allegedly negligent operation of the Vehicle.






invoices, receipts, including preliminary drafts or revisions or copies of any of the foregoing if
the copy is in any way different from the original now in your possession, custody or control, or
« possession, custody or control of your counsel, independent public accountants, evaluation
‘onsultants, appraisers, engineering consultants, agents, employees and/or persons acting on your
“half. As used herein, “control” means actual possession, constructive possession, beneficially
owning, power to obtain and ability to obtain any document.
D.  As used herein, the term “pertaining to™ or “relating to” shall mean referring to,
~flecting, or related in any manner, logically, factually, indirectly or directly to the matter
addressed.
E.  As used herein, the term “communication” shall mean any transmission of words
or thoughts between or among two or more persons, and includes, but is not limited to, spoken
rrds. electronic mail messages, text/SMS messages, instant messages (“IM”), conversations,
-onferences, discussions, talks and reports, whether transmitted in person or by any electronic
Jdevices such as telephone, radio, computer, and documents as defined above.
F.  As used herein, the word “identify” when used in reference to a document, shall

mean to state: (a) its date; (b) its subject and its substance: (¢) its author; (d) its recipients; (¢) the

'ype of document (e.g., letter, memorandum, telegram, chart, computer input or print-out,

photograph, sound reproduction, etc.); and, if applicable, (f) the privilege asserted which justifies
ithholding the document.

G. If you object to any of the requests herein, you must do so by written response

~reto. If written objections to any of these requests are made, you must nonetheless comply

with the remainder of the requests. If a written response to a request is not made prior to your










8. All communications by or to Jennifer Doss, SR Consultant at NGIC, which relate
r pertain to the Complaints, the Bicycle Crash, the Martinez Claim, and/or any other claim(s)
nade, under the Automobile Policy, as a result of the Bicycle Crash and/or the Complaints.

0. All communications by or to NGIC employee Kayla Wentworth, which relate or

tain to the Complaints, the Bicycle Crash, the Martinez Claim, and/or any other claim(s)
made, under the Automobile Policy, as a result of the Bicycle Crash and/or the Complaints.

10.  Any statement of any persons purporting to be witnesses or persons purporting to
have knowledge of the issues relating or pertaining to the Bicycle Crash and/or the allegations in
the Complaints.

11. All claims made by Palma, Martinez, Vides, and/or Heidi under the Automobile

olicy.

12. All claims made by Palma, Martinez, Vides, and/or Heidi under any insurance

licy issued or underwritten. By NGIC and/or Integon.

13. Prove a certified copy of the Automobile Policy and related Declarations Page.

Dated: August 3, 2026

Respectfully submitted,

o (A
Louis B. ccl

Antonacci PLLC

4126 8" Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
lou@antonaccilaw.com
T 703-300-4635

E lou@antonaccilaw.com



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, on August 3, 2026, the undersigned caused the above Subpoena
s Tecum to be served via electronic mail to the following:

Jeremy S. Tishler, Esq. (VSB #72439)
LevineCarita PLC

1010 Cameron Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

917-301-5411

jeremy _tishler@comcast.net

Louis B. Antonacci







'TRGINIA:
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ARLINGTON COUNTY

LOUIS B. ANTONACCI,

v.

SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA, et. al. Consolidated Case Nos.
CL25003213
CL26002265
CL26002682

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM
TO:

Integon Preferred Insurance Company
c¢/o Corporation Service Company
100 Shockoe Slip F1 2

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Plaintiff Louis B. Antonacci, pursuant to Virginia Supreme Court Rules 4:9A, propounds
« following Subpoena Duces Tecum on Integon Preferred Insurance Company, to testify and

oduce records at 1425 N. Courthouse Road, Arlington, VA 22201, on or before August 31,

26.

Dated: August 3, 2026

Respectfj;y szmined,

Louis B. Antofiacei
Antonacci PLLC

4126 8" Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
lou@antonaccilaw.com
T 703-300-4635

E lou@antonaccilaw.com




DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

A.  As used herein, the term “you,” “your” and “yours” or “Integon” shall mean
on Preferred Insurance Company, which is an Illinois stock corporation, and all its
iployees, directors, managers, adjusters, attorneys, auditors, and agents.

B.  As used herein, the term “NGIC” shall mean National Preferred Insurance
Company, which is an Illinois stock corporation, and all its employees, directors, managers,
idjusters, attorneys, auditors, and agents.

C.  As used herein, the term “LevineCarita” shall mean LevineCarita PLLC, which is -

Virginia professional limited liability company, and all its members, employees, directors,
1agers, adjusters, attorneys, partners, associates, auditors, and agents.

D. As used herein, the term “Parrish” shall mean Parrish Law Firm PLLC, which is a

mnia professional limited liability company, and all its members, employees, directors,
managers, adjusters, attorneys, partners, associates, auditors, and agents.

E.  As used herein, the term “Automobile Policy” shall mean your Virginia Personal

\utomobile Insurance Policy Number 2014273137, effective February 1, 2024 through February V

2023.
F. As used herein, the term “Palma” shall mean the Defendant in the above-
»tioned matter, and your named insured under the Automobile Policy, Sergios Ramiro Palma.
G.  As used herein, the term “Martinez” shall mean the Defendant in the above-
ptioned matter, which was consolidated with the transferred City of Alexandria, Virginia
ircuit Court civil case number CL26000411, Louis B. Antonacci v Alicia Janneth Martinez

Guachi, and who also filed Claim Number 260-332-625 under the Automobile Policy.



H. As used herein, the term “Vides” shall refer to Palma’s wife and a Defendant in

he above-captioned matter, Sonia E. Vides.

L. As used herein, the term “Heidi” shall mean Vides’s daughter and a Defendant in

the above-captioned matter, Heidi Palma Vides, who currently resides at 3406 Branch Ave., Apt.
123, Alexandria, Virginia 23202.

Je “Martinez Claim™ shall mean Claim Number 260-332-625 under the Automobile

licy.

K. As used herein, the term “ESI” shall mean “Electronically Stored Information”, as

.t term is used in Part Four of the Rule of the Supreme Court of Virginia.

1. As used herein, the term the “Complaints” shall mean any and all of the
complaints filed by Plaintiff Louis B. Antonacci in the above-consolidated matters, including his
complaint in City of Alexandria, Virginia Circuit Court civil case number CL26000411, Louis B.

ntonacci v Alicia Janneth Martinez Guachi, which was transferred to Arlington County Circuit
urt pursuant to a transfer order entered July 18, 2026, and later consolidated with Arlington

il Case Numbers CL25003213 and CL26002265, pursuant to Arlington County Circuit
urt’s Order of July 31, 2026.

M.  As used herein, the term “Vehicle” shall mean the 2007 Honda FIT S motor

chicle with Virginia tag number TMB9177 and VIN Number JHMGD38637S000746-8C1133.

A.  As used herein, the term "Bicycle Crash" refers to any incident occurring on or
about June 18, 2024, at the intersection of Walter Reed Drive and Four Mile Run Drive in

rlington, Virginia, where a Cyclist is alleged to have suffered injuries as a result of the

‘cgedly negligent operation of the Vehicle.







invoices, receipts, including preliminary drafts or revisions or copies of any of the foregoing if

copy is in any way different from the original now in your possession, custody or control, or

© possession, custody or control of your counsel, independent public accountants, evaluation

sultants, appraisers, engineering consultants, agents, employees and/or persons acting on your

ochalf. As used herein, “control” means actual possession, constructive possession, beneficially
owning, power to obtain and ability to obtain any document.

D.  As used herein, the term “pertaining to” or “relating to” shall mean referring to,
reflecting, or related in any manner, logically, factually, indirectly or directly to the matter
«ddressed.

E.  Asused herein, the term “communication” shall mean any transmission of words

oughts between or among two or more persons, and includes, but is not limited to, spoken

ords, electronic mail messages, text/SMS messages, instant messages (“IM”), conversations,

nferences, discussions, talks and reports, whether transmitted in person or by any electronic
devices such as telephone, radio, computer, and documents as defined above.

E. As used herein, the word “identify” when used in reference to a document, shall

mean to state: (a) its date; (b) its subject and its substance; (c) its author; (d) its recipients; (e) the

tvpe of document (e.g., letter, memorandum, telegram, chart, computer input or print-out,
tograph, sound reproduction, etc.); and, if applicable, (f) the privilege asserted which justifies
ithholding the document.
G. If you object to any of the requests herein, you must do so by written response
nereto. If written objections to any of these requests are made, you must nonetheless comply

with the remainder of the requests. If a written response to a request is not made prior to your

o
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VIRGINIA:
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR ARLINGTON COUNTY
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Plaintiff,

VPA[VV)%, et of .
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VIRGINIA:

h’-""-.,_\

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR ARLINGTON COU!:\'TY Y.

MY A

sutd B ’Q ‘D ‘.Zu

OUIS B. ANTONACCH,

SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA, et. al. Consolidated Case Nos.

|
|
|
]
!

- CL25003213
| CL26002265
CL26002682

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Louis B. Antonacci (“Antonacci™), pursuant to Rule 1:1, and
files this Motion to Compel Discovery, and states as follows:

On August 3, 2026, Antonacci served subpoenas duces tecum on National General
insurance Company and Integon Preferred Insurance Company, both with a return dates of
August 28, 2026. (Exhibit 1.) National General and Integon were served with the subpoenas
duces tecum on August 11, 2026. (Exhibit 2.) Neither Integon nor National General filed any
objection to the subpoena, nor did they produce any documents.

On August 17, 2026, the Defendants, by counsel. filed a motion to quash the subpoena

served upon National General. (Exhibit 3.) No one has ever filed a motion to quash the

bpoena served on Integon. On August 25, 2026, Antonacci filed his Response in Opposition

» the Defendants Motion to Quash the subpoenas duces tecum. As set forth therein, and as

ounsel for defendants has repeatedly admitted. counsel for defendants has no attorney-client
relationship with National General or Integon.

Nonetheless. on September 4. 202, this Court ordered that counsel for defendants shall

produce documents responsive to Antonacci’s subpoenas directly to her chambers, and further



that counsel for defendants shall produce the applicable privilege logs. (Exhibit 4.) That ruling
has no basis under Virginia law, or the law of any jurisdiction as far as the undersigned is
awarc.

Rule 4:9A governs the production of documents by nonparties in civil cases. Rule
+:9A(c)(3) speaks to the Court’s authority over the nonparty ‘s compliance with the subpoena.

thing in Rule 4:9A(c)(3) authorizes what the Court has done here.

Rule 4:9A(c)(3) provides that, upon written objection, the Court may 1) quash or modify
the subpoena: 2) require the issuing party to advance costs: or 3) direct that the documents
subpoenaed “be returned only to the office of the clerk of the court through which such
documents and tangible things are subpoenaed in which event. upon request of any party in
interest, or his attorney, the clerk of the court must permit the withdrawal of such documents
and tangible things.... To permit his inspection, photographing, or copying thereof.” The

ourt’s Order of September 4, 2026 not only improperly makes counsel for defendants. who
‘0es not represent either of the nonparties subpoenaed. responsible for producing the
sponsive documents and relevant privilege logs, but also bypasses the Clerk’s office entirely

to require production directly to her chambers.

This is an improper abuse of judicial authority, with no basis under Virginia law, that is
plainly prejudicial to the plaintiff and biased in favor of the defendants. Antonacci has ﬂlea
written objections to the September 4, 2026 order contemporaneously herewith.

.

There is no authority for these actions under Virginia law and this Court should reconsider

ts order of September 4, 2026, deny defendants motion to quash, and order National General

produce responsive documents to the clerk’s office within two weeks of entry of this order.
















VIRGINIA:

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR ARLINGTON COUNTY RECE, VED
W Ser 10 p ), .
LOUIS B. ANTONACCI, co '
AR iy FER SON A .
2K i »\'{L‘L- ;:

V.

SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA, et. al. Consolidated Case Nos.
CL25003213
CL26002265
CL26002682

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Louis B. Antonacci (“Antonacci”), pursuant to Rule 4:12,
and files this Motion to Compel Discovery, and states as follows:

On August 3, 2026, Antonacci served Integon Preferred Insurance Company with the

'tached subpoena duces tecum with a return date of August 28, 2026. (Exhibit 1.) Integon
was served with the subpoena duces tecum on August 11, 2026. (Exhibit 2.) Neither Integon
nor any party filed any objection to the subpoena prior to the return date. Integon has not
produced any responsive document nor filed any objection, thereby waiving any objections or
claims of attorney-client privilege.

WHEREFORE, for the reasons stated herein, Plaintiff Louis B. Antonacci respectfully
requests this Court enter an order COMPELLING Integon Preferred Insurance Company to
produce documents responsive to the subpoena duces tecum it was served on August 11, 2026
within 14 days of entry of this order.

Dated: September 10, 2026

Respectfully submitted,
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SFKO

Shands | Ferrell | Keeney | O’'Malley

9030 Stony Point Parkway, Suite 530
Richmond, Virginia 23235
(804) 747-7470 « FAX (804) 747-7977

www.sfkolaw.com

Writer’s Email: bferrell@sfkolaw.com
Paralegal’s Email: tgraham@sfkolaw.com

September 14, 2026

By FedEx

Hon. Paul F. Ferguson, Clerk
Arlington Circuit Court

1425 North Courthouse Road
Arlington, Virginia 22201

Re:  Louis Antonacci v. Sergio Ramiro Palma, et al.
Case Nos.: CL25-3213; CL26-2265; CL26-2682

Dear Mr. Ferguson:

Enclosed for filing please find the following on behalf of National General Insurance
Company with reference to the above case:

| 8 National General Insurance Company’s Motion to Quash Praecipe and Opposition
%o Plaintiff’s Motion to Reconsider; and

2 National General Insurance Company’s Motion to Quash Praecipe and Opposition
to Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel.

Thank you for your assistance in this regard.

Very jruly yours

FBF/ttg
nclosure
cc: Louis B. Antonacci, Esquire (by Regular U.S. Mail and Email)
Jeremy S. Tischler, Esquire (by Regular U.S. Mail and Email)
Amanda Lussier
National General Insurance Company
Claim No.: 260332625




VIRGINIA:

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF ARLINGTON

OUIS ANTONACCI,
Plaintiff,
V. Case Nos.: CL25-3213; CL26-2265; CL26-2682
SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA, et al., Defendants

NATIONAL GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY’S MOTION TO QUASH PRAECIPE
AND OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO RECONSIDER

COMES NOW National General Insurance Company (“National General™), by counsel,

and moves this Court to quash Plaintiff’s Praecipe/Notice of Hearing as it relates to Plaintiff’s
otion to Reconsider Order of September 4, 2026, and opposes the Motion on the merits for the
following reasons:

1. On September 4, 2026, this Court ordered National General to file its claim file
with a privilege log with this Court for an in camera review. National General filed the same.

2 Now, Plaintiff moves this Court to reconsider its ruling from September 4, 2026.

3. First, Plaintiff is not entitled to a hearing on a motion to reconsider unless this
Court orders the same pursuant to Rule 4:15(d). As such, the Praecipe should be quashed and/or

's Court should deny this Motion without a hearing.

4. Second, this matter is not ripe for this Court’s consideration. There is nothing to
reconsider from this Court’s September 4, 2026 order. Simply, this Court has not conducted its in
camera review yet. As such, the Praecipe should be quashed and/or the Motion should be denied
without a hearing.

S Third, and only if this Court reaches the merits, Defendant states that Plaintiff’s

Motion should be denied because motions to reconsider are disfavored under Virginia law. See




Baker v. DMV, 2025 Va. Cir. LEXIS 364, 2-3 (County of Culpeper, 2025)(citing Hechler
Chevrolet, Inc. v. General Motors Corp., 230 Va. 396 (1985).

6. Plaintiff has already been heard on this issue. Plaintiff has already utilized this
Court’s resources on this matter and counsel for Defendant already appeared and argued this
Motion. There is no good cause for Plaintiff to be permitted to once again use this Court’s
resources and time on a matter that was already heard.

7. Additionally, the Court’s prior ruling has not even been finalized. That alone is
.ufficient to deny this Motion without a hearing. The Court should not reconsider its prior ruling
tor all the reasons previously argued and articulated.

WHEREFORE National General, by counsel, asks this Court quash the subject Praecipe
and/or deny Plaintiff’s Motion to Reconsider without a hearing, or with one if ordered, enter an
order to the same, award the appropriate sanction pursuant to Va. Code Sec. 8.01-271.1 if this

Court deems the same just, and award any other relief this Court deems just.

NATIONAL GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY,

b By Counsel
, p.d.

E. Brandon Ferrell, Esquire (VSB #87513)
Shands, Ferrell, Keeney & O’Malley, P.C.
9030 Stony Point Parkway, Suite 530
Richmond, Virginia 23235

Telephone: (804) 747-7470

Facsimile: (804) 747-7977
ferrellstkolaw.com

Counsel for National General

Insurance Company




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been forwarded
oy U.S. Mail and email, postage prepaid, on this [ﬁ !:./day of September, 2026 to the counsel of

ccord set forth below.

E. Brandon Ferrell, Esquire

Louis B. Antonacci
Antonacci PLLC

4126 8% Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011

eantonaccHaw.coni

T: 703-300-4635
Jeremy S. Tischler, Esq.
~vineCarita, PLC
010 Cameron Street
Alexandria, VA 22314
remy_tishleri comcast.net

1:917-301-5411




VIRGINIA:
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF ARLINGTON

» ANTONACCI,
Plaintiff,
Case Nos.: CL25-3213; CL26-2265; CL26-2682
SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA, et al., Defendants

NATIONAL GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY’S MOTION TO QUASH PRAECIPE
AND OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO COMPEL

COMES NOW National General Insurance Company (“National General™), by counsel,
and moves this Court to quash Plaintiff’s Praecipe/Notice of Hearing as it relates to Plaintiff’s
Viotion to Compel, and opposes the Motion on the merits for the following reasons:

1. Plaintiff issued two (2) identical subpoenas duces tecum to National General and

.cgon Preferred Insurance Company on August 3, 2026.

2. Integon Preferred Insurance Company is a subsidiary and member company
within the National General Insurance Company umbrella. Thus, the subpoenas at issue are
duplicative.

3. Upon information and belief, the relationship between the two entities was
discussed and explained at the hearing on September 4, 2026 discussed below. Nonetheless,
Plaintiff filed this Motion after the hearing.

4. The subject matter of Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel and the subject subpoena has
alrcady been litigated and is pending a ruling of this Court. As such, National General adopts and

ncorporates its position stated in its Motion to Quash and Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to
Reconsider. Simply, this matter is currently under advisement and the Motion to Compel

concerns the exact same issue.




s National General, and Integon Preferred Insurance Company to the extent

‘ccessary, move this Court to deny Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel since the duplicative subpoena
s subject to a Motion to Quash and there is simply nothing to compel. National General and

Integon Preferred Insurance Company are not distinct for purposes of the subpoenas and
compliance with the same remains subject to this Court’s ruling from September 4, 2026.

6. To the extent necessary, Integon Preferred Insurance Company adopts and

incorporates the previously-filed Motion to Quash and asks for leave of court, if necessary, to file
way of adoption and incorporation the previously-filed and argued Motion to Quash.
WHEREFORE National General, by counsel, asks this Court quash the subject Praecipe
"or deny Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel, enter an order to the same, award the appropriate

sanction pursuant to Va. Code Sec. 8.01-271.1 if this Court deems the same just, and award any

other relief this Court deems just.
NATIONAL GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY,

By Counsel

(4// pd

£. Brandon Ferrgll, Esquire (VSB #87513)

Shands, Ferrell, Keeney & O’Malley, P.C.
130 Stony Point Parkway, Suite 530

chmond, Virginia 23235

lelephone: (804) 747-7470

Facsimile: (804) 747-7977
ferrellwstkolaw.com

Counsel for National General

Insurance Company




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been forwarded

by U.S. Mail and email, postage prepaid, on this ay of September, 2026 to the counsel of

L

E. Brandon Ferrell, Esquire

record set forth below.

[_ouis B. Antonacci
Antonacci PLLC

4126 8™ Street NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
oufantonaccilaw.com

T: 703-300-4635

Jeremy S. Tischler, Esq.

LevineCarita, PLC

1010 Cameron Street

Alexandria, VA 22314
~omy_tishler( comecast.net

917-301-5411
























VIRGINIA:
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE ARLINGTON COUNTY

LOUIS ANTONACCI,

Plaintiff,

V. : Case No.: CL25003213
- CL26002265

SERGIO ROMIRO PALMA, et al., : CL26002682

Defendants.

DEFENDANT HEIDI PALMA VIDES’ ANSWERS TO
INTERROGATORIES

COMES HEIDI PALMA VIDES (“Defendant”), by Counsel, and for her Answers to the
Plaintiff’s Interrogatories states as follows:

The information supplied in these Answers is not based solely on the knowledge of the
ecuting parties but includes the knowledge of the parties, and their agents, representatives and
orneys, unless privileged.

The word usage and sentence structure is that of the attorney and does not purport to be the

«ct language of the executing parties.

INTERROGATORIES
1. State all known current addresses for Vides, foreign and domestic.

Answer: Sonia Vides currently resides in Asuncion Mita, Guatemala. This answer will

»e supplemented.
2 State your residential add:ess as of June 18, 2024.

Answer: Defendant resided at 3406 Branch Avenue, Apt. 2023, Alexandria, VA 22302.

1 EXHIBIT

o S




3. State the duration of your residence at the address where you resided on June 18,
4,

Answer: Defendant has resided at 3406 Branch Avenue, Apt. 2023, Alexandria, VA :‘,
2302 since August of 2023. -

4 Identify every person who resided at the same address as you on June 18, 2024,

Answer: Defendant resided with her mother, Sonia Vides, her son, Nahun Aleman

Palma and her father, Sergio Palma.

5 Identify every person you know or believe to the Drive the Vehicle.

Answer: Sergio Palma is the only person who operates the Vehicle.

6. Identify every person you know or believe Drove the Vehicle on June 18, 2024.

Answer: Defendant has no direct knowledge as to who, if anyone, operated the Vehicle
+ June 18, 2024 but assumes it was Sergio Palma.

7. Identify every person you know or believe was Driving the Vehicle at the time of

the Bicycle Crash.
Answer: Defendant has no direct knowledge as to who, if anyone, operated the Vehicle
on June 18, 2024 but assumes it was Sergio Palma.

8. Identify every person with whom you have communicated, orally or in writing,

icerning the Bicycle Crash.
Answer: Defendant objects to the interrogatory to the extent that it seeks information ~ *
protected by the attorney-client or other applicable privilege, calls for information prepared in

anticipation of litigation or otherwise constitutes attorney-work product. Without waiving the

foregoing, defendant has spoken with undersigned counsel.







HEIDI PALMA VIDES

By Counsel
o2, —
Jeremy S. Tishler, Esq. (VSB#72439)
LEVINECARITA PLC
1010 Cameron Street
Alexandria, VA 22314 s

Tel.: (917) 301-5411

Fax: (703) 370-5572
jtishler@levinecaritaplc.com
Counsel for Defendant

Certificate of Service

[ hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing was emailed and sent via first-class mail
this 25" day of August, 2026 to:

Louis Antonacci

4216 8™ St, NW, #3
Washington, DC 20011

=

Jeremy S. Tishler






















VERIFICATION

I hereby swear and affirm, under the penalty of perjury, that the foregoing Answers to

Interrogatories are true and correct,

SERGIO RAMIRO PALMA
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