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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
EASTERN DIVISION

HUEY JIUAN LIANG,
Plaintiff,
CaseaNo. 2:14-cv-00099
V. JUDGE GREGORY L. FROST
MagistrateJudge Norah McCann King
AWG REMARKETING, INC., et al.,
Defendants.

OPINION AND ORDER

This matter is before the Court for consatern of the following filings: (1) Third-Party
Defendant William Greenwald’s motion for summary judgment as to the third-party complaint
(ECF No. 215); (2) Third-PartPlaintiffs AWG Remarketingnc. and Group 3 Auctions, LLC
(collectively, “Plaintiffs”) response in oppitien and motion for partial summary judgment on
Counts | and Il of the third-parcomplaint (ECF No. 229); (33reenwald’s combined response
in opposition to Plaintiffs’ motion and reply support of his motion (ECF No. 230); and (4)
Plaintiffs’ reply in support of their motion (ECF No. 237). For the reasons that follow, the Court
GRANTS Greenwald’s motion anDENIES Plaintiffs’ motion.

l. BACKGROUND

This lawsuit began on October 17, 2013, whierey Jiuan Liang filed a complaint for
copyright infringement against AWG Rematikg, Inc. (“AWG”), Group 3 Auctions, LLC
(“Group 3”), and Columbus Fair Auto AuctidfCFAA”) (collectively, “Liang Defendants”).

Liang alleged that her former company, Auttive Remarketing Exchange (“ARX”), owned

the intellectual property rightssociated with a website andngputer code in the field of
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wholesale automobile auctions (the “ARXoBram”). Liang further alleged that AWG and
ARX entered into an agreement under which @Would use the ARX Program. According to
Liang, ARX planned to acquire AWG. Thatquisition did not come to fruition.

Group 3 purchased AWG instead. Liangg@dé that Group 3’acquisition of AWG
violated the agreement between AWG and ARXangi further alleged thads a result of the
acquisition, Group 3 obtained access to the ARX RrogrLiang did not attach any evidence of
the alleged agreement between ARX and AWG to her complaint.

Liang Defendants filed a cowertlaim against Liang for abuse of process, among other
claims. Liang Defendants alledjéhat Liang's claims are frivous and that she pursued this
litigation with the sole purpose of attempting to extract a settlement.

AWG and Group 3 also filed a third-partyraplaint against AWG former majority
shareholder, William Greenwald. AWG and Gr@ucollectively, “Plainiffs”) allege that
Greenwald (along with AWG’s minority shambers) sold AWG to Group 3 on December 8,
2011. Plaintiffs assert that the Stock PusehAgreement memorializing the sale (“SPA”)
contains several representations and warraithi@ Greenwald breagth in this case.
Specifically, Plaintiffs point t@sreenwald’s representationstire SPA that AWG owned the
software and computer code that it used, tthate were no pending clairs disputes against
AWG at the time of the sale, thad party has any right to AW&assets (defined to include
AWG'’s intellectual property), and that “AWG &aot received any notice that its operations,
activities, products are services infringe the patents, trateptede names, copyrights and
other property rights of others(ECF No. 101-3, at PAGEID # 4380B)laintiffs assert that, if

Liang’s allegations are true, th&@reenwald breached these warrasti®laintiffs conclude that
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Greenwald must indemnify the cesif defending the Liang lawsuit.

On August 18, 2015, the Court granted sumnaalgment to Liandgefendants on all of
Liang’s claims. The Court fourttiat Liang lacked standing to pursue her claims because she
did not own the intellectual pperty rights in the ARX Prograat the time she filed her
complaint. The Court did not address theesstiwhether ARX and/or Group 3 infringed any
copyrights associated with the ARX Programat&d differently, the Court has not made any
factual findings regarding theilsstance of Liang’s claims.

Only the third-party complaint and the abw$@rocess counterclaim remain pending in
this litigation. The third-party complaint isdlsubject on this Opiniocand Order. Plaintiffs
assert the following clainf®r relief against Greenwald:

e Count I: Breach of the SPA and Demand for Indemnity. Plaintiffs
allege that Greenwald made sevevalranties and representations in the
SPA. Because, according to Plaintiffs, Greenwald breached those
warranties and representations, heetpuired under the terms of the SPA
to indemnify Plaintiffs for the costof defending the Liang lawsuit.
Plaintiffs’ claim hinges on its argumethiat the Court should assume of all
Liang’s allegations to beue—despite Plaintiffs’ repeated assertions
throughout this lawsuit that theyeanot—in concluding that Greenwald’s
warranties in the SPA are false. Ptdis assert that Greenwald breached
the SPA’s indemnification provision Wgiling to indemnify the costs of
defending the Liang lawsuit.

e Countll: Declaratory Judgment. Plaintiffs seek a declaratory
judgment that the SPA should be mpeeted to require Greenwald to
indemnify Plaintiffs for the costof defending the Liang lawsuit.

e Counts lll and IV: Violation of 8 1707.41 of the Ohio Securities Act —
Civil Liability of Seller for Fraud a nd Violation of Federal Securities
Laws. Group 3 alleges that Greenwald made untrue statements of
material fact when he made the veanties and representations set forth in
the SPA. These claims again hingeRdaintiffs’ assertion that the Court
should assume Liang’s allegationso@true in determining that
Greenwald misrepresented tzén facts in the SPA.
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Plaintiffs move for summarypgment on Counts | and Il of thi@rd-party complaint. In
so moving, Plaintiffs argue that Liang’s all&igas render Greenwaldigarranties in the SPA
false. Plaintiffs do not attempt to prove thaarg's allegations are trand/or that Greenwald
had knowledge of Liang’s allegatis before the sale of AWG.

Greenwald also moves for summary judgmantll of Plaintiffs’ claims. Greenwald
filed a fifty-five page brief irsupport of his motion; however, mastthe brief is taken from a
related case in which Greenalleges that Group 3 and tan individuals fraudulently
convinced Greenwald to sell AWG an artificially-deflated price. Few of these arguments are
relevant to the issues currgntiefore the Court. As such, the Court will focus on the limited
portion of Greenwald’s brief thaliscusses Greenwald’s warrastiand representations, the
SPA'’s indemnification provisin, and related issues.

. ANALYSIS

A. Standard of Review

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56 provideatttummary judgment is appropriate “if the
movant shows that there is no genuine dispute asy material fact and the movant is entitled
to judgment as a matter of law.” Fed. R. CivbB(a). The Court therefore may grant a motion
for summary judgment if the nonmoving party who tresburden of proof at trial fails to make
a showing sufficient to establish the existence aélament that is essential to that party’s case.
See Muncie Power Prods., Inc. v. United Tech. Auto., 328 F.3d 870, 873 (6th Cir. 2003)

(citing Celotex Corp. v. Catretd77 U.S. 317, 322 (1986)).



In viewing the evidence, the Court must dralweasonable inferences in favor of the
nonmoving party, which must setrfb specific facts showing th#tere is a genuine issue of
material fact for trial.ld. (citing Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co., Ltd. v. Zenith Radio Cat{g5
U.S. 574, 587 (1986)}amad v. Woodcrest Condo. Ass328 F.3d 224, 234 (6th Cir. 2003). A
genuine issue of materitct exists “if the evidence is sutiat a reasonablerycould return a
verdict for the nonmoving party.Muncie 328 F.3d at 873 (quotimgnderson v. Liberty Lobby,
Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986)). Consequentlycengral issue is “ ‘\wether the evidence
presents a sufficient disagreement to require ssgiom to a jury or whether it is so one-sided
that one party must prevail as a matter of lawHi&mad 328 F.3d at 234-35 (quoting
Anderson477 U.S. at 251-52).

Where, as here, the parties have filedssnmotions for summary judgment, “the Court
grants or denies each motion for summary juelginon its own merits pplying the standards of
Rule 56.” Driessen v. Woodforest Nat'l Bar®40 F. Supp. 2d 584, 589 (S.D. Ohio 2013) (citing
Taft Broad. Co. v. United State329 F.2d 240, 248 (6th Cir. 1991)). “ ‘The filing of cross-
motions for summary judgment does not necessardgn that the parties consent to resolution
of the case on the existing record or that the district court is free to treat the case as submitted for
final resolution on a stigated record.’ ”Id. (quotingTaft Broad. Cq.929 F.2d at 248).

B. Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgmeont Counts | and Il (Breach of the SPA and
Declaratory Judgment)

As stated above, the SPA contains centeanranties and repredations. Plaintiffs

highlight the following warranties and representations as being at issue in this case:



(@) Seller's Warranties and Representations. Greenwald warrants
and represents to Buyer each of the following Warranties and Representations . . .
all of which shall be truas of the Closing Date:

(i) AWG is the owner of and has absolgieod and marketable title to all of the
Assets [defined to include copyrighis “computer programs (including the
software which is the core of AWG's business)’] which are free and clear from all
liens, encumbrances and charges.

(iv) This Agreement and its performance will not breach the terms of any
agreement, judgment or order of any gidi or administrative agency to which
AWG is a party.

(v) There are no claims, disputes,tiags, lawsuits, pyceedings or to
Greenwald’s knowledge, investitions of any description whatsoever pending or
threatened against, involving or relating to AWG, Sellers, or the Predecessors
with respect to the Assets to be purchased which might prohibit or prevent the
consummation of the trang#ons set forth hereiror which might otherwise
materially adversely affe¢che Assets or the contimg operation of the business
after the Closing Date.

(vi) No party other than AWG, includintpe Predecessors, hasyaight, title or
interest in or to the Assets, or any paomtiof them . . . AW has no ownership in
Microsoft Office or otherthird party software used by AWG in the ordinary
course of its business.
(vi) AWG has not received any notice tlitst operations, activities, products and
services infringe the patents, tradeks, trade names, copyrights or other
property rights of others.

(ECF No. 215-12, at PAGEID # 4380.)
The SPA also contains an indeifieation provision, which states:

Hold Harmless and Indemnify

@) By Seller. Subject to the limitations s#orth below, Greenwald shall
indemnify, hold harmless, protect, and aefduyer and AWG, and their successors and
assigns (collectively, “Buyer’s Indemniteestpm and against any and all claims,
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demands, obligations, liabilise damages or expensedividually a “Loss” and

collectively “Losses”which arise out of or result from a breach of Seller's

warranties, representations or coveants set forth in this Agreementor which arise
out of or result from (1) any act, omissdin or occurrence which took place prior to

the Closing Date other than those liabilities set foxdh Exhibit C or (2) any tax liability

of AWG that corresponds tactivities or time periods jor to the Closing Date.

... [T]he indemnity owed by Greenwaldadirbe (1) for the applicable statute of
limitations as to claims related to unpaid ®x@) indefinitely for (a) claims regarding
ownership or options to acgaiownership of the Assets, and (c) claims by Greenwald’s
family members. All other indemnity obagions shall terminaton the eighteen (18)
month anniversary of [December 8, 2011].

(ECF No. 215-12, at PAGEIB 4382-83 (emphasis added).)

Plaintiffs assert that Grawald breached the SPA by failing to indemnify the costs of
defending the Liang lawsuit. Pursuant to the SRddemnification provision, the first issue for
the Court is whether Liang’s claims “arise oubofresult from a breach” of the Warranties and
Representations set forth above. If not, the Cowist determine whether Liang’s claims “arise
out of or result from” an “act, omission or occurrence which took place prior to [December 8,
2011].” Only if one or both of these provisicaa® satisfied does thedemnification provision
apply in this case.

Plaintiffs argue that Liang’s claims arise from a breach of Greenwald’s warranties
“because the Liang Complaint, if acceptedras, alleged facts that show Greenwald’s
Representations and Warranties were fal§ECF No. 229, at PAGEID # 5388.) Plaintiffs do
not provide any explanatn or legal support for their positioratithe Court must accept Liang’s
allegations as true. Instead, Plaintiffs cit® tiwsurance cases and arghat a duty to defend

“may exist even though the allegations are gdbess, false or fraudulent” and “persists

regardless of the outcometbe underlying lawsuit.” I¢. (citing Grange Mut. Cas. Co. v.
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Rosko 146 Ohio App. 3d 698, 2001-Ohio-3508, § 46 (Ohio Ct. App. 2001)randale Indus.
Contractors, Inc., v. Va. Sur. G&54 F. Supp. 2d 927, 932 (N.D. Ohio 2010)). Plaintiffs do not
substantively discuss the language used in tesSRdemnification proision or compare that
language to the cited case law.

Plaintiffs’ argument is not well taken. Besauthe term “duty to defend” has a unique
meaning in insurance cases, titeat authority is inappositeSee, e.g., Datron, Inc. v. CRA
Holdings, Inc, 42 F. Supp. 2d 736, 742 (W.D. Mich. 1999) (“[T]he principles informing the
construction of an indemnification provision aiéerent from those animating a duty to defend
in an insurance contract.'lRayco Mfg., Inc. v. Beard Equip. COth Dist. No. 11CA0057, 2014
WL 1350808, 2014-0Ohio-970, at T 25 (Mar. 17, 20@4gtinguishing aase involving an
indemnification provision in a commercial contract from those “involving insurance companies
where the insurance company has an initetaty to defend the insured”).

The Court is left to interpteéhe SPA’s plain languagesee, e.g., Savedoff v. Access Grp.,

Inc., 524 F.3d 754, 763 (6th Cir. 2008) (“Where the terms in a contract are not ambiguous, courts
are constrained to apply the plaindgmage of the contract.” (quotil@jty of St. Mary’s v.
Auglaize Cty. Bd. of Commr'$15 Ohio St. 3d 387, 875 N.E.2d 561, 566 (2007))). “As
indemnity provisions are construed in the sama@ner as other contractual agreements, ‘the
nature of an indemnity relationship is determibgdhe intent of the parties as expressed by the
language used.’ 'Rayco Mfg., Ing 2014-Ohio-970, at T 22 (quotikgorth v. Aetna Cas. & Sur.
Co., 32 Ohio St. 3d 238, 240, 513 N.E.2d 253 (1987)).

The SPA obligates Greenwald to indemnifgtisis that “arise out of or result from a

breach” of the Warranties and Representationsprdwee that the indemnification provision has
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been triggered, therefore, Plaintiffs must prtwva there has been a breach of the Warranties and
Representations. In other words, Plaintiffssiqrove that the Warraas and Representations
were false at the time Greenwald made thé@nly then is Greenwald obligated to “indemnify,
hold harmless, protect, and defenatider the indemnification provision.

Plaintiffs do not make any attempt to prdiat Greenwald breached the Warranties and
Representations. Instead, Pldfatprove only that a third parthas made allegations to that
effect. The parties could have structureslititdemnification provisin to include alleged
breaches or claims that, if trugould suggest a breach of tarranties and Representations.
They likewise could have structured the prannsto include any claims arising from AWG'’s
pre-closing activities without reg&to a breach by Greenwald. Bhe parties did not structure
the indemnification prasion in that way.

Because there is no evidence that Greenwald breached the Warranties and
Representations, the Court cancohclude that Liang’s clainfarise out of or result from a
breach” of the Warranties and Representation® iftlemnification provision therefore has not
been triggered in this case.

The Court also cannot conclude that Liangamb “result from . . . any act, omission or
occurrence which took place prior to theo€§ihg Date” so as to invoke the SPA’s
indemnification provision. Again applying the planeaning of this language, there must exist a
proven “act, omission or occurrence whiobk place prior to the [December 8, 2011]" before
Greenwald is required to “indemnify, hold harmlgastect, and defend.” Plaintiffs’ lack of

evidence is again fdteo their argument.



Plaintiffs’ argument that Gregrald promised “not only tsndemnify any liabilities, but
also to defend AWG and Group 3 and hold them harmless from any damages or expense,” (ECF
No. 229, at PAGEID # 5390), does radter the Court’s analysisGreenwald’s obligation to
“indemnify, hold harmless, protect, and defenalist be read in context with the SPA’s
indemnification provision as a whole. Tpevision does not impose a duty to defend against
claims such as Liang’s unless Greenwald breached the Warranties and Representations.
Plaintiffs must prove such a baabefore they can prove thatgeénwald is obligated to defend.
The cases Plaintiffs cite on this poiBgttelle Memorial Institute v. Nowsco Pipeline Servs..,, Inc
56 F. Supp. 2d 944, 950 (S.D. Ohio 1999), AQE European Grp. Ltd. v. Abercrombie & Fitch
Co., Nos. 1404073, 14-4074, 2015 WL 4758156, at th (&r. Aug. 13, 2015), do not support
their position.

The Court accordingly concludes that Pldis fail to meet their burden in seeking
summary judgment on Counts | and Il of the thirdipaomplaint. Plaintiffs’ motion for partial
summary judgment iIBENIED.

C. Greenwald’s Cross-Motion for Summanydgment: Counts | and Il (Breach of the
SPA and Declaratory Judgment)

The Court turns to Greenwald’s cross motion for summary judgment on each of
Plaintiffs’ claims. Greenwald argues, in relevpatt, that the breach of contract and declaratory
judgment claims must fail because there is noexwd of copyright infringement or claims to
AWG's software prior to December 8, 2011Ithdugh Greenwald does ndearly explain his

argument, the gist of the same is that theists no evidence that Greenwald’s Warranties and
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Representations were false at the time he made th&snsuch, the indemnification provision
was never triggered and Greenwhbts not breached the SPA.

In support of this argument, Greenwald cites deposition testimony from Group 3's
corporate representative Keith @Afim. Whann testified that laéd not know of any facts to
suggest that Liang made a claim against AW(ateethe closing, that Liang had a discussion
with Greenwald prior to the closing, that ARXdhany direct dealings with Greenwald prior to
the closing, and/or that Gregald was aware of a pendingtbreatened claim by anyone
concerning AWG's assets atthime of the closing.

The Court notes that Plaintiffs do not disptitat there exists a lack of evidence in
support of their position in this case. Plaintifigisition is that such evidence is not necessary to
prove that the indemnification provision appli€ee, e.g ECF No. 229 (stating that the facts
relevant to the Court’s sumnygiludgment determination are limited to the “existence of the
SPA” and “the existence of the Liang Complaint”).

Because the Court has concluded thahsvidence is necessary to invoke the
indemnification provision, and because Whann's testimony is affirmative proof that such
evidence is lacking, the burdshifts to Plaintiffs to psduce evidence that Greenwald’s
Warranties and Representations wiatee at the time he made thelaintiffs fail to meet their
burden. Plaintiffs’ sole argument on this pointhiat Liang’s allegationsould apply to the time
period before the SPA’s closing date. As eviaem support of their pdsn, Plaintiffs cite
Liang’s response to a request for admissionhich she stated that she lacks sufficient

information to “[a]dmit that [Liang] does not ajje that Greenwald was aware that [Liang] made

! The relevant portion of Greenwald’s argument can be found at ECF No. 215, at PAGEID #84287-8
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demands on AWG that it ‘refrain from explag the ARX Program without consent of, and
payment of royalty to, [Liang],” . . . prior tDbecember 8, 2011.” (ECF No. 229, at PAGEID #
5391.)

This purported “evidence” does noeate a material questiof fact. Regardless of
whether Liang intended to allege that Greenwedd aware of her claims prior to December 8,
2011, such an allegation does not prove @raenwald breached the Warranties and
Representations such that the indemnification igron applies in this case. As stated above,
Plaintiffs’ argument hinges on the premise tiat Court should accept Liang’s allegations as
true for purposes of determining whether the md#ication provision applies, but there exists
no legal or contractual support fihis position. Summary judgmein Greenwald’s favor is
warranted.

The Court accordinglBRANTS Greenwald’s motion for snmary judgment on Counts
| and Il of the third-party complaint. The Court need not reach thiegaarguments about
whether the SPA’s statute of lit@tions would have barred Plaintiffs’ indemnification claim.

D. Greenwald’s Motion for Summary Judgmeaunts Il and IV (Violation of State
and Federal Securities Laws)

Plaintiffs allege in Count Il and IV dheir third-party complaint that Greenwald
misrepresented

that (a) AWG held all of its assets, adided in the Agreement, free and clear of
any claims of others, (lihe sale of AWG stock tGroup 3 would not violate any
existing agreements with others, (c)e@nwald was not aware of any pending or
threatened claims by others relative to AWG’s assets that could affect the value or
ownership of AWG’s assets, [and] (d) A%Vhad not received any notice from a
third-party claiming that AWG was violaij nay other’s or dity’s intellectual
property rights, and that all AWG liabilities were disclosed in the Agreement.
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(ECF No. 33 1 45.) Plaintiffs add that

Greenwald failed to disclose that AWVallegedly was ifinging AWX LLC’s

alleged copyright, that AWG had reeed a demand from Liang to stop

infringing AWX LLC’s alleged copyrights, and that kieg the AWG stock to

Group 3 would violate an agreentebetween Greenwald and ARX LLC

regarding use of theurported AWX Program.

(Id. 1 46.) From these allegations, Plaintiffs alléte Greenwald engagédfraud in violation
of state and federal securities laws.

These claims fail for the same underlymnegson that Counts hd Il fail: there is no
evidence before the Court that any of the alvepeesentations were false at the time Greenwald
made them. These claims again appear toalsed on Liang’s allegatis that AWG infringed
ARX’s copyrights, which may or may not allegee-closing infringema (Liang refused to
acknowledge that her claims were limited to poesing activities). But there is no evidence
before the Court that the alleged infringemetiturred or that Greerald had pre-closing
knowledge of the same. Those simfalets are fatal to Counts Ill and IV.

The Court is at an utter loss to follow Gresd’s briefs on this issue. Rather than
explain the relevant (and dispositive) argum@&@reenwald attempts to prove that members of
Group 3 and other individual®ig@aged in fraud during the sale of AWG'’s stock. Greenwald
argues that the third-party complaint cannot sterbecause two of the three members of Group
3 were also members of ARX at the time GroyuBhased AWG. From this fact, as well as
the fact that Group 3 and ARX skdra transactional attorney at or around the time of the stock
purchase, Greenwald concludeattroup 3 “knew full well that ifit] proceeded to buy AWG

stock in the way [it was], Liang was going teghem.” (ECF No. 215, at PAGEID # 4283.) It

is unclear whether Greenwald is arguing Babup 3 knew that Liang was going to sue for
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copyright infringement or for wat she perceived to be a stolarsiness opportunity (which she
alleged in a related case in California state couttls equally uncleanow the overlap between
members of Group 3 and ARX necessitates arfjpdas a matter of law, that Group 3 did not
justifiably rely on Greenwald’s Warranties andaResentations in the SPA that AWG owned all
of its assets and that Greeald had not received notice of any claims to those assets.
Greenwald’s related argument that Group 3 didjustifiably rely on hs (Greenwald’s) alleged
omissions because Group 3 “could have easily discovered Levy’s and Holstein’s history with
ARX” by conducting due diligence, (ECF No. 215, at PAGEID # 4284ilarly fails to explain
how certain members’ history with ARX meahsit those members knew—as a matter of law—
that Liang would later claim that A@ had infringed ARX’s copyrights.

These issues notwithstanding, GreenwalelscGroup 3’s corporatepresentative Keith
Whann’s deposition testimony in arguing t&bup 3 has no evidence to support their
allegations that Greenwald’s Warranties and Representations wereSa&eCF No. 215, at
PAGEID # 4287 (citing Whann Defl, at 99:1-105:14). The Couitds that this portion of
Whann'’s testimony satisfies Greenwald’s burdeidentifying a lack okvidence in support of
Plaintiffs’ fraud claims. The burdeaccordingly shifts to Plaintiffed identify material questions
of fact.

Plaintiffs fail to meet their burden. Asagtd in Section ll(Cabove, Plaintiffs do not
offer any evidence that contradicts Whann’sitesny. Instead, Plaintiffs argue that Liang’s
unproven allegations could applypee-closing activity such that, fue, those allegations could
show that Greenwald misrepresented certairsfaBut Liang’s allegations are not evidence and

therefore do not create a questiof fact on this issue.
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The Court accordinglBRANTS Greenwald’s motion for summary judgment on these
claims. The Court need not reach the partiesiaining arguments abonhether the securities
claims are time barred.

I, CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the CADENIES Plaintiffs’ motion for partial summary
judgment (ECF No. 229) ar@RANTS Greenwald’s motion for summary judgment (ECF No.
215). Only Plaintiffs’ counterclaim for abusepbcess against Liang remains pending in this
litigation.

As a final housekeeping matter, the Court nttes the docket reficts a pending motion
for leave to supplement a motion for summary judgment. (ECF No. 216.) Because the Court
adjudicated the underlying motion fomsmary judgment on August 18, 2015, the pending
motion is moot. The Clerk BIRECTED to remove ECF No. 216 from the Court’'s pending
motions list.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
/sl Gregory L. Frost

GREGORML.. FROST
WNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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