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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

LINDA C. REED, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

WILMINGTON TRUST, N.A., et al., 

Defendants. 
 

Case No.  16-cv-01933-JSW    
 
ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR 
HEARING ON APPLICATION FOR A 
TEMPORARY RESTRAINIG ORDER 

Re: Docket No. 11 

 

 

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD, PLEASE TAKE NOTICE 

OF THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE HEARING SCHEDULED ON 

May 4, 2016, AT 10:00 a.m.: 

The Court has reviewed the parties’ briefs and, thus, does not wish to hear the parties 

reargue matters addressed in those briefs.  The parties shall not file written responses to this 

Notice of Questions for hearing. If the parties intend to rely on legal authorities not cited in their 

briefs, they are ORDERED to notify the Court and opposing counsel of these authorities 

reasonably in advance of the hearing and to make copies of those authorities available at the 

hearing.  If the parties submit such additional authorities, they are ORDERED to submit the 

citations to the authorities only, with pin cites but without argument or additional briefing.  Cf. 

N.D. Civil Local Rule 7-3(d).  The parties will be given the opportunity at oral argument to 

explain their reliance on such authority.   

The Court suggests that associates or of counsel attorneys who are working on this case be 

permitted to address some or all of the Court’s questions contained herein. 

4. Plaintiff has not addressed Defendants’ argument that, in light of Saterbak v. 

JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., the alleged defects based on the closing date render the assignments 
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