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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAHCENTRAL DIVISION

TIFFANY FARLEY ROUNDY and

BRADY BURKE ROUNDY, MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER
ADOPTING REPORT &
Plaintiffs, RECOMMENDATION
V.

Case N02:12¢v-01032DN
WELLS FARGO BANK N.A,,
District JudgeDavid Nuffer
Defendant.

The Report and Recommendation issued by United States Magistrate JudgeBDusti
Pead on March 11, 2014ecommendshat this Courgrantthe motion to dismiss filed by
Defendant Wells Fargo Bankl.A.?

The parties were notified of their right to file objections to the Report and
Recommendation within 14 dag$ servicepursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636 and Fed. R. Civ. P. 72.
Plaintiffs filed an objectiohand Defendant filed a response to that objection.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b) and Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b)(3), daexew ofall
materials, including the record that was betheemagistrate judgand the reasoninggt forth in

the Report and Recommendation, has been completezlaalysis and colusion of the

! Report and Recommendatiatycket no. 48

2 Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff's Secamended Complaintiocket no. 42
filed November 26, 2013

% Objection to Report and Recommendation and Request for Oral Argutnekét no. 49filed March 25, 2014.

* Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.’s Response to Plaintiffs’ Obje¢tidReport and R@mmendation of
Magistrate Judge Dustin B. Peacket no. 50filed April 9, 2014.
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magistrate judgare correct and the Repamnd Recommendation will be adopted. No hearing
will be held concerning the objection.

Although Plaintiffs voiced displeasure with the magistrate judge’s conclysions of
the arguments raisda/ Plaintiffs in their objection were supporteddny citation tdaw, and
Plaintiffs failed to explain how the arguments differed in any material reBpacthe
arguments already addressed by the magistrate judge in the Report and Redatiomen
Ultimately, Plaintiffsseekproof that Wells Fargo has authority to collect loan payments. But
Plaintiffs fail to describe preciselyhat proof would satisfy this request. MoreoWgintiffs
fail to assert that any other party besides Wells Fargo isicgitar could) claim authority to
collect loan paymentsAccordingly, the Court ADOPTS the Report and Recommendatamd
Plaintiffs’ objection is OVERRULED

IT ISHEREBY ORDERED thathe Motion to Dsmiss filed by Defendawells Fargo
Bank N.A.” is GRANTED andthe abovesaptioned matter iBISMISSEDwith prejudice.

The Clerk shall close the case.

SignedSeptember 1R2014.

BY THE COURT

Dyl Mdf

David Nuffer
United States District Judge

> DUCIVR 72:3(b) (“Unless otherwise ordered by the assigned district judge, no respedseeniied and no
hearing will be held concerning an objection to a magistrate judgegs podsuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(a) and 28
[U.S.C.] § 636 (b)(1)(A).").

 Docket no. 48entered March 11, 2014.
" Docket no. 42filed November 26, 2013.
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