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Attorneys for Plaintiff and the Putative Class

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

JANELLE JASSO; individually, and on Case No. 4:11-cv-05500-YGR

behalf of other members of the genera
public similarly situated, CLASSACTION

Plaintiff, Proproseb} ORDER DISMISSING

NTIRE ACTION
V.

MONEY MART EXPRESS, INC., a Uta
corporation; DOLLAR FINANCIAL |
GROUP, INC., a New Yitk corporation;
and Does 1 through 100, inclusive,

Defendants.

R:iled Together With Plaintiff’'s
equest for Dismissal

nC. 68
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Based on Plaintiff Janelle Jasso’s (“Bl#i”) Request for Dismissal and the
Declaration of Kitty K. Szeto in Supporhereof, and for good cause shown,

ITISHEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. Plaintiff's individual claims & hereby dismissed with prejudice.

2. The absent class mem$eslaims against Defendss Money Mart Expres
Inc. and Dollar Financial Groypnc. are hereby dismissedtinout prejudice and witho
notice to the unnamed putative class memb8rgh dismissal is without prejudice as
any parties who may file clais similar to those alleged in Plaintiff's Complaint.

3. The dismissal of this caselivihave no collateral estoppel oesjudicata
effect on any similar claims brought by anh@t persons, including claims identical G
substantially similar to Plaiifif’'s claims in this case.

4, Each party shall bear her/its oattorneys’ fees and costs incurred in
connection with this matter.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: January 5, 20]
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