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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ARAYA HENOK,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No. 12-0292 (PLF)

CHASE HOME FINANCE, LLC etal.,

Defendants.
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ARAYA HENOK,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No. 12-0336 (PLF)

CHASE HOME FINANCE, LLCgtal.,

N e N N N

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

These related matters dvefore the Court othe motiors of defendant Federal
National Mortgage Association (“Fannie Mae”) to terminate proceed®jast it, or, in the
alternative, to dismiss these actions with respect t8eeDkt. No. 75 in Civil Action No.
12-0292; Dkt. No. 72 in Civil Action No. 12-0336. The Court isskexrOrderson July 14,
2014, informing theoro se plaintiff that if he did notespondo Fannie Maes motions by
July 29, 2014, the Coumhay treat Fannie Mae’s motions as concedgeeDkt. No. 103 in Civil
Action No. 12-0292; Dkt. No. 94 in Civil Action No. 12-0336. The July 29 deadline now has

passed, and the plaintiff has not filed any response to Fannie Mae’s motions.
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In its Fox Ordess, the Courtirectedthe plaintiff's attentiorto supplemental
memorand filed by Fannie Mae, whichddresshe questionvhether Fannie Mae is an
indispensable party to this action under Rule 19 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
SeeDkt. No. 101 in Civil Action No. 12-0292; Dkt. No. 91 in Civil Action No. 12-0336
(“Supp.Memo”). In these memranda (identical versions of which were filed in each of the two
actions), Fannie Mae contends that its presence as a party is not requiteel iofeéftese cases.
The plaintiff originally had joined Fannie Mae as a defendant on the theofyattvaie Mae had
an interest in the two piece$real propeny involved in these disputebecause Fannie Maad
purchased the properties after they were foreclapedby Chase Home Financ&ee
Amended Complaint in Civil Action No. 12-0292, § 5 [Dkt. No];48mendedComplaint in
Civil Action No. 12-0336, 1 5 [Dkt. No. 48].

Although the Court may treat a motion as conceded if the motion is not opposed
within 14 days of its service on the opposing party, or within another time limit established b
theCourt,seelLocaL Civ. R. 7(b), the Court here recognizes that it bears an independent
obligation to ensure that all indispensable parties are joined, if such joindasilddeSee
FeD. R.Civ.P.19; Cook v. FDA 733 F.3d 1, 1112 (D.C. Cir. 2013). The Court concludes that
Fannie Mae’s presence is not necessary in either of these two actions.

As Fannie Mae has pointed osgeSupp. Memo. at 3 n.2, e plaintiff
indicates in each of his two complaints that the properties at issue were $alany Mae to
third parties subsequent to Fannie Mae’s own purchase ofah#ra foreclosure salen Civil
Action No. 12-0292, concerning a property located at 4560 C Street, South¢astDistrict of
Columbia, the plaintiff states that “Fannie Mae [] sold my property agaimémsled Complaint

in Civil Action No. 12-0292, at 17. And in Civil Action No. 12-0336, concerning a property



located aR218 16th Street, Northeast,the District of Columbia, the plaifftmakes the exact
same statemenAmended Complaint in Civil Action No. 12-0336, at 17. In addition, the
plaintiff seems to suggest that he knows the identity of the subsequent purchaser of the 16th
Street property, as he also has named Marco Acewedalafendant and contends that Acevedo
holds an interest in the propertgeeid. { 5 Fannie Magin its supplemental memorandes
neither confirmed nor denied its ownership of the two properties; nonetheless, it appictres
plaintiff himselfbelieves thaFannie Mae no longer owns either of them.

Fannie Mae also argues that even if it had retained ownership of the properties,
the Court still“could accord complete relief among the existing paftled R. Civ. P.
19(a)(1)(A),because everfi the plaintiff were to prevail on his only claim remaining in each of
the two cases— a claim for breach of contract brought against Chase Home Finaheecetlld
not obtain any remedy other than mo@ynage$rom Chase SeeSupp. Memo. at 7-8.
Although Fannie Mae does not offer citation to authority to support this argument, the lega
propositionis, as a general matter, sound. §eeerallyRESTATEMENT(SECOND) OF
CONTRACTS 8§ 345 (1981).Moreover, if at a further stage of proceediriggereto become
evident that the plaintiff might have some claim that implicates the interests of tha curre
owners of theeal properties at issule these cases, the Court woblkel empoweretb require
the joinder of any party indispensable to adjudicatiotnaf claim for relief.See
Fep. R.Civ. P.21 (*On motion or on its own, the court may at any time, on just terms, add or
drop a party.”).

Fnally, the Court notes that Fannie Mae’s dismissal ftioese casesdoes not
affect the plaintiff's right to obtain discovery from Fannie Mae, which the [ffdats been

authorized to do by Judge Kay in both caseeeMemo. Op. & Ordem Civil Action



No. 12-0292at 3-4 [Dkt. No. 100] Memo. Op. & Ordemn Civil Action No. 12-0336at 3-4
[Dkt. No. 92].

For the foregoing reasons, it is hereby

ORDERED that Fannie Mae’s motions to terminate proceedings or, in the
alternative, talismiss [Dkt. No. 75 in Civil Action No. 12-0292; Dkt. No. 72 in Civil Action No.
12-0336]are GRANTED;and it is

FURTHER ORDERED that Fannie Mae is dismissed as a party to the-above

captioned civil actions.

SO ORDERED.
/sl
PAUL L. FRIEDMAN
DATE: July 31, 2014 United States District Judge



