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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAII

MICHAEL C. GREENSPON CIVIL NO. 19-00516JA0-KIM
Plaintiff, ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF 'S
MOTION TO REMAND
VS.
DEUTSCHE BANKNATIONAL
TRUST COMPANY, et al,

Defendans.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO REMAND

Plaintiff Michael C. GreenspofiPlaintiff’) brought claims against various
defendants itdawai‘i state court Defendants removed the action to federal court.
ECF Nos. 1, 6, 12, 13laintiff now asks th€ourt to remand the actioreCF No.
24. The Court deems this matter appropriate for decision without oral argument.
SeeFed. R. Civ. P. 78; Local Rule 7.1(djor the reasons stated beloRlaintiff's
motionto remands GRANTED.

l. BACKGROUND
On September 25, 2019, Plaintiff filed a First Amended Complaint (“FAC”)

in Hawai'‘i state court against Defendants Deutsche Bank National Trust Company
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(“Deutsche Bank™)Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC'Ocwen”);! James Blaine
Rogers IllI; J. Blaine Rogers lll, ALC; Alan Jarren Ma; and Dentons US2_Bee
ECF No0.24-3 On September 26, 2019 Defendants Deutsche Banewen
(collectively, “Deutsche Bank Defendants”) removed the action to federal court
becaus®ne of Plaintiff's claims allegedly raisa federal questianSeeECF No.
1.3

The present dispute stems from a construction loan Plaintiff obtained in
2003 from IndyMac Bank, FSB that was secured by a mortgage on property on
Maui. SeeFAC | 24. A fewyears later, in 2008, federal regulatseszed

IndyMacandOneWes(“CIT”) acquired some of its assethile the FDICplaced

1 Defendant Ocwen Loan Secuig, LLC merged with itsuccesseby-merger,
PHH Mortgage CorporationSeeECF No. 1 at 2 n.1.

2 Defendants note that Plaintiff also appears to name the law firm Alston Hunt
Floyd & Ing (“AHFI") and attorney Jenny J.N.A. Nakamate defendantsSee

ECF No0.40 at 1 n.1 Hereinafter, “Dentons Defendantsill refer to: James

Blaine Rogers llI; J. Blaine Rogers IAL C; AHFI; Dentons US LLP; and Jenny
J.N.A.Nakamoto. These attorneys and the firms they are associated with represent
the financial institutions implicated this disputeover Plaintiff' spropertyon

Maui. SeeFAC 11 11+15.

3 Deutsche Bank Defendants’ first notice of remaad their first amended notice
of removalattached only Plaintiff’s initiastatecourt complaint, rather than the
FAC that Plaintiff filed in state court prior feefendantstemoval. SeeECF Na.
1-1, 6-1. About two weeks later, Deutsche Bank Defendants filed a second
amended notice of removaitaching the FACSeeECF No. 122. At that time,
Dentons Defendants filed a supplemental notice of removal. ECF No. 13.
Because the parties treat h&C as the operative pleading for purposes of
Plaintiff’'s motion to remand, the Court does so as we#eECF No0s.38, 40.
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otherassetsn receivership Seedl. {1 36-32. Plaintiff allegeghatCIT, acting as
Deutsche Bank’s servicer and agent, conducted an unlawful nonjudicial
foreclosure and public auction of the Maui property in 208€e d.  33. A series
of lawsuits in Hawai'‘i state court followedsedd. 1 3441

In what Plaintiff calls the “Main Action,” he sued IndyMac and, in
SeptembeR011, the FDIC agreed to disclaim any rightsnterestsn the Maui
property in exchange for dismissal of all claims against it and Indy/8ee.d. 1
42-45.

In another action, and through a counterclaim in the Main Action, Deutsche
Bank sought to eject Plaintiff from the Maui property based o2@4€
nonjudicialforeclosure saleSeed. 11 34, 46. Plaintiff allegdhat, in seeking
this relief, Deutsche &k made certain misrepresentations about the nonjudicial
foreclosure—e.g.,who owned the promissory note anbo wasthe highest bidder
at auctior—in order to obtain possession of the Maroperty. See id{{ 4749.
Although Deutsche Bank obtainedmnary judgment formpossession of the
property in the Main Action in 2013, thetermediate Court of AppealdCA”)
vacated thajudgment and remanded the césé¢hetrial court in 2016" See id

35-37.

4 Plaintiff alleges that, Wile the appeal in the Main Action was pendigjore the
ICA, Deutsche Bank brought a retaliatation to collect rent and seek damages
for Plaintiff's alleged trespassing on the Maui propefge idf 3741.
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On remand, Deutsche Bank amedds counterclaim in the Main Actioin
May 2018 regarding its right to foreclose and/or enforce a lien on the Maui
property. See idf[f 56-51. In connection with this, Deutsche Bank (through its
agents anattorneys) recorded a Notice of Pendency of Action in the Bureau of
Conveyances iMay 2018 representing that Deutsche Bank is the holder of the
notg although Plaintiff allegeBeutsche Bank had previously represented to the
contrary. See id{{ 48,50-51. Deutsche Bank (through @&gents anattorneys)
also later recorded an assignment and transfer of lien in the Hawai‘i Bureau of
Conveyances iduly 2018 that purports to transfer the natel mortgagéom
FDIC to Deutsche Bank, effective June 20@®2e d. 11 5254. But Plaintiff
alleges two problems with this recording: (1) the FDIC had no rights to transfer to
Deutsche Bank because of the FDIC’s disclaimer of rights or interest in the Maui
property in September 2011; and (2) the FDIC had nothing to transfer tecbeut
Bank in 2006 because th®IC receivership of IndyMac did not occur until 2008.
Seed. 11 8183.

Plaintiff thus alleges these documents are a sham and Defendants’
promotion of them to obtain relief in state court constitutes fr&ak idJJ 84-
88. Plaintiff furtheralleges that recording these documents constitutes tampering
with a government record in violation Bawai‘i Revised StatutesiRS’) § 710

1017, unlawful recording of a nonconsensual lien in violation of EB&7D, and



violations of the Hawai‘i Rules of Professional Conduct for the attorneys involved.
Seed. 11 9192, 10606, 114.

Under his first claim for fraud and intentional misrepresentation, Plaintiff
also alleges Deutsche Bank and Ocwen overstated any amount dudoam the
based on inflated foreglacedhazardnsurance charges and fees connected to the
prior unlawful nonjudicial foreclosureSee d. 11 64-71, 107~12. He also takes
issue with Ocwen'’s failure to provide requested information regarding when
servicing transferred to&en and the amount du&ee idf{ 5663.

Plaintiff’s third cause of actierwhich Defendants contendstified
removal—alleges unfair and deceptive acts and practices in violation ofHRS
480-2. To support this claim, Plaintiff references the fraudulent conduct and
wrongful foreclosure discussed above, as well as Defendants’ conduct that he
alleges violates the federal Fair Debt Collection Practices Act (“FDC&aig
with other Hawai'‘i laws, thédawai‘i Rules of Professional Conduétavaii
Court Records Rules regarding protection of personal informatrattonduct
allegedly evideniag a pattern omalicious tacticsn litigation and to collect a
debt See idf71144-77.

Count Ill also incorporates the remaining allegations of the FAC, which
allegeclaims for wrongful foreclosure (Count IBee id ff 13643, violations of

the Hawai‘i Collection Practices Act, HREXA80D (Count V) see idf{ 178192;



unfair and deceptive acts and practices in violation of ER&0 (Count V)see
id. 1191 193-203; conversion, slander of title, and quantum meruit (Couns¥8 ,id.
19 204-13, gross negligence (Count VII), 19 222; breach of fiduciary duty
(Count VIII), see idff 223-32; tortious interference (Count 1X9ee id §f 233-
48; andintentional infliction of emotional distress (Count Xge id 1 249-66. In
support of these claims, Plaintiff seeks damagekpunitive damageandasksthe
Court toquiet tile, createa constructive trust, argfantinjunctive relief. See id.
1126794

After Defendants removed, Plaintiff moved to remand the action to state
court on the basis that there is no federal question jurisdicBesECF No. 24.
Deutsche Bank Defendants opposed the motion, ECF No. 38, which Defendant
Alan Ma joined, ECF No. 41. Dentons Defendants filed their own opposition to
the motion. ECF No. 40.

. LEGAL STANDARD

“A state court action may only be removed to federal court if that federal
court could have exercised original jurisdictiorsacks v. Dietrich663 F.3d 1065,
1068 (9th Cir2011) (citing 28 U.S.C. § 1441 (a))Federal courts have original
jurisdiction over ‘all civil actions arising under the Constdnt laws, or treaties of
the United States.”K2 Am. Corp. v. Roland Oil & Gas, LL.653 F.3d 1024,

1029 (9th Cir2011) (quoting 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1331)Removal based on federal



guestion jurisdiction is reviewed under the longstanding-plethded complain

rule” Hansen v. Grp. Health Cog®02 F.3d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir. 20X8itation
omitted) Under this rule, “[flor a case to arise under federal law, a plaintiff's
well-pleaded complainnust establish either (1) that federal law creates the cause
of action or (2) that the plaintiff's asserted right to relief depends on the resolution
of a suibstantial question of federal lawK2 Am. Corp. 653 F.3d at 102@itation
andinternalquotation marks omitted).

In this second type of federal question jurisdiction, jurisdiction is proper
only if “a statelaw claim ‘necessarily raise[s] a stated federal issue, actually
disputed and substantial, which a federal forum may entertain without disturbing
any congressionalgpproved balance of federal and state judicial
responsibilities.” Provincial Gov't of Marinduque v. Placer Dome, In§82 F.3d
1083, 108 (9th Cir.2009) (quotingsrable & Sons Metal Prods., Inc. v. Darue
Eng'g & Mfg, 545 U.S. 308, 31&005)). “Such a federal issue must be ‘a
substantial one, indicating a serious federal interest in claiming the advantages
thought to be inherent i federal forum.” Id. at 10&—-87(quotingGrable, 545
U.S. at 313).When a claim can be supported by alternative and independent state
and federal theoriefederal question jurisdiction is lackitgpcause federal law is
not anecessarglement of the claimSeeRains v. Criterion Sys., Ina80 F.3d

339, 346 (9th Cir1996)



“The removal statute is strictly construed against removal jurisdiction.”
Provincial Gov’t of Marinduquge582 F.3dat 1087(citations omitted) “The
defendant bears the burden of establishing that removal is prdge(cCitations
omitted). “Where doubt regarding the right to removal exists, a case should be
remanded to state courtMatheson v. Progressive Specialty Ins.,3G49 F.3d
1089, 1090 (9th Cir003).

lll.  DISCUSSION

A. Plaintiff Has NotAsserteda Federal Cause of Action

Defendantdail to demonstrate that Plaintiff asserted any fedsaabke of
actionin his FAC. Theypoint to Count lll, but that states a claim for unfair and
deceptive acts or practices (“UDAP”) unddiRS § 4802. SeeFAC 1Y 144-77.
Section 48€R prohibitsunfair or deceptive acts or practices in trade or commerce.
SeeHRS § 4802. A plaintiff can state a UDAP claim in myriad ways, none of

which requirereferringto or alleging a violation ofiederallaw.> Count Il is thus

°> A practice isunfair when it (1) offends established public policy (including as
established by statute, common law, or otherwise); and (2) when the practice is
immoral, unethical, oppressive, unscrupulous; or (3) substantially injurious to
consumers.SeeHungate v. Law Office of David B. Ros&89 Havai‘i 394, 411,

391 P.3d 1, 18 (2017). Plaintiff need not allege that Defendants’ actions meet all
three factors to assert an unfair act or practice; instead, a practice may be unfair to
the extent it meets one of those craesr because to a lesser extent it meets all
three. See id.A deceptiveact or practice is (1) a representation, omission, or
practice that (2) is likely to mislead consumers acting reasonably under the
circumstances where (3) the representation, omission, or practice is material,
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one arising under state, not feddaal.

Defendants point to Plaintiff's allegations under Count Il afendants
violated certain federal laws likke FDCPAandthe Real Estate Settlement
Procedures Act RESPA). See, e.gFAC 1 17174. But the FAC explicitly
states that Plaintiff inot bringing afederalclaim undethe FDCPA or RESPA.
SeeFAC 11 21, 145Instead, Count Il alleges that Defendants’ conduct is unfair
because it offends public policy by violating certain statutes, including the
FDCPA, but also because it violates other Hawai‘i laws, breaches ahdost
and common law duties, and breaches the rules of professional coGdaeAC
91 175. Count Il also alleges Defendants’ conduct is deceptive based on certain
misrepresentations, includimggarding the amount and character of the alleged
debt, certain fraudulent statements in publidgd documents, the practice of
forceplaced insurangeand abusive tactics in litigation and to collect a dSigte
FAC 1 176.While Plaintiff does reference federal statutes as one of several bases
for alleging unfair or deceptive practices in support of his UDAP claim, he did not
file a federal claim under any of those statutese Rains80 F.3d at 34314. For
this reason, the cases Dent@refendant rely onareunconvincinghere. See Lew

v. U.S. Bank Nat. Ass'No. C 1104546 RS2011 WL 5368847, at *2 (N.D. Cal.

meaning it involves information that is likelo affect a consumer’s choice or
conduct regarding a producgee id.
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Nov. 7, 2011) fiotingcomplaint containednly asingle reference tastate statute
and there was no indication plaintiff's claims sounded in state aahnes v.
Cornerstone Credit Serydnc. No. 3:10cv-0002RRB, 2010 WL 1874903, at *2
3 (D. Alaska May 6, 2010ppservingplaintiff requested injunctive and
declaratoryrelief under the FDCPA)The Court therefore rejecBefendants’
argument that removal is proper because Plainkiffl fa federal clain.

B. Count lll Does Not Raisea Substantial Federal Question

Defendants also fail to demonstrate tRkintiff's statelaw UDAP claim
necessarily raises a substantial federal issue. As stated abovieerf[avtlaim can
be supported by alternative and independent theeweg of which is a state law

theory and one of which is a federal law theefgderalquestion jurisdiction does

® The Courtis also unpersuaded by Deutsche BBekendantsargument that the
Court should deny remand in light of Plaintiff’s litigation tacti@&eECF No. 38
at 6-8. The retrence tdlaintiff's case against Ali—asDefendants themselves
concede—wholly irrelevant to the present motioee idat 8. And the only
authority thathese Defendantste in support otheir “gamesmanship” argument
involves a scenarie-unlike here—where a plaintiff amends his complaafter
removalto delete a federal clainBee idat 6. Even in those cases, though, the
district court allowed thelaintiff to amend anthenreturned the case to state
court SeeDiaz v. SurMaid Growers of Cal 1:19-CV-00149LJO-SKO, 2019

WL 3530399, at *56 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 2, 2019AJY Int’l, Inc. v. Korea Yakult,
Ltd., No. 18cv-04719HSG,2018 WL 5603653, at *3 (N.D. Cal. Oct. 29, 2018)
Accusing Plaintiff of gamesmanship thus ignores the “well established” rule that
theplaintiff is the master of his complaimho can assert only stataw claims if

he so choosesSeeRedwood Theatres, Inc. v. Festival Entelrsc., 908 F.2d 477,
479(9th Cir. 1990)
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not attach because federal law is haeaessarglement of the claim.’Nevada v.
Bank of Am. Corp672 F.3d 661, 675 (9th Cir. 201@)uotingRains 80 F.3d at
346);see alsdMerrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith Inc. v. Maing, 136 S. Ct.
1562, 156970 (2016)(noting that “arising under” jurisdiction is lacking if
plaintiff can get all the relief he seeks jmpvingthe elements of histate claim
without needing to provany violation of federal law, but th&rising under”
jurisdiction exists if plaintiff's state claim “rises or falls on the plaintiff's abitay
prove the violation of a federal dutfitations omitted)’ Here, Plaintiff's UDAP
claim is supported by a federal theergamely that Defendanengaged in unfair
practices by violating federal lawbut is also supported by independent state
theories—including that Defendants violated other Hawai‘i laws, engaged im othe
misrepresentations, and breached other duties like timo Hawai‘i rules ©
court and professional condu@&@ee Nevad®72 F.3d a675 (holding plaintiff had
not necessarily raised a substantial federal isgoeighits claim undea state
deceptive practices act basedcantainmisrepresentations, some of which also
violated the FDCPX Rains 80 F.3d aB45-47 fholding federal law was not a

necessary element of plaintiff's state claim for wrongful termination in violation of

” Contrary to Deutsche BarikefendantsargumentseeECF No. 38 at 56,
jurisdiction was lackingn Merrill Lynch. Seel36 S. Ct. at 1567, 1575. This was
so even thougthe paintiff’'s complaint allegingonly statelaw claims referred to
federal regulations and couched its description of the defendaistenductas
violating federal regulations, as wefl state law.See idat 156667
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public policy where complaint referred Tatle VIl as one basis for demonstrating
public polcy against employment discrimination, but at#ed state constitution
and state law that prohibited such discrimingtisae alsd=AC 11 9392, 10106,
173, 17576, 17892, 198% Thus, federal law is not a necessary element of
Plaintiff's UDAP claim.

Further,even ifPlaintiff's UDAP claim necessarily raised a federal issue,
the Court would concludineallegations regarding RESPA and FDCPA do not
raiseasubstantiafederal isue and, further, that exercising federal jurisdiction
herewould beinconsistent with congressional judgment about the sound division
of labor between state and federal couBse Nevada72 F.3d at 67576; see
alsoPeters v. Alaska Tr., LLGB05 F. Spp. 3d 1019, 102&8 (D. Alaska 2018)

To support its substantiality argument, Defendaitésonlyinapposite cases where
a plaintiff explicitly brought an FDCPA claim or sought affirmative injunctive
relief under the FDCPASee Holmes2010 WL 1874903, at *B (denying

remand because plaintiff requested injunctive relief under the FDQRiRG v.

8 As Plaintiff points out in his reply, Defendants fail to address these allegations in
the FAC SeeECF No. 42. Their failureo address these allegations thatport

to premise a UDAP claiman provisions other than federal law and conduct other
thanviolations offederal lawthuscreates an ambiguitggardirg whether removal

was proper.SeeHunter v. Philip Morris USA582 F.3d 1039, 1042 (9th Cir. 2009)
(“The‘strong presumption against removal jurisdiction means that the defendant
always has the burden of establishing that removal is pr@et that the court
resolves all ambiguity in favor of remand to state cb(guoting Gaus v. Miles,

Inc., 980 F.2d 564, 566 (9th Cit992)).
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Terminix Intl, Inc., CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 1:09CV-01278CC-AJB, 2009
WL 10711986, at *5 (N.D. Ga. June 2, 20Q@%lere, Plaintiffs civil action clearly
raises federal claims, namely the FDCPA claias.suchGrable & Sonss not
controlling”); Borgesv. Bank of Am., NACivil Action File No. 1:112CV-3363
JEGAJB, 2012 WL 4328374, at *6 (N.D. Ga. May 1, 2012¢pncluding plaintiff's
FDCPA claim gave court federal question jurisdiction even if that federal claim
ultimately lacked merit). As discussedab, Plaintiff seeks remediesolely under
state lanwhere

Further, contrary to Defendants’ arguments, exercising federal jurisdiction
over a statéaw claim that references a federal consumer protection statute could
shift traditionally state cases into federal court and disturb the balapaicial
responsibilities.See Nevad&72 F.3d at 676 State courts frequently handle
statelaw consumer protection suits that refer to or are predicated on standards set
forth in federal statutesExercising federal question jurisdiction over any state law
claim that references a federal consumer protection statute theuldd| | a
potentially enormous #i of traditionally state cases into federal courts.” (quoting
Grable 545 U.S. at 319)see alsdPeters 305 F. Supp. 3d at 10Z&:lying on
Nevadaandremanding stattaw consumer protection claim premised onlyaon
FDCPA violationbecause resolvinpe claim in federal court would disrupt

federaistate balange Nor is theCourt persuaded by Defendants’ arguments that a
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federal forum is preferable leebecause any stawv issues are not novel:
Defendants fail to cite any case where a plaintiff has similarly brought a UDAP
claim against opposing counsel premisedfonexample violatiors of HRS 88§
480D, 507D,and710-1017, or based on allegations of fraardviolations of court
or professional conduct rule$SeeECF No. 40 at 245.

For these reasons, Defendants have not met their burden of demonstrating
removal was proper based on a substantial federal issue.

C. The Artful Pleading Doctrine Is Inapplicable

The Court also concludes remand is warranted deSpitiéons Defendants’
reference to the artful pleading doctrine, whiclaisorollary to the wetbleaded
complaint rulé. Hansen 902 F.3d at 1057. “Under the artful pleading doctrine, a
plaintiff may not avoid federal jurisdiction Bgmitting from the complaint federal
law essential to his claim, or by casting in state kEnmg a claim that can be made
only under federal law. Rains 80 F.3d at 344 (quotin@lguin v. Inspiration
Consol. Copper Co740 F.2d 1468, 1472 (9th Cir984). This doctrine is
invoked only in exceptional circumstanceseRedwood Theatre908 F2d at
479 and most commonlgpplieswhen a federal law completely preempts and
displacesaplaintiff's statelaw cause of actiorsee Hansn, 902 F.3d at 1057.

Dentons Defendantgue that removal is proper under the artful pleading

doctrinebutnot on the basis of complete preemption. Instdeay,cite toa
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handful of Hawai‘i Supreme Court decisions limiting the scope of UDAP claims
against opposing counsel in the context of foreclosure proceedsregEiCF No.
40 at 16-14. Dentons Defendanergue that, because Plaintiff's UDAP claim
lacks merit in light of those decisions, the Court must recast his UDAP claim as a
federal claim.See id. The Court declines to do so for two reasoRsst,
arguments regarding whether Plaintiff has stategatorious UDAP clainare
misplaced on a motion to reman8eeLippitt v. Raymond James Fin. Servs., Inc.
340 F.3d 1033, 1043 (9th Cir. 2008y amendeSept.5 and22, 2003)(“While
we express no opinion on whetlplaintiff] has made sufficiently detailed
allegations of deception and fraud to survive in state court a demurrer or motion on
the pleadings, his allegations are sufficient (for the limited purposes of this appeal)
to sustain the elements of his § 17200 claim without resort to federal law.
(citations omitted) Indeed, courts have rejected similar attempts to justify
removal by questioning the merits of a stiat® claim. See e.g, Leo v. Alameda
Cty. Med. Ctr,No. C 0603799 S12006 WL 2669001, at *3 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 18,
2006)(granting motion to remand despite defendant’s argument that federal law
was necessary to plaintiffstatelaw consumer protection claim becaukeir
alternativestatelaw predicates for that claim lacked mgrit

Second, as discussed above, Defendants have not shown that the authority

they rely on would necessarily defeat Plaintiff's UDAP claim here, which is
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alternatively premised on allegations of frauidjations ofcertainprofessional

and court rulegamperingwith a government record in violation of Hawai'i
criminallaw, seeHRS § 7101017, and violations dflawaii’s collection practices
act which is itself a UDAP violatiorseeHRS § 4804 (a) FAC { 188 See

Goran Pleho, LLC v. La¢gyl44 Havai'i 224, 248, 439 Bd 176, 200 (2019 At

the leastbecause Defendants failedaddres$laintiff's specific allegations
incorporating other Hawai'‘i statutes, rules, and common law cldimase remain
doubts regarding whether removal was proper,salctidoubts must be resolved in

favor of remand

® In Goran Plehgthe Hawai‘i Supreme Courtiteratedhat opposing counsel
could be held liable for a UDAP claim:

[W]e did not hold that the practice of law was categorically exempt
from HRS § 48@ liability. . . . [W]e explicitly stated . . that our
solicitude would'not encompass, for example, allowing attorneys to
conduct patently illegal activities on behalf of clientsAnd we
reserved judgment as to whether a thertent amendment to the
Hawai‘i foreclosure statute, which made a duly authorized agent of a
wrongfully foreclosing mortgagee liablender HRS 8§ 48@(a) in
certain circumstances, could be applied to an attorney. This court thus
indicated that HRS § 48®(a) could indeed be applied to the practice
of law, albeit under a higher standard than in other trades in some
instances.

144 Havai‘i at 248, 439 P.3a&t200 (quotingHungate 139 Hawvai‘i at413
& nn. 22-23, 391P.3dat 20 & nn. 2223 (2017).
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IV. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the CABRANTS Plaintiff’s motion to remand
The Court has no jurisdiction to rule on any other pendiogon
IT1S SO ORDERED.

DATED: Honolulu, Hawdi, January7, 2020.

Il A Otake
United States Dhstrict Judge

Civil No. 19-00516JA0-KJM, Greensporv. Deutsche Bankational Trust Company, et alORDER GRANTING
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO REMAND
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