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V. Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. et al

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

CHARLIE G. HABONet al,
Plaintiffs,

Case N0.3:10<¢v-00191RCJIVPC

VS.

MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC ORDER

REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, INCet al,

N N N N e e e e e e e

Defendang.

This cag arises out of the foreclosurefotir mortgages. The four mortgages and the
mortgagors are otherwise unrelat@the Complaint lists six nominahuses of actioas to each
foreclosure (1) wrongful foreclosure; (2) fraud in the inducement;¢8hspiracy to commit
wrongful foreclosure; (4) unjust enrichmer8i) €lander of titleand (6)reformation, declaratory
judgment, andjuiet title (prayers forelief as to the other substantielaimg. Pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1407 e Judicial Panel on Multidistrict LitigatiofJPML") transferred the case to th
District of Arizona(MDL No. 2119, but severedand remandedll causes of action unrelated t
the formation and operation of Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems,MERE”) to this
Court. The JPML gave no further guidance as to which causastioin were transferred and
which were remandedlhe MDL judge began issuirggriodic “partial remandrders”in

groups of casemdicating those causes of action he believed had been remanded to transfy
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courts by the JPMLand thisCourt deferred tadhe MDL judge’s determinations in this regard 4
as to avoid conflicting rulings. In the partial remand oetilressinghe present case, the MDI
judge determined that the following causes of action had been remanded to thish€ourt: t
portion of the unjust enrichmealaim (and related prayer for relidfjat did nottoncernthe
operation of MERS CertainDefendants moved to dismidsetunjust enrichment claim to the
extent it had been remanded@he parties stipulated to dismiss MERS from ¢hse with

prejudice, and the Court granted the motitmndismiss The Court denied a motion to

reconsider and granted another Defendant’s motion to dismiss. The Court granted anothe

Defendant’s motion for summary judgment. The Court of Appealsfiiamed. The Court of

Appeals has separately affirmed MBL court’s dismissal oPlaintiffs’ transferrectlaims
Several Defendants hanew asked the Qart to expunge the lis pendens recorded as

the properties of Plaintiff3ose Portillo and Martha Lopez, and David and Bhanett.

Plaintiffs have filed a ncopposition.
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CONCLUSION

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED thathe Motion to Expunge Lis Pende(iSCF No0.145)is
GRANTED, andthelis pendensecorded as Documento. 3865220 and 38652#1the
Washoe County Recorder’s OffieeeEXPUNGED

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the parties shall submit a joint status report within
fourteen (14) days of the entry of this Order into the electrorukedaexplainng whether any
judgment remains to be entered and why the case should not be closed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: This 29th day of July, 2014.
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