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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Appellee seeks further review of the April 21, 2020 Court of Appeals
decision reversing the District Court’s order granting summary judgment
against the Appellant. The sole issue raised by the Appellee is whether the
Court of Appeals decision holding that GreatAmerica’s financing agreement
with a forged signature was not enforceable as a matter of law was in conflict
with the case of Life Investors Ins. Co. of Am. v. Estate of Corrado, 838
N.W.2d 640 (Iowa 2013).
Further review should be denied because there are no grounds upon
which to grant review, and the Court of Appeals’ decision was correct.
STATEMENT OF THE FACTS
The

Plaintiff,

GreatAmerica

Financial

Services

Corporation

(hereinafter “GreatAmerica”), is an Iowa Corporation with its principal place
of business located in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. The Defendant, Natalya
Rodionova Medical Care, P.C. (hereinafter “NRMC”) is a professional
corporation with its practice located in New York City, New York. (Affidavit,
Exh. E. p. 1, App. p. 84). The sole shareholder of the corporation and the only
one authorized in general to sign any document for the corporation is Dr.
Natalya Rodionova. She is a licensed physician. (Interrogatory Nos. 16 and
18, Exh. C, App. pp. 66, 68; Affidavit, Exh. E., p. 1, App. p. 84).
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Dr. Natalya Rodionova began dealing with New York Digital Products,
Inc. (hereinafter “New York Digital”) as to the purchase of certain office
equipment. The person she was dealing with was Anthony Bara. Anthony
Bara is a principal of New York Digital. It appears that Mr. Bara has a criminal
record. (Exh. B, pp. 1-2, App. pp. 42-43).
New York Digital sought financing for the equipment with
GreatAmerica and obtained financing for this equipment through
GreatAmerica. (Exh. D, pp. 4-6, App. pp. 72-74). This was all done without
Dr. Rodionova’s approval or knowledge concerning the details of this
situation. (Exh. C., p. 20, App. p. 64; Exh. 3, App. p. 44).
SCOPE OF REVIEW
The Court reviews decisions on summary judgment motions for
corrections of error at law. Residential Coop., Inc. v. Iowa City Bd. Of Review,
863 N.W.2d 644, 647 (Iowa 2015). The Court of Appeals held that
GreatAmerica did not prove ratification of an agreement with a forged
signature as a matter of law. See Opinion, p. 2 of 22.
ARGUMENT
A.

No Grounds Exist Under Rule of Appellate Procedure 6.1103
to Grant Further Review.

Further review is inappropriate because, pursuant to the Rules of
Appellate procedure, no grounds for further review are present. Iowa R. App.
5

P. 6.1103(b) provides four grounds upon which this Court will grant further
review: (1) the decision of the Court of Appeals conflicts with another
decision of the Court of Appeals or the Supreme Court “on an important
matter;” (2) an “important” matter of constitutional or unsettled law; (3) a
question involving changes to legal principles; or (4) a matter of broad public
importance. (Iowa R. App. P. 6.1103(b)). None of these grounds are present
in this case. Accordingly, because no grounds for further review are present
and, as explained below, because the Court of Appeals’ decision is correct on
the merits, this Application for Further Review should be denied.
B.

The Court of Appeals Correctly Held That GreatAmerica
Did Not Prove Ratification of its Agreement (with a Forged
Signature) as a Matter of Law.

The Plaintiff is basically just asking this Court to consider all the facts
of this case again and exercise its discretion (Iowa R. App. P. 6.1103(6)(d))
to overturn the decision of the Court of Appeals based simply upon a different
view of the facts in this situation rather than any conflict of the decision with
the cited case of Life Investors, Ins. Co. of Am. v. Estate of Corrado, 838
N.W.2d 640 (Iowa 2013). The Plaintiff would like to read that case to say that
even if there is a forged signature of a party to an agreement, if a payment on
the agreement is made or the equipment (if that is what is financed) is not
returned immediately, the financing party wins and no inquiry is made after
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that. That interpretation of Life Investors would be hard to justify by either
the question asked by the United States District Court for the Northern District
of Iowa in that case, or the answer given by the Iowa Supreme Court. The
question asked by the Federal District Court was as follows:
“1. If a party receives a copy of an executed contract with that
party’s signature thereon, even where it is not known who
applied the party’s signature to the contract or whether the
signature was authorized, and the party (a) does not challenge the
signature or otherwise object to the contract, and (b) accepts
benefits and obligations under the contract for at least six years,
then has the party ratified the contract and is the party, therefore,
bound by the terms of the contract?” 838 N.W.2d at 642.
The Court’s answer to this question was, “We answer the first question
in the affirmative.” 838 N.W.2d at 642.
This did not foreclose any other court from inquiring into the
sufficiency of any supposed ratification. The Court went on in the Corrado
case to list actions that do not act as ratification. 838 N.W.2d at 646. The Court
also did not foreclose inquiry into what constitutes accepting a benefit under
a contract. 838 N.W.2d at 646.
The Plaintiff claims that inquiry should be limited. The summary
judgment action may be “put up or shut up” time for the defendant. But this
is also true for the moving party – in this case the Plaintiff – in this action.
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The evidence provided by the Plaintiff in favor of its summary
judgment did not foreclose the defense of the Defendant to what should be
viewed as a dastardly act.
There is scant evidence that NRMC did anything other than make a few
payments. When Ms. Rodionova did not sign the agreement and was only
presented with the agreement at the time the lawsuit was filed, it is difficult to
see how she could be bound by a term as onerous as the “hell or highwater”
clause contained in the agreement. Even if assent were assumed in some
fashion for her not immediately delivering the equipment to some entity (the
evidence will show that she was told by the gentleman from New York Digital
that he would be paying the payments due, that he would pick it up (or that
she expected him to pick it up)) (Plaintiff’s Exh. 3, App. p. 25), there is no
evidence that this equipment provided her a benefit but rather that this was a
scam that she got involuntarily involved with to her corporation’s detriment.
It is difficult to see how Dr. Rodionova’s actions constitute ratification of the
agreement because there was no “conduct that justifies a reasonable
assumption that the person so consents.”
The Defendant will not go through all of the facts involved in this
matter other than to state that the Court of Appeals properly determined that
a summary judgment was not justified based upon the factual record before it
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in this action. This was with due regard to the Life Investors’ case. Nor will
the determination in this case contradict that case in any way because the facts
of this case are not those of the Life Investors’ case, nor any other case cited
by the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff is trying to pound a square peg into a round hole.
CONCLUSION
The Defendant medical corporation was defrauded by a vendor in New
York who took advantage of this professional organization and sought to
defraud it. The facts are entirely different from a situation where either a
mistake is made or someone exceeding their authority signs an agreement and
then the alleged principal attempts to take advantage of the situation by
claiming after receiving some benefit that the principal does not want to honor
the contract. Nothing in the record of this case conclusively shows any benefit
to NRMC or any ratification of the contract with GreatAmerica. The
Application for Further Review should be denied.
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