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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA O
CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL
Case No. 8:14-cv-00074-JLS Date December 2, 2016
8:13-cv-01954-JLS
Title IN RE NAZIE AZAM

Present: The Honorable CHRISTINA A. SNYDER, U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE

CONNIE LEE Not Present N/A
Deputy Clerk Court Reporter / Recorde Tape No.
Attorneys Present for Plaintiffs: Attorneys Present for Defendants:

N/A N/A

Proceedings: Appellant Nazie Azam’s Motion tBisqualify Judge Staton (No.
8:14-cv-00074-JLS, dkt. 20ijéd on November 18, 2016)

Appellant Nazie Azam’s Motion tBisqualify Judge Staton (No.
8:13-cv-01954-JLS, dkt. 15)é¢d on November 18, 2016)

The Court finds these motions appropriatedecision without oral argument. See
Fed. R. Civ. P. 78; C.D. €Cd.ocal Rule 7-15. Accoidgly, the hearing date of
December 23, 2016 is vacated, and th&ensare hereby taken under submission.

l. INTRODUCTION

On November 18, 2016, Nazie Azdied a “Motion to Vacate, for
Disqualification and IntercirauAssignment, and for Other Ref.” In Re Nazie Azam,
No. 8:14-cv-00074-JLS, dkt. 20 (“Case 1 Mtn."The motion, among other things, seeks
disqualification of Judge Josephine L. Staton, the District Court Judge assigned to the
instant cases. Azam moves for re¢usaler 28 U.S.C. § 455 and the Fourteenth
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

Also on November 18, 2016, Azam filed aemdical motion in the matter of In Re
Nazie Azam, No. 8:13-cv-01954-JLS, dkt. 1&&5se 2 Mtn.”). Botltases before Judge
Staton arise from Azam’s appeals of ordessied by the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the
Central District of California in relation tAzam’s Chapter 1Bankruptcy petition.

Azam has provided a voluminous record #melallegations in the related cases are
lengthy. To the extent that specific argumeaarts not discussed more detail, the Court
found such discussion unnecessary.
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Il. DISCUSSION

Azam has contested the foreclosure onrbsidential property at 18 Dorchester
Green, Laguna Niguel, California in statauct, in multiple federal actions, and in
bankruptcy court. Over the course of tliigation, Azam has fild several motions to
disqualify Judge Staton in the related cadadeed, in a prior motion to disqualify Judge
Staton, the court noted:

This is not the only case Azam and [keunsel] Ringgold haviled seeking relief
from the foreclosure on Azam’s homeliaguna Niguel. (See, e.g., SACV 15-
1786 CJC (DFMx); SACV 15-1786 CJC (DFMx); SACV 15-0017 AG (DFMXx).)
Nor is this Motion their first motion to disqualify [] the judge assigned to those
cases. (See SACV 15-1786 CJC (DFM3kt. No. 21 (Motion to Disqualify
Judge Cormac J. Carney); SACV 12-173 (MLGXx), Dkt. No. 63 (Motion to
Disqualify Judge Staton); SACV 15-00RAG (DFMXx), Dkt. Nos. 145, 147
(Motion to Disqualify Judge Andrew Guilford).) Indeed, this pending Motion
requesting disqualification is not evézam and Ringgold’s first motion to
disqualify Judge Staton in this casek{DNo. 22 (Motion to Disqualify Judge
Staton).).

Nazie Azam v. FDIC et al., No. 15-3930S-AS (C.D. Cal. May 31, 2016) dkt. 94 at 2
(“Judge Guilford’s Order”).

In the instant motions, Azam seekglisqualify Judge Staton because “Judge
Staton has direct general anddincial interests in the caged related cases.” Case 1
Mtn. at 1; Case 2 Mtn. at JAzam argues that Judgeafin’s bias “stems from extra
judicial sources outside the case” and thiaigé Staton has a “financial interest the class
action of which appellant is agpp.” Case 1 Mtn. at 4; CaseMtn. at 4. In addition,
Azam contends that Judge Staton disqualifierself because “she was sitting as both a
court of review when she rendered decisiona aager of fact in the underlying cases.”
Case 1 Mtn. at 3; Case 2 Mtn. at 3. Azam alstes: “Given the fache majority of the
district court judges in this court have the same disqualifying interest the case should be
assigned under the procedures of 28 U.S.C.Z&%x(d).” Case 1 Mtn. at 4; Case 2 Mtn.
at 4.
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Azam'’s vague allegations appear to réfean argument that Azam has made in
prior motions to disqualify Judge Staton.reaample, in a prior order on a similar
disqualification motion, the court explained:

The claimed basis for disqualificatipmas] Judge Staton’s previous service
as a judge on the Superior Court ob@ge County. The motion claims that
Superior Court judges in Orangeuty receive supplemental compensation
from the county, which Judge Statorshiaceived and may continue to
receive. This allegedly gives Judgaidh a financial interest in another

case that Plaintiff's counsel filed in which Azam is a member of the putative
class. The case is Law Officesdiha Ringgold and All Current Clients
Thereof v. Jerry Brown et al., 12-cv-717.0ECal.). Azam refers to this as
the “VRA Case.”

Nazie Azam v. Bank of Amara, N.A. et al., No. 8:12v-01732-JLS-MLG (C.D. Cal.
June 19, 2014) dkt. 74 at 2 (“Judge Carter'dedt). Three judges la determined that
Ringgold (or the VRA Case) is entirely unrelatedAzam’s foreclosure disputes and to
Judge Staton’s adjudication of Azam’s appdabm bankruptcy coudrders. _See, e.g.,
id. at 6 (“[E]ven if the Courtvere to credit Azam'’s allegatns and to presume that Judge
Staton had some form of ‘interest’ iretdetermination of the VRA Case allegations,
there is no actual connection between thosgations and any of the cases Judge Staton
has resolved. Nor is there any connectioth&instant case.”); NaziAzam v. FDIC et

al., No. 15-3930-JLS-AS (C.0Cal. Nov. 16, 2105) dkt. 32 at(“Judge Selna’s Order”)
(“[T]here is no substantive relationshiptiveen the present action and Ringgold.”);
Judge Guilford’s Order at 4 (approving eidgie Selna’s finding that Azam’s arguments
for disqualification weravithout merit).

The Court agrees with a prior ordetdressing Azam’s recurring motions for
disqualification and characterizesam’'s pending requests as motions for
reconsideration, as they raise the sameragyis previously raised in earlier motions to
disqualify Judge Staton. See Judge Guilford'dediat 3. Local Rule 7-18 sets forth the
bases upon which this Court may reconsidereaious order. Rule 7-18 provides as
follows:

A motion for reconsideration of tidecision on any motion may be made
only on the grounds of (a) a material difference in fact or law from that
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presented to the Court before such sleci that in the exercise or reasonable
diligence could not have been knowrilte party moving for reconsideration
at the time of such decision, or (bgtamergence of new material facts or a
change of law occurring after the timesuch decision, or (c) a manifest
showing of a failure to consider matdrfacts presented to the Court before
such decision. No motion for reconsidion shall in any manner repeat any
oral or written argument made in supfpaf or in opposition to the original
motion.

L.R. 7-18. The Court concludehat Azam has failed t@sert any new grounds for the
disqualification of Judge Staton. As a res@ltam has failed toanvince the Court that
it should reconsider Judge Seldadge Carter, and Judge Gaitl's determinations that
Judge Staton isot disqualified from hearing matterslated to Azam, the foreclosed
property, and Azam’s bankruptcy. The Court thereRIENIES Azam’s motions for the
disqualification of Judge Staton.

Azam also seeks an “intercircuit assigmti of her bankruggy appeals before
Judge Staton, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 292(d).e @adtn. at 4; Case 2 Mtn. at 4. That
provision of the U.S. Code relates to the €ligstice’s temporary assignment of district
judges when “the need arises.” See 28 €.8.292(d). The provision does not allow a
party to request that a judge in anotherwtrdetermine a disqualification motion. Nor
does it give this Court the authority to @gsthe disqualification motion to another judge
on its own. The Court therefoBENIES Azam’s request for tercircuit assignment.

[ll.  CONCLUSION

In accordance with the foregoing, the CADENIES Azam'’s requests for
disqualification and intercircuit assignment. fhe extent that the motions raise issues
unrelated to disqualification and intercircagsignment, the Couredlines to determine
the merits of those issues. Azam is adimsbed not to bring further motions seeking
reconsideration of the court’s prior ordeta.the event Azam pests in bringing these
motions, the Court will entertain requests $anctions and oth@on-monetary relief.

IT1S SO ORDERED.
00 : 00
Initials of Preparer CL
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