HIGHE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the andersizned homeowrer(s) at High Noop At Arlington Ranch
{*HOMEBCQWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon A% Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafter “THE ASSOCTATION™) bas the power to resover the oost of sopairing defects in the project.

RECITALS
4. Significami defects have been discovered in the individusl wmits at the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch lownbomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION bas brought & lawsuil against DR, Horton, in High Moo At Arlington
Ranch Homegwners Associadon v, DR, Horen, Fishth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Nevads, Case No.

AS542616. LR, Hortfon fms DVR. Horton has refused to repsir the defects,

C. TheNevada Suprmme Coun, in its raling entitled DR, Horton v, Eighth Judicial Dicrict Coupt
213 P34 697 (2008), held that » homeowners agsoniation has the right o svs the builder for aleims srising

from the individusd undts if it can meet the requivements for class acton certification,

D, Altbough THE A330CIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursae the Claims of
the individpal unit owners under this analyeis, it fs not 2 carinty.

E., TTHE ABSOCIATION is determined by the Court noi, to be zliowed to sue the builder for some
defects, only thoss BOMBOWNERS who have assizned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be shie
to share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOQOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCTATION io hava the right to
sasert the individual clatos that the HOMEQWNER has agaimst D.R. Horton Yac., as well a3 any othar entity
thet contributed to the defeative development, design, construstion, supply of maierials, or sale of the
townhome projest andior BEOMBOWER s unit,

G. I iz uadersfood that nothing in this Assignment shell be oonstrued to obligate THE
ASSQCIATION, in any way to vndertake or pay for any partioular repairs fo any individual anie,

NOW, THEREFORE, 2ud in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWNER hersby azsigns to THE ASSQCIATION all of the claime 204 cauges of action that
HOMEOWINER possesses againgt DR, Horton, Joc, and any snd all of the designers, COTTECIGNS,
subcontactors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construction of the townbome projest ard/or HOMBECOWNER'S unit, for defective construction.
Such essigned clalms and canses of action expresely inclode, but ave nof Himited to, al} clains aud canses of
aotion that arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the subiect property fom DLR. Horton, Tnc., {23 Any
express or inplisd warmanties; (3} Any an ell conmmen law claiis, incliding but not Hmited o claims in
aeghigence, tfraud and equitable claims; {4} Any snd al} claiess relating to or arising out of NRS Chapier 46,
ot seq.; and (3] Any sod sli claims relating to or anising out of Chegpter 116, et sag.
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSER OF ACTION

Thiz Assignment is made by the undersigned homeswrer(s) at High Nooz At Asfingion Rasch
("HOMEOWNER") in order to ingure thet the High Noon At Ardington Ranch Homeownerz Association
{(hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™) hias the power to revover the cost of repairing defeots in the project,

RECITALS
A. Sigrifivant defects have been discovered in the individual uaits at the Righ Noon At Arlington
Ranch towshomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lewsuit against DR, Horton, in High Noon At Artingion
Ranch Homeowners Assoofation v, B.R, Horron, Fighth Tudicial Distiet, Clark Cousty Nevads, Case No.

AS42016. DR Horwm has DUR. Horton hag refused to repair the dsfeats,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its mling entited DR, Horton v, Eighth Judicial District Court,
215 P3¢ 697 (2009}, heid that o homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arigiig
frogn the mmdividual units if if can meet the requirements for class action certifination.

D. Altbovgh THE ASSOCIATION belleves that it will be granted standing o parsue the clajms of
the individual unll awners voder this anabysis, it f not 2 cenainty.

E. HTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court oot to be allowed to sue the builder for same
defeots, only fhose HOMEQWNERS who have assipned fheir clafms to THE ASSOUIATION will be akde

1o share in the removery,

F. BOMECWNER zad THE ASSOCIATION desire fur THE ASSGCIATION to have the right o
assert the indivicuai claims that the HOMEOWNER bas against DR, Horton Inc., 25 well ay any other entity
that contributed o the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townbome praject endior HOMBOWER s unit.

G. ¥t is understond thet nothing s thiz Assigmment shall be constroed to oblipate THE
ARSOCIATION, in any way 1o undertake or pay for any particuler repairs t6 any individoal vnit,

WOW, THEREFORE, snd in exchange for valusble consideration,

BOMECOWNER hereby agsigns to THE ASBQCIATION all of the clainos and causes of action that
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR, Horton, Ine., and awy and ali of the designers, contractors,
subeontractors and materia] sappliers that pasticipated ko any way ix the design, conshustios or sapply of
materials fursonsiruction of the townhoms project snd/or HOMEOWNER S upil, for defartive sonstruction,
Such agsigned claims and causes of action sxpressly include, but are not Hmited to, all claims znd causes of
action that arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inw., (2) Any
express or Luplied warrangies; (3) Any an all commos law clains, inchsding hut not fimited o claims in
negligences, frawd and squitable claims; (4} Any and all claims relpting to or arising out of NES Chapter 46,
21 sep; and (5) Any end el cleims reluting io or arisiag out of Chapter 116, et seq.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigyroent is made by the undersigeed homsowner(s) st High Noon At Aglington Ranch
{HOMBOWNER™ in order to insure that the High Noun AL Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
(hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the sost of repairing defects ip the projest.

BECITALS
A. Sigaificant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noos At Sclington
Ranch townhoracs.

B THE ASSOCIATION bas brought a lawseit apainst DR, Horten, i High Moon At Arlinsten
Ranvh Homeownes Asrocistion v. DR Hortan, Bighth Judicial Distriot, Clack County Nevada, Case No,
AS42616, DR, Harton hez DR, Horton has refused to repair the defects.

215234 u?? (76559}, ne;d th&t & hﬁsm“ﬁwmzs ass»:zt‘iatmn bzu; ﬁha r:gf't i mue the b utider for ;,;m‘ns snvmg
fom the individual units I it can meet the reguirements for olass action cerlificazion,

3. Although THE ASSOCIATION beligves that it will be prented standing to puzsue the olaims of
the individual unit ovners under this analysis, it s not & sertaiaty.

E. If' THE ASSOCIATION is derernsined by the Court notto be allowsd (o sue the bullder fov some
duferts, only those HOMBOWNERS who have assigned their clatms 1o THE ASSGTIATION will he able
to share in the recovery.

¥ AOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desivs for THE ASSOCIATION io have the right o
assert the individua] claims that the BOMEQWNER has sgainst D.E. Horton Ine,, as weldl ag any other endty
that contributed o fhe defective deveiopment, design, construction, supply of materiale, or gale of the
wwnhome projest snd/or HOMEOWER s unit.

1, !
(5. It iz onderstood that nothing {n fhis Assipnment shall be constreed o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in gny way to undartzke or pry for any parficnlsr repairs (o any ndividual unit.

NOW, THEREFGRE, amd in exchange for vahuable consideration,

HOMABGWNER hereby assigns 1o THE ARSGCIATION all of the cleinvg and savuees of aotion that
HOMEOWNER. ppasesses agalest DR, Horlon, Inc., snd any mnd all of the desigoers, contraciors,
subsontraclors and material suppiers that perticipated in any way in fhe design, conshuetion or supply of
uaterials for consougction of the lownhiome project andfor HE IMEOWINER'S wnit, for defective construetion,
Surh assigned c:laams and causes of gotion mpresslv include, bot zre not Hmdied to, gl claime and zavges of
action that srise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from LR, Horton, Inn., (2) Any
express of implied warrantiss; (3) Azy an all comunon law clgims, including hut not trnited to {,}aams in
negligenee, fraud aod aqmtabh: slaims; 4) Any and all cleims relating to or wising out of NRS Chapter 46,
et seq.; and (5] Arn* sad all claitas relating to or adsing out of Chapter 136, st seq.
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HIGH NOON AT SRLINGTON RANCH
ASSBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigniment is nade by the undersigned homeowner(s) st High Noan At Ariington Ranch
{"HBOMECGWNER") in order to insore that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeownsars Association
{hereafler “THE ASSOCLATION®) hins the powsr to rezover the cost of repairing defects in the projeat.

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have been sdiscovered in the individual units at the High Noon At
Arfington Ranch townhotres,

8. THE ASSOCIATION hes brovght & Tawsuit ageinst DR, Horton, s High Moon At Arfinston
Ranch Homeowners Association v, grion, Bighth Judicial District, Chak County Nevadz, Case Mo,
AS42616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused (o repair the defects.

C. The MNevada Suprems Court, i s ruling entitled [.R. Hoiton v. Eishth Judicial Districs

Coprt, 215 P.3d 697 2009), held that & homeowners association has the right © soe the bulder for clalms
erising from the individual anits if it can meet the requirements for class action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION befieves that it will be granted standing to pursue the elaims
of the individuad unit owners under this anabysis, it is nol e cevtainty,

£, FTHE ASSOCIATION iz determuined by the Conurt not to be allawed o sus the builder for
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS wha heve sssigned their clgims to THE A8S0CIATION will

be abls fo shars in the recovery,

F. HOMEDWNER and THE ASSOCIATION decire for THE ASSOCIATION 1o have the right
to assert the Individuoal cleims that the BOMEOQWNER has agatnst DR, Horfon Inc., as well 2s any other
sntily that contributed to the defective development, dasign, construction, supply of materials, or sale of
the townbhome profest andfor HOMBOWER s usit,

G. It is understood that nothing {n this Assigrunent shall be construed to uhiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any partioular repsirs to any individeal unit.

WOW, THEREFORR, and in axchange for valushie consideration,

HOMECQWRNER, horeby aveigne o THE ASSCCIATION sll of the claims and csuses of action
that HOMEQWNER possssees againgt DR, Horton, Ine,, and any and all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractoss and material suppliers that participated in any way in the destgn, construetion or supply of
materinds for construetion of the townhome project zrd/ar HOMEOWNER'S ursit, for defective
construction. Such assigned claims end canses of aotion expresshy include, but are not fimited to, all
claims and causes of sotion that arise ouf of (1} The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R.
Herton, Ine., {2) Any sxpress or ieplied warsnties; (3} Any an all comunon law claims, including but not
iimited to cluims in n@ghgm..e Traud and equitable claims; ($) Any end al! claims relating to or arising
out of BIRS Chapter 40, of coq.; and (5) Anv arvd #ll elaims relating o or arising ot of Chapter 116, o

88,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTOM RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAURES O¥F ACTION

This Assigiment is mede by the undursigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Ardington Ranch
{FHOMECQWRER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arfington Ranel Homeowners Association
(hersafter “THE ASSOCLATION®S has the power to recover the cost of repeiring defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Sigoificant defects have been dizcovered in the individoal unita 3t the High Noon At
Arfington Ranch towmhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 fawsait against DR, Horton, i High Nooe AL Arlington
Raneh Homeowners Assocfalion v, DLE. Horton, Bighth Jadiolad Digmier, Clark County Nevade, Case Ma,

AS42616. DR Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to sepair the defects.,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, In its ruting entitled LR, Hortan v. Bighth Judisial Distrisg
Coutt, 215 P34 697 (2009), held that 2 homeowners associalion hay the right to suz the builder for olaims

arising from the individual units if it sen meet the requirements for class sction certification.

0. Although THE ASSOCIATION belisves that if will be granted standing to pursue the claims
of the individeal unit owners under this analysis, # {5 not 2 certainty,

B THE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed t sue the builder for
soms defects, oply those HOMEOWNERS who have essigned their 2laims to THE ASSOCIATION will

be abls g0 share in the recovery.

F. HOMEGWHNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
toy assert the indbddual elaings that the HOMBOWNER has sgainst DUR. Horlon e, as well as any other
entify that contribuled t the defective development, design, constraction, supply of materialk, or sale of
the townhome project end/or HOMEDWER s unit,

G. 3t is understood that nothing in this Assignroent shall be construsd 1o ebligate THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way to undenaks or pay Jor any particelar repaivs to any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and iv exchengs for valuabls considerstion,

HOMEOQWNRER hereby assigng to THE ASSOCIATION alf of the claims and vanses of action
that HOMEOWHNER possesses ageivst DR Horton, ne., and any and all of the designers, ranteactors,
subeonfraciors and meterial soppliers that participated in any way in the dusign, construstion or supply of
rateriale for construction of the townhome projest and/or HOMEQWNER'S unit, for defective
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of agtlen expressiy include, but are not limited to, all
claims and caeses of action that arize out of (1) The contrast for sale of the subject property from DR,
Horton, lac, (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an gl common taw claims, ineluding but not
Bimited fo claims in negligenes, fraud and equitable claos; (4 Any amd all claims relating to or arising
out of NR3 Chapter 48, et seq.; and (3} Any and ki claims relafing to or avising out of Chapter 116, ef
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersipned homeownar(s) st High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEBOWNER”) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arhington Ranch Homeawners Association
(heresfier “THE ASSOCIATION™ has the power to recover tha cost of repairing defects in the projest.

RECITALS

A, Significant defoets have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Aslingon
Ranch towrhomes,

B, THE ASSCCIATION hus brought a lawsuit againgt DR Herlon, in Hieh Noon At Arlinpton
Raneh Homeowners Association v. IR, Horton, Fi ghth Judizial District, Clark Congty Mevada, Cage Ne.
A342618. DR Horton hes DR, Horton has refused {o repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled R, Horton v. Eichth Fudicial Dristriot Count,
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right fo sue the builder for claims arising
from the individual enits if it can meet the requirements for class action certification,

. Although THE ASSOCIATION belivves that it will be granted standing 1o pursus the clatroes of
the individual unit owners under this aualysis, it is not 8 certainty.

E. WTHE ASSOCIATION 15 determined by the Court not to be allowed 1 sue the builder for some
defecis, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be shis

1o shars in the recovery.

E, HOMEOQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have fhe right io
ausert the individual clairs that the HOMBOWNER has agoinst DU Horton Inc., as well as any other enfity
ihat contributed to the defective development, design, constrantion, supply of materials, or sale of the
townshome projent and/or HOMEOWER '3 unit,

G, It s understood thet nothing in this Assignment shall be construed (o obfizate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs o any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

FOMEQWNER howeby assigns to THE ASSCTIATION sl of the claims and sanses of action that
ROMBOWHNER possesses agaiost DR Horton, Tae, and suy snd all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and susterial suppliers that participated in snyv way in the design, construction or supply of
maierials (oroonstrasion of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective construslion,
Such assigned claims and causes of setion expressly inclode, ut are sot limited 1o, all slaims and cunses af
sction that arise out of (1} The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horon, Inc., {2} Any
express or implied wamanties; (1) Any an @l common lew claims, incleding bt not Hmited 1o olaims
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and a1l claims relating to or arising out of NES Chapter 40,
sl seq.; and (5} Any and all claims relating to or arisiag out of Chapter 116, ef seq,

I
I ! 47 b k! / 7 L
Dated: B/ 20710 peinewamees FUROY OSHL YAMENO [ Mavka Tam
- 4

H‘ 7 P -
Signature(s) Hoioyrofy L Y G L
o

i

314,

i I -1 A i) .‘i }
Unit address_B5UF  Tom MNoon Ave o)

0188



FIGH NOON AT ABLINGTON RARCEH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAURES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mede by the undersigned homsowner{s) ot Figh Noon At Arington Ranch
(“HBOMECWNER™} in arder fo insurs that the High MNoon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{bereafler “THE ASSOCIATION™) has ihe power 10 recover the sost of repelving defscts in the project,

RECITALS

A. Significent defects bave been discoversd in the individual anits of the High Noon At Arlingion
Ranch townhomss,

B, THE ASSOCIATION has bronghi s lawsuit againgt DR, Horton, in Hish Noop A2 Arlineten

Ranch Homeowners dssocistion v. DR, Homton, Bighth Judicial District, Clerk County Nevads, Cage No.
AS542616. DR Horion has DR, Horton bas refused to repair the defects.

€. The Nevusda Surreme Cowwrt, in its ruling entitted DR, H(})jp"‘i ¥, Kighth lediciat Disivict Court,
215 P34 597 {2009, held that a bomeowners association bag the right to sue the builder for claims arisisg
frora the {ndividual units if ¥ cao meet the reguirements for class action certification,

D. Altheugh THE ASSOCIATION beligves that it will be granted stznding to prrsue the claims of
the individeal unit owners vuder this analysis, it i not a cortainty.

B. ¥ THE ASSGOIATION jz determined by the Court not Io be allowsed to sue the bufider for some
defects, only those HOMEBOWNERS who have assigned thair claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able

ter ghars in tha racovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assert the individnal ciaig that the HOMECWNER bas sgaivst D.R, Hortor Inc., a5 wel] ax 2ny other sutity
that coniributed o the defective development, design, construciion, supply of materials, or sale of the
towahome project =nd/or HOMBOWER s npit.

G. it v wnderstood that pothing in this Assignment shall be constroed to obligate THE
ASBOCIATION, in any wsy to underteke or pay for any particolar repairs to any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchapge for velueble consideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby ascigns to THE ARSOCTATION all of the claime and cauges of action that
HOMEOWNER possesses against D K. Horton, Ine., and any and slf of the designers, contractars,
suboontractors and materiel suppliers that participatsd ia ary way in the design, conglniction or supply of

materiais for sonstruntion af the townhome preject and/or HOMBEOWNER S wait, fordefective construction,

Such assigned claims and cavses of action expresshy include, but gre not liemited s, all claims and couses of

action that arise out of (1) The contrast for sele of the subjeet property from DR Horom, Inc., (3) Ay
sxpress or implied wananties; (3) Any an &ll commion law elaims, including but notf [imited to claime in
negligence, fraud and cqu:tabie claims; (43 Any and all claims reiang to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
ot saq.,; end (3} Any end &l ¢laims relating to or aristng out of Chagpter 114, et seq.

Dated: g&-ofad Print Name(s) /-??’4"55 be Z’;%?y'?? (.Zf
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
AESIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Asvignment is made by the undervigned bomeswner(s) af High Noon Al Artingron Raneh
¢ HOMBOWNER’ ) i order fo insure that the High Noox Al Arlington Rench Homezowners Assaciation
{hereafler "THE ASBOCIATION") hes the power to recoyver the cest of repairing defests in the predect,

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have been discovered in the individus vnits at the High Noon At
Arlington Raoch towahomes.

B. THE ASSCCIATION faz rpmught & Jawzuit xgainst DR, Horien, in High Noon At Arlingson

Ranch Homeowners Agsnciation v, BLE, Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case Nao.
AS42616, DR, Heren has D.R. Horton has refused 10 rapair the defeps,

Ty

Ceurt, 213 P34 637 (2069}, beld that 2 homeowners assosiztion has the cight o sue the builder for claims
ar‘smg fmm ihe ndwidu.‘d enits if i can mect the teouirements for class astion certification.

£, The Nevads Supreme Court, Is 1t ruling entitied LR, Horden v Biebth Judisia] Distdct

D. ajthough THE ABSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursus the siaims
of the individual unit owoers under this analysis, It is not a certsinty.

E If THE ASSOCIATION iv defermined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder far
some defects, only thase HOMECGWNERS who bave sssigned their claims 10 THE ASSOCIATION will

ba sbia 1o share {n the recovery,

¥, HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSGCIATION tn have the right
to essert the individial 2laims st the HOMEOWNER hes agsinst 0.8, Hertor Ine., 25 well as any other
entity thaw sontributed tg the defsotive development, design, constuction, supply of matetialy, or sale of
the towshome prajact andfor BOMEDWER s unit,

Q. 1t is wndersiood that pothing in this Assignment shall be vonstrued fo obfigate THE
ASSCCIATION, In uny way io underiske or pay for any perticular repeis to any individual enit.

WNOW, THEREFORE, and exchangs for valuable consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION aif of the claims and causes of action
that HOMEBOWNER possesses agrinst DR, Herton, Ine., and any and aif of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and mateddal suppliers that participated in any way ju the design, construction or supply of
materiales for constroetion of the towsnhome projest and/or HOMEQWHRER'S unit, for defective
cungtraetion, Buch assigned claims and ceuses of setion expressly melude, but are not lmited to, all
claims and cawses of action thal eriss out of (1) The conwaet for sale of the subjest property Fom [.H.
Horon, e, (1) Any sxpresy or fmpHed warranties; {33 Any an all common law claims, incloding buf nat
Himited 1o olaims in negligence, fraud and equitable <lalms; (4) Any and all cladms relating to or arisiag
out of NRS Chagrer 40, ot seq.; and {3) Any and all claims relating to or anizing out of Chapler 116, et

LY

Diated: j:s?_ 5;{“'?_ Print Name(s) M i {:,Jff ael A {/] ET TN S
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HIGH NOON AT ARLIBCTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the sndersigned homeownerle) at High Noon At Arfingion Ranch
("HIOMEOWNER™] in order to e it the High Woon At Arlington Ranck Homeowners Associadon
{harsafier "THE ASROCIATION®) has the power to recpver the cost of repairing defacts in the project.

RECITALS

A, Significent defects have beer discoversd ln the individual wnits a the High Noos At
Ariingtos Ranch townhiomas, :

B. THE ASSOCIATION hus brought a lawsuls against DR Horton, in Hizh Noos At Acfineton
Ranch Homeowners Associstion . 3R, Horon, Eighth Judiclal Distrivt, Slark County MNevada, Tase Mo,
A542618, DR Hortop has DR, Horton has refused (o mpair the defasts,

€. The Meveds Buprame Court, in ite ruling entitfed DR, Hootoo v, Eigdith Judieial District
Court, 215 P.2d 697 (2009), heid that 2 homeownears assosiation has the right to sus the builder for claims
arising from the individual units it it ean meet the raquirements for class action seriification.

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION belisves that it will be granted standing o pursue the olaims
of the individoal wnit pwners under this snsiysiz, it is not & cortaingy,

E. FTHE ASEQCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to tus the builder for
sorme defects, only those HOMEOWNERS wha have assigned their claime o THE ASSQCIATION wil]

b abiz to share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
to assert the {ndividuel olaims that the HOMEOWNER bas sgainet D.R. Horlon Ine., zs welf a3 any other
antity thal contributed to the defective development, design, construction, stpply of materials, or sale of
the tewhhone proiect and/or HOMEOQWER s unit

G. it is understood that nothing in this Asslgnment shal] be eongtrued (o obligete THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way to undertske or pay for any pariiculsr repafes to any individua! unit.

NOW, THEREFQRE, and in exchange for valpable consideration,

HOMECGWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSQCIATION aif of the claims and causes of astion
that HOMEQWNER possesser against DLR. Horton, Ine., and any and af} of the designers, contractors,
suheontraciors snd material suppliery that purticipated in any way i the design, construction or supply of
miaterials for construction of the townhome praject andior HOMBOWNER'S unit, for defective
consiruction. Such agwigned vlaims and causes of action expressly include, but are not Bmited fm, al}
claims and vauses of action that arise out of {1) The contract for sale uf the subject proparty from DR,
Horton, Ine., (£} Any expross or implied werrenties; (3) Any un 2ll common [aw claimeg, fncluding but not
limited o claims in pegligancs, fraud and equitable olaims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising
out of MRS Chapter 40, ef seq.; and (5 Any and all claims relating fo or arising out of Chepter 116, ot

o
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HYGH NOGH AT ARLYNGTON RANCH
ASERGMNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigament is made by the undersigned Fomeowner(s) st High Noon At Artington Ranch
(“HOMEQWHRER®) in ordee to insure thet the High Noan Af Ariington Rench Remeownars Associetion
{hereafter “THE ARSDCIATION®) has the power to recover the cost af repairing defecis in the projest,

RECITALS

A, Sigoificant deforts have boen discovered in the individual unfis af the High Noon At
Ariington Ranch townhomer,

B. THE ARSDCIATION has brought a lawsuit againgt DR, Horton, In Hizh Noop AL Artington
ani mseransrs Assoeintion v, DA, Herton, Bighth Judisial Distriet, Slark County Nevads, Caze Na,
AS42616. DR, Horon has DR, Horton has refused to repair the defects,

C.. The Mevads Supreme Courd, in its ruling entitled DL0, Horian v, Bigheh Sudinial Distriel

o, 235 P34 697 (200%), held that s homsawners aszociation hos the right o me the builder for claims
arising frpm the individual units if it can mess the requirements for class sttion ceriifleation,

0. Ahbough THE ASSOCIATION belizves that it will ke granted standing (o pursue the claims
of the individual unit owners under this snalysis, it i not a certaingy.

B, ¥THE ASSGCIATION is determined by the Coun not to be gliowed to sue she buflder for
some dafeots, oply thess HOMBOWNERS who have ssslpned dhelr elaims o THE ASSCCIATION will

be zhic i share in the reoovers,

F. HOMEQWRER and THE ASSOCIATION desite for THE ASSOUIATION to have the right

1o gssert the individual clalvs thay the HOMEOQWNER has againat DR Horlon Int., 25 well ag any other
entily that contributed fo the defeetive development, dasign, consuuntion, suppiy of maierials, ar sale of

tha fewnhorne prejact andfor HOMEQWER's onis,

G. It is andersiond thet nathing In this Assisnment shall be songtmed 1o obligats THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undariake or pay for eny particilar thpairs <o any individual wifs

WNOW, THEREFORE, and inexehange for valuahis congideration,

HOMBOWHER hereby oseiges to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims snd ciuses of actian
that HOMECOWHNER poxsesses againgt 2R Honos, inc., and zny mud all of the designers, santractors,
subcontramors amd materlsl suppHers that participated In any way in the design, constrection or suppiy of
nwslecials for sonstruction of the wwnhome projec! andfor HOMEGWNER'S unit, for defestive
sonstruction. Such assigned claims and cauces of action expressly include, b are not limited to, ali
ciaims and cpusas of action that srise out of {1} The contract for sale of the gubject property from DAL
Hoon, o0, {2} Any expross or implizd warrsndies; £3) Any an all common fsw cleime, inclding bt rot
VHemited w0 ofaims In neglizgence, frawd and equitable cleimy; (4} Any and all elaiimg relating {o or arising
cut of HRS Chagrer 40, ot seg.; and {3) Any and sl cirims saleting 1o or arising oul of Chapter 116, ot
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCYH
ASSIGHNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlinglor Ranch
("HOMEOWINER”) in order to ingure that the High Moon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
(revesfter “THE ASSOUCIATION") bas the powar to recover the cost of repriring defests in the project.

BECITALS

A. Significant defeots have been dissovered In the ndividual units at the High Nooo At Arlington
Rasneh townhomes.

B. THE ASSDCIATION has brought & Iswsuit againgt DR Borton, in Hizgh Moo, A Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Association v, DR, Hortg:, Bighth Judiclal District, Clark County Nevada, Case Na.
A542616. DR Horton has DR Horton has refused to repair the defocts,

G The Nevada Supreme Cowt, in ite rwling entitled DR, Eorton v. Fighth Judicial Distriet Cowt,
215 B.24 687 (2009), hald that 2 homeowners asgociation has the vight io sue the builder for cladms arising
from the individual units i it can meet the requirernents {or cises astion certification,

L. Althongh THE ASSOCIATION believes thal it will be granted standing to pursoe the olagms of
ihe individual wnit ovwmers under this anaiysis, it is not u certsinty.

E. I THE AB50CIATION is determined by the Court net o be allowed to sue the builder for some
deftcis, onty thuse HOMBOWNERS who have zssigned their clsims to THE ASSOCIATION will b2 shle
g shars in the tecovery, ;

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to kave the 7 ghi to
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well 2¢ any other antity
that conbribuied to the defestive development, desige, construstion, supply of maferials, or ssle of the
townhome maject and/or HOMBOWER s unit,

G, It is understeed that nothing in this Assignment shall be construsd o ohligate THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way to underteke ar pay for any partizular repairs o any individual wnit,

MNOW, THEREFORE, and in cxchange for vaiusble consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby ossigns to THE ASSQCIATION all of the staims and sauses of serion hat
HOMEOWNER  possesses against DR, Herton, I, and sy and all of the designers, conbragiars,
subeontrasiors and material suppiiers that participated in any wey it the design, constnwtion or supply of
materialg for construction of the townhome project andior KOMEOWNER S uni t, for defectiva construction.
Such agsigned oluims and causes of action expressly include, but are pot Himited to, ali elaims 2nd couses of
action that arise vt of (1) The conteact for sule of the subject property fram DR, Harton, Inc,, {2} Any
express or unplied warranties; (3) Any an ell commeon Jaw claims, inciuding but sot limited fo claims in
negligence, fraud and eguitable claims; (4) Axy and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; snd (5} Any and all elaims refating 3o or arising out of Chapter 116, of seq,
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) af High Noon At Arlington Ranch
CTHOMECWNER™ in order fo ingure thet the High Noon At Aslington Ranch Homeowners Assoctaiion
{(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION"] has the power {0 recover the cost of repairing defecty in the project,

RECITALS

A. Slgnificant defecis have bean discovered in the individual umits at (e High Noon Af Arlington
Ranch towihomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION hae brought & Tawsuil against DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arlingien
Ranch Homeowners Agsociaiion v, DR, Horton, Bighth Judicial Ristrior, Clark County Nevada, Case N,

AS42616. DR Horten hes DR Horton has refused o repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Suprerne Couwrt, in its ruling entitled DR, Horton v, Bight ;
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that 2 homeevwners assockytion has the right fo see the bailder for claims arising
from the individus! uniis iF it can meet the requirements for class action sertification,

B, Although THE ASSOCIATION beligves that it will be grantsd standing {0 pursue the elaims of
the individual unit owners undey this snelysiz, i 1s not & certainty.

B. If THE ASSOCIATION is deiermined by the Cowrtnot to be allowed t9 see the builder for soms
defects, only those HOMECOWNERS who have assipned thelr claims 1o THE ASSOCIATION will be ablz
10 shere in the recovery.

N *

F. BOMEOQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION w0 have the rightts
assert the individual claims that the HOMEQWNER tas against DR Horton Inc., as well 23 any other entity
thal coniributed to0.the defective developmens, design, eonstruction, supply of malerials, o sale of the
fownhome projest andfor HUMEOWER's unit, -

1, Y
3. 1t is understood thet nothing in thiy Assigmwent shiell be conshusd to obligete THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individus! usit,

‘.
NQW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEBEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the elaims and cises of action thal
HOMEOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Ine, and any and all of the designers, contrsctors,
subsontractors anrd material suppliers that participated in auny way in the design, consirection or supply of
rmaterials for construgtion of e townhome project and/or HOMBGWNER'S unit, for defsctive construction.
Such gssigned claimg and causes of sotion expressly includs, but ave not Hanited to, a1l claims and causes of
sction that arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the sulject properly from DX, Horion, e, (2) Any
express o7 implied warranties; (3) Any an &l common law claims, including but not Bimited to elaims
nsgligence, raud and equitable cluims; {4) Any 2nd all cleims relating te or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (3) Any gnd all claims relating to o7 ariging out of Chepter 116, el seq.
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HIGE NOOGN AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CADSES OF ACTIOR

This Assignment i5 made by the undersigned homeowner(s} at High Moon At Arlington Ranch
{“HOMECWINER"Y in order 1o Insure that the High Roon At Arlinglon Ranch Homeowners Azsociation
{hersafter “THE ASSOCIATION™ hay the power to recover (he cost of repairing defects in the projest,

RECITALS
A, Signifisant defacts have heon discovered in the individual units at the High Nooa At
Artinglon Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought 2 lsweuit sgainst IR, Horton, in Hish Noon At Arlington
Ranch Homeawners Asseciation v. DR, Hocton, Righth fudicial Digtrict, Clark County Nevada, Cass No.
AS42616. [LR, Horton bar DR Horlon bes refused to repair the defects.

&, The Nevads Supreme Court, in it vuling sotiled DR, Horton v, Eighth Judicial Distriat
Court, 213 P.Ad 687 (2089), beld that a homeowners 2ssociation has the right to sve the baiider for olaims
srising frorm the individual units if it can moeet the requirements for cJzgs sction certification,

D, Alhough THE ASSGUIATION hefeves thar it will be granted standing to pursve the olaims
of the individual onit owners under this analysis, it ts not & cerainty.

E. IFTHE ASSCGCIATION is determined by the Court ot 3o be sllowsd o 2u2 the builder for
some defeots, only those HOMEDWNERS whe have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will

ke able to share in the resovery.

¥, HOMEOWRNER snd THE ASSOCIATION desir for THE ASSOCIATION o have the right
{o assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has ageinst ILR. Horton Inc., a3 well us any ather
eotify that contributed fo the defective development, desipn, construstion, supply of materials, or 3ale of
the lownhomes project andfor BOMEBEJWER™Ss unit,

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be sonstrued w obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, tn any way o undertake or pay for asy particuler repairs 1o any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and o oxchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEGWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSQCIATION sli of the claims and canses of action
that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR Horwon, Inc., and any end all of the designers, contaciors,
subconiractors and material suppliers thet pardeipated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
nsterials for constriction of the townhome projeet andior BOMEQOWNER'S uait, for defentiee
construetion, Such assigned claims and srusss of action expressly incinde, but are not lmited to, all
claims and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sake of the subiect properiy from D.R.
Horton, Inc.. (2) Any cxpress ar implied wactanties; (3) Any o alf commen Jaw claims, including buf not
lirnited fo clains i negligence, fraud and equitable cloivs; (4) Any and alf claims relating to or arising
put of WRS Chapter 40, of seq.; and {5) Any and ell claims relating 1o or arising out of Chapter 116, et

8.
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HIGHE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the wndersigeed homeowner{s) st High Noon At Arlisgton Ranch
CHOMBOWNER™ in order to inzure that the High Noon At Arbington Ranch Homeowners Agsociation
{nersafier “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power 10 recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest,

RECTTALS

A, Significent defects bave been discovered in the individual units at the High WNoon At Artington
Ranch wownhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a Jawsait againgt I3.R. Hortos, in High Noon AL Arlineton
Ragch Homsewners Assaciation v. DR, Horton, Eigheh Judicial District, Clark Counry Nevads, Case Ne.

A542516. DR, Horion has D.R. Horton has refused (0 repair the defects.

€. The Nevads Sopreme Cowrt, In its ruling entitied B Harton v, Selth Judiciat
215 P.3d 697 (2009}, Leld that 5 homeowners association has the right 1o sue the builder for cisims arizing
from the individual anits iF it can meet the reguirements for class action cartification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION helieves that it will be granted standing to pursue the 2laime of
the smdividual weit vwaers under this analysis, it is not 2 certainiy.

E. HTHE ASSOCTATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the bailder for SOME
defects, only those BOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE AZSOCTATION will be sble

o share io the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
apsest the individual claims that the HOMEBOWNER bas against DR, Horton e, as well as any other Batity
that conimbuied io the defective development, dagign, oonstrucifon, supply of materials, or sale of the
towithoms project andfor HOMEOQWER s unit,

G. It s undersiood thet mothing in this Assignment shali be construed o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for auy particulsr repairs to any individual unit,

HNOW, TEEREFORE, and in exchangs for valuable sonsideration,

HOMEQOWNER hereby sesions to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claime and souses of sction that
HOMEOWNER  pessesses against DR, Horlon, Inc,, and any and all of the designers, oontractars,
sutrcontractors and material suppliers that paricipaied in 2nv way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for copstruction of the townhome project and/or FOMEOWNER S unil, for defective constructon.
Such assigned claims and canses of setion expressly include, but are not Hrsited to, all claims and conses of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (%) Any
express or implied warnmaties; (3} Any an ali common law cleims, inciuding but not imited to clsims in
negligencs, freud and equitable clains; (4) Any and all clalrns relaiing to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {5} Any aad all cleims refating to or arising out of Chapfer 116, ¢t ssq.
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HIGH NOONM AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) of High Noon AL Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER”) in order to fnsure that the High Noon At Artington Ranch Homocowaes Assontation
(hercafier “THEE ASSOCTATION") has the power (o recover the cost of repairing defects in the prajent,

FECITALS

A, Significant defects bave been discovered in the individusl wnits w! the High Noon At Astingion
Ranch townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought & lewsuit against DR, Horton, in Hizh Nooo At Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Association v, DR Horton, Eighths fudicial Distiet, Clark County Nevada, Case No.
ASA2615. DL Borton kas LR, Horton has refased 1o tepair the defects,

C. The Mevada Supreme Court, in itz ruling entitled 2.8, Horton v, Eiphth J udieisl District Conrt,
215 .34 697 (2009), held that 2 howeowners association has the right o sue the builder for claims Rrising
from the individeal units if it can meet the reguizements for class scion cenification.

L. Although THE ASSGCIATION believes that it will be granied standing fo porsve the claimy of
the incividual wnit swners ueder this enalysis, it fs ot a cerlainty,

E ITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be sllowed tg sue the builder Tor zome
defects, only those ROMECOWNERS who have assigned their clairos 1o THE ASSOCIATION will be uble
1o share in the recovery, ’

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCTIATION desire for THE ASSGCIATION fo lave the right to
agsert the individual claims that the BOMBOWNER has against 3., Horton Inc., as well us any other entity
Ut contritbuted to the defective development, design, construction, supply of malerials, or sale of the
towihome project and/or HOMEOWER s unit

G, It s understood that nothing in this Aselgnment shall B¢ construcd to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, & 2oy way fe undertake o7 pay for any particular yepairs {o sy fndivideal uait,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valusble considerstion,

HOMEOQWNER hereby assigns o THE ASSOCLATION all of the claims and eauses of action that
HOMEOWNER  possssses against DR Horton, Ins., snd any end all of the deg Eners, contractors,
subwontractors and roaterial suppliers that parti sipated m any way in the design, consiruotion or supply of
materials for construction of the townbiomes project and/or HOMBOWNER'S unit, for defeotive sonatruction.
Such asstgned claims and sauses of aetion expressly include, but are not limited to, all claios 208 couges of
acticn that arise oul of (1) The contract for sale of the subject proparty frem DR, Horton, Ine., (2} Any
express of implied warranties; (3} Any an ai} conwonn Jaw claims, inchuding but not Brated 1o claims in
negligenes, fraud and equitable olaims; (43 Any and ail claims relaiing to or 2rising out of NRS Chupier 40,
et s2q.; and (3} Any sod all claims relating o or arising out of Chapler 116, el seq. . '
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the umlersigned humeowner(s) 2t High Noon At Arlioglon Rench
{THOMEOWNER™) in order {o insure that the High Noon At Artinglon Ranch Homeoovmers Associstion
(hereafler "THE ASSOCIATION"} har the power to recover the cust of vepairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

A. Siprifiesat dofects have been discovered in the individua! unitz a2 the High MNoon At Arlington
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit agaiost DR, Horton, in High Nooa At Arlinston
Ranch Homeowners Assogtationy, I, on, Bighth Judicial Distriot, Clark County Nevads, Case Mo,

AS42616. IR, Horlon has DR Horton hes refused 1o repair the defests.

€. The Neveda Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied DR Horton v, Eighth Judivial District Courd,
213 P 3d 687 (2109), held that » homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for slaimg ariging
frou the individual units {f it can meet the requiremants for olass setion certification.

D. Abhough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the chaims of
the individual wodt owners under this snalysis, i is not 8 certainty.

E. XTHE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the bullder for o
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSQUIATION will be sbie
1 share in the recovery, : .

F. HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION degice for THE ASBOCIATION 1o have the right fo
sasert the individus] claims thet the HOMEOWNER has against IV R Horton Inc., as well 25 any other entity
that vonirthuled to the defestive development, design, construction, supply of melerlals, or sale of the
inwrhome project and/or HOMBEOWER 2 unit,

G. I is understood thet nothing in this Assignment shall be constrred 1o cbligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way Lo undariake o pay for eny particuiar repairs to uny individual wsit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable congideraiins,

HOMEQWNER hercby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION sl of the claims and causes of action [hat
HOMEGWNER  possssses against DR, Horton, Ine., and any and sli of the designers, somtraciors,
subsoubraciors and material suppliors thet participated in any way in the desien, construction or sopply of
mazterials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMECYWNER'S utiit, for defeclive construction,
Such zssigned olaims and cavses of sction expressly inelude, but are not Himited to, all claims and couses of
action that srise oul of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property frem DR, Hordon, Ina., 2} Any
express or implied warranties; (3} Any an all common law elaims, inchuding bt not limited 1o claims in
negligenee, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and alf claime relating to or avising out of NES Chapter 44,
et seq,; and (5} Any and all claims relaticg to or srising out of Chapter 116, et seq. '
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSER OPF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) rt High Naon At Arlington Ranch
(“HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arington Ranch Homeowners Association
{(hersafter “THE ASSOCIATION™ hae the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projeet,

RECITALS

A. Signifivant defects ave been diseoversd In the individual uniy of the High Noow At
Axlington Ranch townhomes,

8, THE ASSOCIATION has bn:;ught a lawsuit against DR, Horton, is Hish Noon At Arlington
Rench Hompowners Associetion v, 2R, Horton, Bighth Jodioial District, Clerk County Nevada, Case Mo,

AS42616, LR Horton bas TR Horton has refimed to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Suprame Court, in its rufing entisied .8 Hovton v, Eighth Judisial Disirict
Court, 215 P.3d 697 (2008), heid that a homeowners assoviation has the right to sue the builder for claims
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements Ter clagss action certifivation,

. Althoegh THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims
of the individual unit owoers under this snalysis, #t is nof 2 cartainty.

E, I THE ASROCIATION [n determined Sy the Court not to e abipwed 1o sus the bullder for
some defets, only those HOMEGWNERS who bave assigned theiz clafms io THE ASSOCIATION will

be ahle to share in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
to assert the individoal claiing that the HOMEBOWNER has against DR Horton Ine., as well a5 any other
sntity that conmribited to the defective developrueny, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of
the townhome project aadfor BOMEOWER's unit.

(i R is undersicod that nothing i this Assigniment shall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or psy for any partoulsr sepams to any individual unit

MNOW, THEREPORE, and in exchange for valuable sonsideraiion,

HOMEBOWNER hereby assigas to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claimy and causes of action
that HOMEOWNER possesses ageinst IR, Hortor, Inc., and gny and 8 of the designers, contrantors,
subtontractars and materiai suppliers that participated in any way o the design, consiruetion or supply of
materisls for consiruction of the townhome project and/or HOMEQWNER'S unit, for defectiva
sonstruction. Such sssigned clalme and causes of action expressly includs, but arg not Hmited to, afl
slaime and causes of activn that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR,
Herton, Ine., (2} Any express or implied warraniies; (3) Any an all commen law claims, ineluding bul not
Uimnited 1o claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claime; {4 Any and all cleims refating to or arising
cut of NRE Chapter 40, et seq,; and {8) Any and all claims relating 16 or arising out of Chapter 118, et

24,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE
ASSIGINBEENT OF CALSEE OF ACTION

This Assigamant i made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at Hgh Moo AL Arlinglon Ranch
(FHOMECTWNERT in neder to Innrre that the High Woon At Arlingios Ranch Homsawn2rs Associarion
{hereafier “THE ASSDCLATION®) hus the power (o rasaver the tast of repeiying defects in the project,

RECITALR

A. Significant defects have been discoverad in s odhvidual unlts &t the High Noos Ad
Arlingten Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOUIATION bas brought s fawsuit apainst DR, Fodos, In High Nee lington

Ranch Homeownare Assaeiation v, DR, Horten, Eighth Judicial Digtrizt, Clark County Nevada, Cage Na,

AS42616. DR Horon has DR, Horton hag refused {o repair the defieots.

C. The Nevads Bupresne Court, i fis ruding entitled DR Hodos v. Bighth Budicial Districr
Lourd, 213 P.AE 657 (20093, held that & homeowners sssasiation has the right to sue the bubider for ¢lafms
arising from the individua! unity i7 3 san meet the reguirements for clasg aetion porgfivation,

D, Although THE ASSCCIATION belioves that # will be gragted stending to puresve the eisimy
«f the individunl untf ewners under this analysis, it iz not 2 nerainty.

B, ¥ THE ABSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed fo sue the bulider for
sume defecis, only those HOMEDWNERS who have assigned their clalms o THE ASSOCIATION will

be ahle to share in the recovary,

F. HOMEOWMER and THE ASSOCTATION deslre for THE ASSCCLATION 10 have the righe
1 assent the individual elaimes that the HOMEDWRHNER has against DR, Horton Inc, a2 well as any other
sntity that contributed to the defective develppment, design, construetion, supply of materiats, or s8le of
the fownhome project andfor HOMEOWER's unit

G. U s undersiond thet nothing in this Assignment shall be congirued to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undsriake or pay for any particuler repaics to apy Individua! unir.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchinge for valuabis consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby sssigns o THE ASSOCIATION alf of the plaims and canses of zction
that HOMEOQWHER possesses againet IR Horon, Tne., and sny and all of the designers, coniractors,
subcontractors aad matsriai supphiers that participated in suy way in the design, sonstruction or supply of
marerials for construstion of de towshome project znd/ior HOMEQOWRER'S unit, for defantive
construstion, Such assignad claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not lintited to, 2l
alaims and cauges of action thet arise out of {1} The eontaer for ale of the sublact preperty from DR,
Haorten, Inc., (2) Any express o implied warranties; {3} Any an all comumon law ciziag, inchdding bt not
fimited to claims in neghinenes, frasd and equitable clafms; {4) Any and all claimg relating (0 o arising
out oI MRS Chapter 40, f seq.; and {3} Any and all claims relating to or srising oud of Chapler 116, et

Diated: 07/ i i Print Name(s) {f}:%(’:ai e r ,f'*q' u@;e e
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BIGH ROON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigoment iz made by the undersigned homeowner{s) at High Neon At Arlinglon Ranel
{(“HOMEBEOWNER™ in order to invore that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeownzars Asseciation
{hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™ has the power to recover the cost of repaining defeots in the project.

RECITALS
A, Signifieant defects have heon discovered in the individual onite at the High Noon 4t
Artingion Ranch townhomes, -

8. THE ASSOCIATION kas brought a lawsuit against D.R. Hoston, ia High Noon At Arlicston
Ranch Homeowners Associstior v, DR Horton, Bighth Judicial Distriey, Clark County Neveda, Case Mo,
AS43616, LR, Horton has D.R, Horion bes refwsed (o repair the defecky,

. The Nevada Supreme Court, in s ruling entitled DR, Morfon v. Eighth fudicial Disirict
Court. 215 P.3d 887 (2009, beld that 2 homenwners association has the right to sue the boilder for cluims
arising from the individual undts if i van mest the veguirements for class action certification.

o, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that if will be granted standing o pursue the olaimg
of the mdividual anit owners wunder fhis analysis, it is nat & cerainty.

E. W THE ASSOCIATIOM is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sus the buflder for
soms defevts, enly those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their olaims o THE ASSOCIATION will

be zhiz to share in the recovery.

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
{o sasect the individual cluims that the HOMEOWNER has agsinst DR Horton Ine., &5 well as any other
sniify that contributed {o the defective development, design, construetion, supply of materials, or xele of
ths towrihome project and/or HOMEOWER s unit,

. It is undersivod that nothing ia thiv Assigniment shall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in sny way o underinke o pay for any pardcalsr repates to any individoal gnit,

NOW, THERZFORE, and in exchange for valusble congideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action
tiat HOMECWHNER posgesses against LR Horton, Inc,, and any and all of the desipners, copiractors,
suboontractors and material supplisrs that participaied in any way in the design, conawuction or supply of
materials for consiruction of the fownhome project and/oy MOMEOWNER'S unit, for defacive
consiruction. Such sssigned claims and causes of action expresaly include, but sre not limited 1o, a1l
cialms and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for side of the suhjost property from DR,
Hoston, Inc., {2} Ay sxpresy or implied waranfies; (3) Any an all common faw claimy, inchiding but not
limHed 1o clzxims jn negligencs, fraud and equitable claime; (4) Any and all clalms relating Lo or ariging
out of MRE Chapter 40, ef seq.; wad {5) Any and all claims relating to or erising out of Chapter 118, et

gaq.
- ' i 4 Ly -
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMERT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

. :f?:ia Assignment i wade by the undersipned homeovwner(s) ot High Noon A ingron Raneh
CHOMEDWNER™ tn ordgr to Inear tht the High Moan At Artington Ranch Hemsowners Agrociating
Hereaflor “THE ASROCLYT HON™) has Ihe power iy recrver th et ol repriring dufects in the Rrogect,

RECITALE

A, Signifioent dedétts heve begn discovered in th Individual unlt ot e 4 gh Newsn Az
Arfington Rench totwiharmds, '

B. THE ASSOUCIATION hes brought & Ixwsait ageinst LR, Hemon, in rlingzor
Fanch Fomeoswnemns Aseoelnsia B FaTiish. Elghth Judicing e seriey, Staek County Neveds, Cape N,

=i M arlrdis] R Y B H
AS42616. DR, Horton by DR Hovton

[ wead [o tepelr the defooy,
preme Court, n i eulip B emitled DR, Mortoan g Efehih Judficial Distries

3
Lanert, 215 P34 697 Snohw held thet » homeawners sepaciaiion hax the sight W pua he boedder for claimg
arifing fram the indlvkdunt beits iF R nan mert the requiternents for slass mebion certitieation,

0. Anheuph THE & EROCIATION belivver ther 3 will Ie gramtad sanding tn nursue the olyhmg
of the individunf unit ownels wnder this anelysis, ¥ 35 nots cervalnty.

ATION Is determined by the Coumt not t be aliowed 1o eug ths bulider oy

E. If THE ASGO0Y
BOWNERS who have genipnod el alafms 1o THE ASBOTIATION wili

soane defuntg, only those M0
be sl w shars in e rosods

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION deging for THE AZSOCIATION fo s the righy

io zased the individual elaiths that the HOMBOWNER hax againgt IR, FHorton fno.. nz wedl o sy othar
antity thar oordelhuind 1o 16 defective cevelommieny, depign, eavsimction, sopply of maresinds, or sals of

Ure toweniinme project andigr BOMEGWRER's unk,

G I i urslrmioed jihet nathing in thi Assignment thali be ponstrosd 16 shiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in goy wab 1o undortske or pay for any particutar resles t any individual usie,

WOW, “[HEREFO,?E, 208 In exchangs far wrluall= aong {deration,

HOMEQWNER hepely aseigns to THE ASSOCIATION ait afthis clafme and caimes of action
iy HOMEUWHNER posssbees ugninst DR Horion, Fre., ang 2oy and ojl of the dexigners, contractars,
subcotirectors aod muterialrupplioeg they partieipotod in mny vy in the Mesign, constraction or supply of
materizls for aonseuction of the towrhoms project andlor HOMEOWNER'S usit, for defootive
comsriction. Fech nasfgnedl elaime and couses oF artion expressly inalnde, T ore not limited 1o, 20
#ising and causes of petionfihat arise sul of {1} The coniract for seis of the subjest prosety from LR
Horon. inn., (i} Any exprode or tmpliag wearraniess (3] Any an ] common lew claimy, tneHuding but not
timitad 0 cluims in nwgligebes, fraud md seuitalsie claims; (4 Any and af] clafms seluting to o arising
vt of WRE Cheprer 49, ot ATq;z and £53 Ay and il slaimg relgling o of arsing out alThapier 116, of

F2y.
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BIGH NCGON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAYISES OF ACTION

This Assignment 1s made by the undersigned homeowmer(s) 21 High Noan At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEOWKER™ in order o insure that the High Nonn At Aflington Ranch Homeowners Assoacistion
{hereaficr “THE ASSOCIATION™} has the power o recover the cost of repaiving defects n The project,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the Individued units st the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch iowsbomes,

B. THE ASSOUIATION hes brought a lewsult against LR, Horton, in High  Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Agsocistion v DR, Honon, Kighth Judicis! District, Clark County Nevade, Cese No.
AS42616. DR, Horton has D.R. Horton hus refused to repair the defects.

€. Thie Nevede Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied D.R. Horton v, Bighth Judicis] Ristict Court,
215 P34 697 (2005}, held that a homwowsners assomation has the right to sue the bullder for 2laims arising
from the individual unils if 1t can meet the requirements for class action certification.

L. Although TEE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be pranted standing to pursue the claims of
the individual weit owners under this enelysis, it ¥ not 8 certainty.

B, HTRE ASSOCIATION is dstermined by the Courd not to b2 allowed 19 sue the builder for soms
defests, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
fo share in the regovery.

F. HOMEBOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION destrs for THE ASSOCIATION 1o have the right
agsert the individual olaims that the HOMECGWNER bas sgafost IYR. Horton Inc., 2s well zs any other en tity
that contributed to 4k defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project andior HOMEOQWER's unii.

G. X is undersivod that mothing in this Assignment shell be sonstrued to obligate THE
ABSOCIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for any particuler repeirs to any individual usit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuabie consideration,

HOMECOWNER hereby assigns 10 THE ASSOCTATION all of the claims and causes of action that
HOMEQWNER  possesses ageinst D.R. Hortgn, Inc., and any and ali of the designers, contractors,
subconiractors and material supphiers that partsipated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construstion of the townhome project andlor BOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective sonstruction.
Such assigned claimg and causes of action expressty include, but are notlimited to, all claims and cauges of
aciion that arise outof (1} The conirsct for sale of the subject property from DR, Horion, Ing., {2) Aoy
express or hmplied warranties; (3} Any an all common law ciaims, including but not firited to cleims in
negligence, faud and equitable claims; (4) Any and &l cleims relating to or arising out of NES Chaypter 40,
et seq.; and (3) Any and all claims relating to or arvising out of Chapter 116, et seq.

Print Narme(s) :; L Lﬁtf“g‘ B(J\';{? LA{X;;
Eignamre{a;}___,@&/é;m” @iﬁ
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTOR RANCH
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Aseigoruent i8 made by the vadersigned bomenwnar(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ransh
{"HOMEQWNER™} in order o Insure that the High Noon At Aslington Ranch Homeowners Associstion
(hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the codl of repairing defests in the project.

RECTEALS

A, Sigmificant defects bave been discovered in the individus! usits at the High Noon At Arlington
Raneh tiowohomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horlon, in High Noon At Arlineina
Ranch Homeowpers Association v, DR, Horton, Fighth Judieial Bistrict, Clark County Nevada, Casz No.

4542616, LR Horion has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defents,

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, in Itz ruling extitted B R, Horton v, Eishith Judiciat Disinict Court
215 P34 687 {2009}, held that » homeownars association has the right (o sue the builder for cliime arising
from the individwal umits if' it can meet the requirements for class action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be manted stunding to pursus the claims of
the individual walt owoers under this anabveis, it is not & certainty.

E, I THE ASSQCIATION is determinad by the Court not 10 be allowed t sue the builder for some
defests, only those HOMEQWNERS who have assigned their cluims to TEE ASSOOIATION will be ghle

to share o the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 1o
aszert the individual claims that the HOMEQWNER has against D.R. Horton s, a8 well 58 any ofher sntity
that contributed to the defective develuprent, desipn, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
towmthome progect andéor HOMEQWER s unit.

G. It is soderstood that notldng e this Acsigomient shell bs construed fo oblipate THE
ASSQCIATION, in any way to undestake or pay for any particular repairs to any individoal unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, aad in exchange for valugble cousideration,

HOMEGWNER kareby sesizng to THE ASSOCTATION 2l of the claims and canses of sction that
HOMEDOWMER  possesses against DR, Horton, Ine, and any and abl of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and material suppliors that participaied in any way in the design, consimction ar supply of
maferials forconstruction of the towahome project and/or FOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective construction.
Such sagigned claims and causes of action expressly inchuds, but are not lnnited tm, 2l claims aed canges of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Ine,, (2) Any
expraig or iaphied warranties; (3) Any ar 2ll comman law claims, including but nof Hmited to claims in
segligence, fraud and exquitable claims; (4) Any and all elaime relating to or arising cut of KBS Chapter 40,
et seq.: and {5) Any and all claims relating to or adsing out of Chapter 116, et saq.

.
Dated: ng,{”_j we Print Name(s) Ty faany hﬁ'}gm%ﬁd
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RIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmest is made by the undersignad bomeowner(s) ui High Nogn Af Arlingion Ranch
(" HOMEOWHNER™ in order to insure that the High Meea At Ardisgion Ranch Homeswnars Associstion
(hersafter “THE ASSOCIATION™ has the power fn recover the cost of repairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

A. Sipnificunt defeets have been disooversd in the individual units of the High Noon At
Ariington Ranch wowobores,

B. THE ASSBOCIATION has brought s Jawsait sgainst 1,8, Hertos, in High Neon At Arlingron
Ranch Homeowners Associstion v BB, Ho Bighth Indicial District, Clark County Mevada, Case Neo.
AS43814. DR Horson bas DR Harton has refused 10 repadr the defects,

€. The Nevede Supreme Court, in ifs ruling entitled DR, Horton v, Eiehth Judisial District
Conert, 215 P34 697 (2008), held that a homeowners association has {he right to sve the buildar for claims
arising from the individual units if § can meet the reguirements for class action seniifiestion.

D, Although THE ARSOCIATION bulisves that it will be granted standing 1o pursue the olaims
of the individes] woit swesrs under this analysis, it is not a certimy.

E ITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for
some defbors, onfv those HOMEBECOWNERS who bave asgigned their elaime to THE ABSQLIATION will
be able to share bn the recovery.

F. MOMEDWNER aad THE ASSGUIATION denire fur THE ASSOCIATION 16 have the right
to assert the individual claims that the BOMEOWNER has against DR, Hortos lnc, 28 widl sg any other
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, sonstruction, supply of materizls, ov sale of
the townhomne projest and/for HOMEDOWER s unit,

4. it is understand that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed fo obligaie THE
ASSOUIATION, in any way to undertalts or pay Tor any particutar ropairs to any individual gni,

MOV, THEREFORE, and in exchange for vaiusble cansideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns fo THE ASSOCIATION sl of the ¢laims and causes of acticn
that HOMECOWNER poersszes agninst ILR, Hortos, Inc., end eny and all of the designess, contrantors,
zisheontesetnre snd material suppliers that participated n any way in the deaign, construction or suapiy of
materials for econsiruction of the fewnboms project andior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defestive
comstruchion. Such avsigned claims and canses of acton exprossly melude, but are not limited o, all
clatms and causes of astion that arive oud of (1) The contract for sale of the subject propesty fom DR,
Hortan, Ine., (2) Any express or bnplisd warranties; (33 Arny an 2l common law elaims, moluding bui not
limited to claims o neglipence, froud and equitable cladms; {4) Any and eli claims relating to or ariging
out of MRS Chapter 40, & seq.; and {3) Any and all elaims relating to or arising out of Chapter 118, st

s,
, . 7
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EIGE NOCON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ABSIGKBMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is inade by the pndersignsd homeowner(s) at High Neon Al Arfinglon Ranch
{“HOMBOWNER™ in order to nsure that the High Noon At Artington Panch Homeownars Association
{hereafer *“THE ASSOCIATION®} hes the poveer to recover the sost of repriring defects in the project,

RECITALE

A. Significant defsets have basn discoversd in the individua! unirs af the High Noor At
Avlington Ranch iownhomes,

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Association v, DR Horten, Elghth Judicia] Disirict, Clark County Nevads, Ceee Mo,
A342616. LR, Horton hes DnR. Hortan has refused to repair the defsets,

C, Ths ﬁf&vada Rupreme Cours, i its rubing sntitled DLE, Hggg"g y, Einkth Judieial Digtrics
Conrh, 213 P.3d 697 23609, hald that & homegwners essaciation has the right to pus the builder for claims

arizing from the individuzl units if # can meet the reguirements for olass sction sertification,

I3 Although THE ASSQCIATION balieves that i will be granted standing to pumsue the claime
of the individoea! unit pwaers snder this snalysis, it i not & certainty.
B, If THE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not in be allowed is sue the builder for

o

some defects, only those HOMEQWNERS whe heve sssigned thelr claims to THE ASSOCIATION will
ba abie t shars in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOUIATION o have the right
to assert the individual claims that the HOMBOWHNER has sgainst DR, Horton Ine., az well as any ather
spifity that contributed to the defective developmens, design, constraction, supply of materials, or xale of
the townhome projest snd/or HOMEOWER s unit,

Q. It is understond that nothing & this Assignment shall be construed to obligue THE
ASSOCIATION, In any wey to andertaks or pay for any particalar repaics o any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFGRE, and in sxchange for vahusble ecnsideration,

. HOMEDWNER hereby sosigny to THE ASSOCIAYION alf of the clalms and causes of setion
that HOMEGWNIER possesses egaingt D.R. Horton, Inc., znd any and ol of the designers, confractors,
subeonatractors and materia] suppliers that partizipated In any way in the design, construction or supply of
maferfaly for construciion of the townhome projest sndfor HOMBOWRNER'E unit, for defective
construction, Such essigned clzims and cruges of achon expressiy nelude, but xee not limited 1o, al}
sleims and cavges of aetion that arise ot 671} The contract for vale of the et propeity from [LR.
Haaton, e, (2 Any express o implied waranties; {3) Any an all common lew claims, including buf not
imited o ¢laims in negligenes, fraud and aquitable claims; (4} Any and alf clzims relating to or arising
out of MRS Chapter 40, £ seq.; and {5 Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, &f

524,
; - ) o~y
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HYGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hc:meaw;zezr{s} at High Noon At Atlingion Ranch
{("BOMECQWNER”) in order fo insure that the High Woon At Arlinglon Ranch Homeowners Azsociation
(hereafter *THE ASSCCTIATION) has the power (o recover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Sigpificant defects have besn discovered in the indiwisnal units at the High Noos AL
Arlington Hanch townhomies.

B, THE ﬁ‘iSﬁCMT}ON has bmug.ht a lewsudt againgd DUR, Horton, In High Noon At Aclineton
Ranch Homeswne D Eighth Judicta! Districy, Clask County Nevada, Case WNo.,
AS42618, DR Horten has D.R. Horton has refosed to repeir the defocis,

¢ The Mevads Suprerne Cowrt, In by ruling entliled ]};ﬁ, Horton v, Eiehth Judizial Distrivg
court, 215 F.Ad 657 £2009), beid that 2 homeowners associatdon has the right fo sue the builder for clalms

arising fTom the individual units if it can meet the requirsments for clags action centification.

B Although THE ASSOCIATION belicves that it will be granted standing o pursue the ciaims
of the individisal unit ownore ander this analysiy, i iz not o corminty,

E THE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not to b2 allowed o sus the builder for
somz defecte, only those HOMBOWNERS who havs assigned thalr claims 1o THE ASSOCIATION wili

be able to share in the recovery,

F. HOMECGCWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSCUIATION 1o have the right
fo assert the individual claims that the FOMEOWRNRER has agamst DR, Horton Inc., s well 28 any other
antify that confributed in the defective development, degipgn, construction, supply of materinls, or sale of
tie townhome project and/or HOMBOVWER s unit.

. 1tis yndersteod that nothing in thiz Assigoment shal be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in sny way to underiaks or pay for any particulay repaws to any individea! unig.

HOW, THEREFORE, and n exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWNER bereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION alf of the olaims and caoses of action
that HOMEOWNER possessug against DR, Horton, Ine., and any and all of the desipners, confractors,
aubuoontreetors and material soppliers that perticipated in any way in the design, constrection or supply of
muterials for construction of the townhome project andfor HOMBOWNER'S unit, for dofecdvs
construction, Such assigned claimg and causes of action exprassly include, bt are not Hmited o, 21
alatms and canges of setion that eclse out of (1) The contrast for sule of the sehject propenty Fom DLR.
Hortan, Inc., {2) Any express or implied warranties; (1) Apy an all common faw claims, including but not
Hmited to clzims in negligenee, frand and equitable olaims; () Any and ail claimg relafing o or arising
oust of MRS Chapter 49, of seq.; and {5} Any end all claims relating do or arising our of Chapter 116, o

seq.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the wdersignad bomeowner(s) at High Noon A2 Addinglon Ranch
{(HOMEOWNER”} in arder to insure that the High Nooo Af Arfington Rench Homsowners Association
{hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power lo recover the cost of repairing defeets in the profect,

RECITALS

A. Significant defeots have beea discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Ardinglon
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSGCIATION has brought 2 lawsuit against D.R. Horion, in High Neon At Aslineion
Ranch Hometowners Association v. D.R. Horion, Eighth Rudicial Distret, Clerk County Nevads, Case Mo,
AS5425816. DR Borton hag DB, Borton has refused 1o repair the dofacts,

215 P34 657 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claime arising
from the individua] units if if can mest the requirements for ¢lass aotion vertification.

C. Tie Nevada Suprems Courd, in its ruling entitled LR, Horton v, Eilebth Judicial Distriet Court,

B. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the individual unit owners under this anglysis, 1 is not 2 cerfeiniy.

E. ¥ THE ASSOCIATION is defermined by the Court not to be aliowed o sue the builder for soma
defects, only those BOMEOWNERS who have assigoed their ¢haims to THE ASSOCIATION will be ghle
to share In the recovery '

F. HOMEOQOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desiie for THE ASSOCIATION to have the vight to
agser! the mdividual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D X, Horten Ino., as well as any other enbity
that contributed o the defective development, desiyn, construction, supply of materisls, or sale of the
townhiome project andfor HOMEOWER's unit,

G. It is understood gl nothing in this Assignment shall be consirued o ohligats THE
ASSQUIATION, in any way to underbake or pay for any particular repairs to any individen] vt

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

ROMEOWNER herelry assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that
VOMBCWNBER  pusscsses agsinsi DR, Horion, Inc,, and any and afl of e designers, contractors,
subcontractors and snaterial suppbiers thet participsted in any way in the design, construstion or supply of
raaterials for constraction of fhe townbhome projest and/or HOMEOWMER 'S urtii, for defective construction,
Soch assigned clams and causes of action expressly inchude, but zre nol timited to, 2}l slaims sod cauges of
sotion thal arise oot of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horion, fnw., (2} Any
sxpress or implied warraniies; (3} Any an all commen law cleims, including but not limited 1o claims in
neghigence, froud and equitable claims, (4) Any and all claims relating o or ansing out of MRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {5} Any and all claims relating fo ur arising out of Chapter 1186, st seg.

Dated: @;‘2;3 f fe Print Namels) C:;'{z’@mp} \?}:,),/fcﬁ./rg ffu“ ’
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON BaNCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment ic made by the wdersigmed homeowner(s) st High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER™) in erder to insure that the High Noon Al Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association

(hereafier "THE ASSOCIATIONT) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defenis in the project,
RECITALS

A. Significant defects have beexs discovered in the indivicus! units at the High Neen At Avlington
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit sgainst D.R. Horton, in ioh Noon AL Attpaton

Ranch Homegwners Association v. DR, Horton, Eighth Tudicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No.

A542616. D.R. Horton has D R Horten bag refused {o repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied 1.R. Horion v, Eishth Judicial Districi Court,
2153 .24 697 (2003), held that 2 homeowners association has the right o sue the builder for ciaims arising
from the individual units if it cen meef the requdrements for cless action cortifizetion.

. Although THE ASSOCIATION belipvas that it will ba granted standing 1o pursue the claims of
the individual voit owners under this analysis, It Is not a certainty.

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be sligwed 0 gue the builder for some
defects, puly those HOMEOWNERS wha have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be shle

to share in he recovery.

F, HOMEBOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 1o
assert the individual claims that the HOMECOWNER has egainst D R, Horion Inc., 25 well as any other entity
that contributed tothe defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sals of fhe
townhome project andfor HOMEQWER s unit.

(LM L
G. I iz understood that nothing in tids Assigmment shall be consirued o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in sy way to undertake or pay for any particular repeiss to any individual unit,

IA
NOW, THEREEQORE, and in exchange for valusble consideration,

BOMEQWNER hereby ssaigns to THE ASSOULETION et of the claims and causes of action that
HOMEQWNER  possesses against DR, Horten, Inc,, and sny and all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and material suppliers that partoipaind in any way in the design, consiraction o supply of
materials for construstion of the townhome project and/or BOMEOWNER 'S unit, fur defective construction,
Sueh apsigred claing and causes of action expressly include, but are not lmited 1o, all claims and causes of
action that arise out of (1] The contract fur sals of the subjest property from D.R. Hovton, ne., (2 Any
exyress oy implied warranties; (3} Any an all somwwon law claims, including but not imsied 1o cialms
negiigenve, fraud and equitebie claims; (4} Any and all elaims rebating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {3} Any and all claims relating %o ot arising out of Chagsler 116, t seq.

Date&ﬁ:@.iﬁig,.m Print Name(s) “kﬁi”\df L C»K EBQQI'I'“
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RIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON BEANCEH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES QF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hometwner(s) at High Noon At Arlingien Ranch
CHOMEOWNER™) in order to insuye that the High Noon At Aclinglon Ranch Homegwners Assnoiation
fhereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power ta recover the cost of repeiring defeets fu the project.

RECITALS

4. Significunt defacts have been discoversd in the individuai nits af the High Noon At
Arlizpton Raneh townhomss,

8. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Arlingfon
Ranch Homeownsrs Aseociation v, D.R. Horfon, Eiphth fudicial Distriey, Clark Cownty Nevads, Case No.

s

AS42E14, DK Horton has TR, Horton bas refused to repair the defects,

£, The Nevada Suprems Covtd, in g ruling sntitled D, Horon v, Sielh Judicisl District

Cours, 215 P.Ad 697 (2009), held ihar a homeuwners aascclation has the right tn sue the builder for elaiims
ariging from the individual pnits i it can mest the requiremmnts for class acifon certifization,

5. Alhough THE ASSOCIATION balizves that i will be granted standing to parsis the claims
of i indlvideal nnit swners under this analysis, it is not 2 corminty,

F. I THE ASSDOIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be ailewed o sge the huildsy for
some defiers, only those HOMEQWNERS wha have assigned their clzims to THE ASSOCIATION will

be able to share In the recovery,

F. HOMEQWNRER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSCCIATION 10 bave the right
10 assect the individual elaims thei the HOMEDWNER has apainst DR, Honen Ine., asy well a5 sny cther
eotity that contributed fo the defective development, design, eongtzuction, supply of materials, or saie of
the tawihome project anddor HOMEOWER's unit,

(3. it is understood that nothing In his Assignment shall be conatred to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to vndertake or pay for any partfouler repeirs to any individual unft.

NOW, THERFFORE, and in exchange Tor valuable consideration,

HOMEOSWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the eludms and cavses of action
that HOMEBOWWER pussesses against DURL Horon, Ins., and any 2nd all of the designers, sontractors,
subcontvactors and materia] supphivrs that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materinis for congtruction of the townhome praject and/or HOMEOQWNER'S unit, for defective
eonstructon, Such assigned chaims and causes of aeton expressty inslude, but are not limited 1o, aif
sizims and couses of actlon that arise put of {1} The contract Yor sale of the subject property from DR,
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or impiied warranties; {3) Any o ail commen lew claims, in¢lirding but not
Grfied 1o elaims in negligence, fraud and equirable claims; (4} Any and all clxims relating to or arising
sut of MRS Chapter 40, ot seq.; snd (5 Any and 1l claims reluting 10 or sriging out of Chapter 116, &t

2q. ' g
& et D e
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’ **{}fg) - M}I\fm
St $';ga‘.awre,is}f A ’?‘f‘ﬁ'—#} ;_-,g’w__’g,ﬁ.‘a}» e
e i P il
Linit Address &"?‘g Mj{fﬂ%f?ﬂ% mm" jti.é...., .
{ e T ’\.,?aﬁﬁa_g JUANRAN

0210



HIGH NGON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

Ths Assigiunent is made by the undersigned hamsowner(s} st High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{("HOMEBOWNER”} in order 1o insure that the High Noon At Arlingion Rench Homeownars Association
{(hereatior “THE ASSOCIATION”} has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A Bipmficant defects have been discovered in the {ndividual units at the High Noon At Arlingten
Ranch townhomes.

B. THE AESOCIATION has brought 2 Jawsuit sgainst IR, Horton, in High Nogn At Ariineion
Rpogh Homeowners Associgiion v. DR Herten, Bighth Judicial Distrier, Clark County Nevada, Case No.
AS542618. DR, Horton has 2R, Horlon has refused to repair the dafasis.

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, i its ruling entitled D.R, Horton v, Eighth Judicial Distriet it
1153 2,34 697 (2005}, held that a homeawners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arizing
from the individual units if it can teet the reguiremenis for ciass action certification,

. Although THE ASSOUIATION beligves that it will be granted standing to pursue the ¢iairms of

tie individuald unit ogwners under this analysis, i js ot 2 cortainty,

E. IF'THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courtrotto be allowed 1o sue the bullder Sor some
defocts, only those HUMEOWNERS who have assigned their olaims to THE ASSOCIATION will be ahle
to shars in the recovery,

¥, HOMBOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to bave the right to
aszert the individual claims that the HOMECQWNER has sgainst D.R. Horten Iuc., u5 well a3 any other entity
taat contnbuled tofhe defective development, design, consiruction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome preject andfor HOMEOWER’s unit.

(3. It is understood thet pofiing in this Assignment shall be soustrued fo obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, i auy way to undertake or pay for any perticuiar repairs to any individual unit,

1 . .
NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for veluable consideration,

HOMEQDWNER herety agsigns to THE ASSOTIATION all of (he claims and causes of aetion that
HOMEOWNER  ppssesses against DR. Horton, Ins., and any and 2l of the designers, aonirzciors,
subcontraciors snd meferial suppliers tha! participaied in any way in the design, sonsiruction or supply of
raterials for construgtion of the tawnbome project and/or HOMECGWNER 'S uait, for defective consinuction.
Such assigned cloims and causes of action expressly include, but are not Himiied to, 2il clatms snd cruses of
actiop that arise cut of (1} The conteact for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Ine., (2 Ay
express or unplied warnnties; (3) Any an 2li convnon law claims, including bt not Hmited to elaims i
aeghigence, fraud and equitable elaims; (4} Any and all claims relating t0 or &riving out of NES Chapter 49,
et seq.; and (5) Any aed all claims relating 1o or ag‘i.sing out of Chepter 116, 2t geq.

£ ~ ")
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Moon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafier “THE ASSCCIATION") has the power o recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest.

BRECITALS

A. Bigmiicant defecis heve been discovered in the individual vuits af the High Noon At Adin glon
Raoch twwahomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought « lawseit apsing T0.R, Hoston, in Hich Noon At Ar
¢h Homeowners Assoviation v, DR Horton, Bighth Rudicial District, Clark County MNevada, Casa We.
A342614, DR Horton bas R, Horton has refissed 1o repair the defects,

€. The Nevads Supzeme Courd, in its ruling entitied D K. Hortrs v, Bishth Judicd
215 F.3d 697 (2009), held thes & bomeowners assoviation kas the right 10 sue (e ulider for clalms arising
from the individual units if ¥ can meet the reguirements for class action centification,

D. Althowgh THE ASS0CIATION belisves that it will he guted standing to prrens the claims of
the individual unit swoers under this emalysis, it is not & certainty.

E, IfTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Conrt 201 to be aliowed 1o sae tha bullder for some
defosts, only these HOMBOWNERS who have assigned thefr claizas 10 THE ASSOCIATION will be zhle

to shave I the recovery,

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 1o
assert the individual claims that the HOMBOWNER has agningt DR Horton Fao., 25 well a3 an & osher antity
thaf contributed to the defective development, design, conatruotion, supply of materials, or sale of the
terwnhiome project soddor HOMEBOWER s unit,

Q. U i understood that nothing in this Assipument shal be comstrusd to ohligate THE
ASBOCIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for 2oy particular repairs 1o any individus! unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and kn exchange for valuable congideration,

HOMEOWNER hareby assiyne to THE ASSOCTATION all of the clafms and couser of sction that
HOMBOWNER  possesses against DR, Hortm, Joc., and say and all of e desigmers, contraciors,
subcontractors and material supplisrs that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for constrection of the towshome project and/or HOMEQWNER "S unit, for defsctive construction,
Such assigned claims aad causes of sotion sxpresdly include, but are not lmited 10, alf elaims and causes of
action ihat arise ont of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property fram DR Horton, Ine,, {2} Any
expresy or implied wamranties: {3) Any ar 2ll common law clafms, ncluding but not Smited to claims in
neghigence, fravd and equitable clalms; (4) Any and all claims refaving 10 or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {5} Any and il clains relating to or arising owt of Chaprar 116, et seq.

=
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assipmment is made by the undersigned kemeowner(s) at High Noon At Artin gitn Ransh
("HOMEQWNER™ i crder 1o insure that the High Noon A Arlington Ranch Homepwners Aszoeizrion
(hereafier “THpE ASSQCMT]ON"’) has the pewer to renover the east of repairing defects in the DEGj &k,

RECITALS

A. Bignifivant defects have been discovered in the individua units a¢ the High Noon A

Artingion Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought  fswenit agsinst R, Horton, in High Nown At Artin gion
Raash Homeowners Assaa ation v. I R, Mortan Eighth Jodicial Digtricd, Clark Cousty Nevada, Case No,
AZ42616, DR Horton has DLR. Horton has refused fo repair the defects,

. The Nevads Stipreme Oourt, by its ruling entitled IR, Hovton o, Lighth ludigial Distriet
Loovet, 215 P.3d 697 {200%), held that a bomeowners assoiarion has the right o sue the builder for cleimes
arising from the individual units 't can meet the Tequitements for clagy sction certifivation,

2. Althoush THE ASSCCIATION belinves that it will b granted standing to pursue the clafms
of the individual unit ownars under this analysis, # (s pot o sertainty,

H W THE ASSCCIATION s determined by the Court not ts be silowed to aue the bulider for
seme defects, only thase HOMEOWNERS why haye assigned their oleims o THE ABSOCIATION wilf

be able 1o share in the recovery.

F. HOMEQWMNER znd THE ASSOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION 1o have the right
{o assert the individuz! ciaims that the HOMEDWNER has zgainst DL R, Hortan Ine., av well zg sy sther
entity that contributed 1o the defective development, desigm, construction, supply of mterisls, or sale of
the townbome peoject andior HOMEOWERs upit.

$ It is understond that pothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way io undetiaks or pay for any perticuler repairs fo any individual ynit,

NOW, THERFFORE, and in exchunge for valuable considerstion,

HOMEOWNER hereby assipns to THR ABSQCIATION &l of the claims and cauges of aotion
that HOMEOWNER poseesses Against ILR. Horton, Ine.. and any end all of the designers, comiractors,
subcomractors and matoria) SuppHers thar participsted in Ry Wiy in the design, constuction or supply of
materials for construttion of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNERS unit, for defeciivg
ronstration, Such aseigned elaims and canses of action expressly inelude, but ere pey Hmdted to, alt
elaims and causes of action that arise awt of (1) The contract for eale of the stibject property fram 3R,
Horten, Inc., (2} ARy Express or imphied warranties; (3} Any an al] common imw claims, inchuding but nos
Limnited to olaims in negligenee, fraud and equifable claims;: (4) Any and alf claims rejating io op arising
out 6F NRS Chapter 40, et Seq.s and (3} Any and aff claims relating to or arising ous of Chapter 186, et

seq.
4 ‘! o rT' - Y - J'{
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HIGH MOUN AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Azsignment is made by the undersigned homeowner{s) af High Neon At Arfington Ranch
{*HOMBOWNER™) in order to insure that the High Noosu At Arlingion Ranch Homeownere Assovistion
(hereafier “THE ASSOTIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defocts in the project,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects huve buen disoovered in the individus! umits ot the High Noon At Arlinglon
Ranch towrhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR, Herton, in High Noon At Arlinmon
anch Homeowners Azsaciation v, LR, 1o, Bighth Judisial Distriet, Clark County Mevada, Cuse Mo,

AS42616, DR Herton has DR Horlon bes refused o repair the defects. .

C. The MNevade Supreme Couort, in Hs ruling entitled DR, Horlen v. Bighth Iudicial Districd Court,

2153 F.24 697 (2005), held that 8 homeowners association has the right to sue the buiider for elaims edsing
from the individual units if'# can meei the requirements for ¢lass sotion certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing o pursue the olajms of
the individual unit opwners under this enalysis, it js not 2 containty,

E. 1 THE ASSOCIA TION is dotermined by the Court oot to be allowed 1o sue the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEQWNERS who heve assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
tor share in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER 2nd THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right o
agsert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER hes against DR, Horton foo., 25 well as any other extity
that contributed to.the defective development, design, constroction, supply of materials, of sale of the
townhome profect andior HOMEOWER s unit.

G, It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constued to ohligute THE
ASSGCIATION, in any way to underipke or pay for any proticelar repairs o any individeal unit,

5
NOW, THEREFORE, and i exchange for vahuahble considerniion,

HOMEGWHNER herehy 2ssigns to THE ASSQCIATION all of the claims and tauses of action that
HOMEBOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Inc,, and any and 2l of the designers, contractors,
subeoniractors and material suppliers that participaied in any way in the design, construetion or suppiy of
mizterials for construgtion of the townhame project andfor HOMBOWINER'S unit, for defective sonstruction.
Such assigned claims and cauges of sotion expressly includs, but ure not limited to, 2lf claims and causes of
aetion thet anise out.of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., {(2) Any
express of implied warranties; {3) Any un all commen law claims, mcluding but not limifed to ciaims i
negiigence, froud end equitable claims; {4) Any and ali alaims relating to or arising ot of NRS Chapter 40,
el seq.; and {5} Any gnd all olaires relating fo or erising out of Chapier 116, eteeq,

Signature(s) %M

Unit Adtress. F10 70 EhCizon ik vt B (22,
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.
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HIGE NOON AT ARLIRGTON RARCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigneens iy made by the vadersigned bomeswaer(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{“HOMEOWNER") in order fo fnsure that the High Noan At Arlingion Ranch Homeowners Agsociation
ereafier “THE ASSCCIATION") has the power t resover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS
A, Significant defects bave beea discoversd in the individual anits at the High Nooo At Aclingien
Ranch fownbomes.

B. THE ASS0CIATION has brought  lawsuil against DR Haorton, i High Moon At Arlinmon
Ranch Homeowaes Assosiation v, [3L.R, Horton, Eighth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Nevada, Case Ne.
AS42616. D.R. Horten bas DR, Hortou bas refused to repair the defects.

., The Nevada Sepreme Court, in its ruling entitfed DR Horton v. Blotgh Judiciai Distr :
215 P.3d 697 (2009), keld that » homeowners sssociation has the right 10 sue the builier for claims arising

from the individual uxite if it cen meet the requiremments for class action centifizetion,

Do Abhough THE ABSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing 1o pursue the clajms of
ihe individual wiit swners wider thés analysie, 1 is nol # certainty,

E. If THE ASSOCIATION Is deternined by the Court mot to be allowed fo mue the tuilder for some
defects, only those HOMBOWNERS who bave assigned their cleims to THE ASSOCIATION will be sble
t0 shars i the recovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
apsert the individval claims that the MOMEQWRNER has against D.R. Horton Ine., as weil as any other entity
that contributed fo the defctive developmesnt, design, construction, supply of materials, or ssis of the
towndime project and/or HOMBOWER 2 uni.

G, Tt s undersiond that nothiog in this Assignmeent shall be sosstrusd fo obligate THE
ABSOCIATION, in any way 10 undertake or pay for sy partisuler repairs to any individual unit,

HOW, THERTFORE, and in exchange for valvable consideration,

HOMECWNER hereby assigas to THE ASSOCTATION all of the ¢laims and canses of action that
ROMECWNER  posvessos against DR Horton, Toe., and any and all of the degignors, contractors,
subcontractors and materiel suppliers that panivipated in any way iv the design, consimetion or supply of
maierisis for construction ofthe townhome project and/or HOMEGWNER 'S unit, for defective congtraetion.
Such sssigned olaims and causes of pction cxpressly inelude, bt are not Himited 1o, ll olaime and causes of
action that arise out of (13 The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horten, fne., (2} Any
express o implied warranties; (3) Any an 2ll comnmos law claims, including but st limited to elaims in
neghigence, fraud and equitable chaims; (4) Any end ali claims relaring to or anising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {3} Any and all clajme relating to or arising ont of Cheples 116, f seq.

Dated: 3}/!9/!9 Print Name(s) /} YNFS /o{ T Chrreo //
-7 T
Sigrature(s) W // @é/{;?—é/ﬁ&é/

e T . AR —
Unit Address 446(} 1‘7\ i&‘f'{/ﬁv{{?‘t"w 5 ‘éf ’-f'&f 25
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCEH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignnwnt is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Rench
("HOMEOWNER™) n order o insure that the High Noon At Arfingion Ranch Homenwners Association
{hereatter “THE ASSOCIATION"} bas the power o recover the cost of repaiving defeots in the project.

RECITALS

A. Significent defects have heen discovered in the individual units st the High Noos At Arlingten
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOQUIATION hag brought 2 lawsuit against LR, Herton, in High Noon At Adlington
Raneh Homeowners Assoodation v, IR, Horton, Eighth Judicial Distriet, Cluck County Nevadz, Case TNo.
AS42616. DR Horon has 13K Horton has refused to repair the defeots,

C. The Nevads Bupreme Court, In ils ruling entitled DR, Horton ». Ei
213 P34 697 {20C9), held that a homenwners asaociation has the right to sue the builder for claims ariming
from the individual units i it can mect the requirenionis for ciass action certification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the individus! un awners under s analysis, # §3 not & certainty.

£ 1 THE ASSOCIATION i detenmined by the Court not oo be allowsd to sue the bailder fow some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS whe have aesigned their claimg to THE ASSOCIATION will be eble
ti share in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSCCIATION to bave the right to
asgert the individual claims thet the BOMEQWNER has against D.R. Horton fne., 25 well s any other enfity
that contributed to.fhe defective development,. design, consirustion, sugply of materials, or sale of the
townhorme preject end/or HOMEGWERs unit.

T%, I
G, 1t is undesicod that nothing in this Assigruneat shall be oonstrued (o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for any particuler repairs {o any ingdividual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valuable eonsideration,

HOMEOWINER bereby agsigns to THE ASSOCIATION afl of the olaims and causes of action that
HOMECOWNER  ppssesses agaimst DR Horton, Inc., and aory and all of the desiprers, contraciors,
subwontraciors end material suppliees that parficipated in any way in the design, sonstrustion or supply of
materials for construgtion ofthe townhome project and/or BOMEGWNER 'S unit, for defective conalnueiion,
Sush assigned claims and cavsee of action expressly inelude, but ara not limited to, il claimg and cnuses of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of e subjext property from D.R. Horton, Ine., (2) Ary
express or hnplied warranties; {3} Any an all common law claims, incieding but not Limited to claims in
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4] Any and ali clrims relating to or arising oul oI NKS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (5} Any and all slaims relsting to or arising nut of Chapter 116, et seq.

Datod: 2 0-1Q " prntNeme(s)_ fBee 1Y) Garash)
I e J—
-~ Kj,;f/’ - ~
Signaturefs) Lo /d"**-wfyf w% e

Unit Address 4% ‘2 Tias xx:i@(“ﬁ;ﬁj S 4F =
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HICH NOON AT ARLINGTON BEANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

ie Astigurent 18 made by the undersigped homeowrer(s) at High voog At Arlingion Ran
{(*BOMECWNER") in order to insure that the High Noop At Arlington Ranck Homepwners Assoeiaton
(h#mﬁm “THE ASS0CIATIONT bes the poower 1o recover the cost of repaieing defects in the projest.

RECITALS

&. Bignificant defects have been discovered in the individual units ot the High Nuon At Arlington
Raock townhomes.

}3 "IHE ASS@CL&TIQN has b*{;mht 4 'awsLSL aeamst D IL Hcsrtsm in 'eh'\fcuﬁ At Ariiwrtun

A, ‘*4261 6 {3 R. :«I@:’tﬂn hag D R. T-iaﬁm tag *&fusm t& repair the ciazecis:

C. The Nevada Bupreme Court, in Iis reling enitled LR, Borton v, Eisheh Didicia) THetrios Court
213 P.3d 687 {2008}, held that # homeowners association has the might 1o sue the builder for claime arising
from the individual wits 75 can mesl e reguiraments for class action certifieation.

D, Although THE ASSQCIATION belivves that # will be granted standing 1o pursue the clatms of
the individual unit owners vnder this analysis, it s not 2 certaingy,

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be allowed 1o sue the boilder for some
defects, only those HOMEWINERS who bave assigoed their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
i shave in the recovery.

F. HOMBOWNER and THE ASSCCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the righi to
asseri the individual claims that the HOMBOWNER has sgainst DR, Borion Inc., a5 well as any other entity
that contribuled o the defective develapment, design, constuction, supply of matetials, or sale of the
twnhome project andfer HOMECWER s unit.

G. Tt is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to underieke or pay for any particular repaiss to any individuel unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable sonsideration,

HOMEBEQWNER bereby assigne to THE ASBOCTATION all of the claims and causes of action that
HOMEOWNMER  possesses against D.R. Horton, Tne., and any and all of the designars, coniractars,
subcontraciors sud waterisl suanm that pa:uczgaaad in any way io the desizn, construction or supply of
materials for consiruction of the townhome project andfor HOMEOWNER 'S usit, for dawcmfa sumstrucion.
Suesh awgnﬁ:d clains and causes of action expressly inclade, but are nof Hmited to, 21 claims and eauses of
action That arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Ine., {2) Any
express or implied wavauiiﬁre (3) Any =n all common law claima, inciuding hut not lmited 1o ¢laims in
pegligence, fraud and equitalde claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising ot of NRS Chapter 40,
1 seq.; and (3) Any end all cleims relating to or arising out of f“hagm 118, et seq.

s I DA P ;} .
Dipted: _?”{é’?gf*’/ﬂ Priot Namea{s Ja—-»",?:f, ," é 50 {}fﬁ?’ W .{ é ?/Iﬁffif@

o~

Trodt Address ggjﬂ /%;“’,f?}f,szf/ 5”’?;” /i }ﬁ VW 7 ;'{ f‘r f (ﬁ{
Las Veons, Nevada g7 78-7741
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BIGH NOON AT ARTINGTON RANCEL
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSHS OF ACTION

This Assignment i made by the undersignad homeowner(s) st Hiph Noan At Arlington Rench
CROMEOWNER") 1o order to breure thet the High Moon At Arfington Ranch Homeowness Aseoctetion
fheresfier “THE ASSOCIATION®} has the powst to raeover the oost of apalring defect in the projeet

RECITALS

A. Significant defects heve besn discovered in the mdividuaf units af the High Noon Af
Aclimgton Reanch townkhomes,

B, THE ASSOCIATION bas brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noen a2 Artineton

Ranch Homeownsrs Association v, DR Hontan, Bighth udicial Distriet, Clark Comnty Nevade, Crse No,

AS42616. D.E. Horton bas DLR. Horfon hes refiussd to repaie the defocts,

£, The Mevada Sepreme Coutl, I ity toling entitizd DR, Horon v, Eighil berdicial Distrig
Loust, 215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that & Iwimeowners associgtion hi the right to sue the bufider for elaims
ariging fram the individual units if' il can moet the raguirements for clask action certifivarion.

. Although THE ASSOUIATION believes that it will be grasted standing to sursue the clatms
of the individos! unif owners under iy wanlysis, 3t s st 2 certaimy,

E. IfTHE ASSOCIATION is detarmined by the Court not to be sllowed to suz the huilder for
some dafzcts, onfy those HOMEQWNERE who have assigaed thelr olalms to THE ABSOCIATION will

be abie to share in ihe resovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire For THE ASSOCIATION 16 have the right
10 aszetd the individual alaims that the HOMEQWNER has spainst [LR. Morton Inc., as well 23 anv other
ettty that contribated o dhe defective development, design, construciion, sepply of materiais, or szle of
the townhome project andior HOMEOWER's unit.

(. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shail be ponstrued to obligzes THE
AZSUCIATION, in any way 0 underiake or pay for any partisular repairs to any individual unit,

MNOW, THEREFORE, 2nd in exchanges for valuable consideration,

HOMEBOWNER hereby assigrs to THE ASROCIATION af) of the elainie and causes of action
that HOMEQWHER possesser apainst LR Horon, loc, and any and 241 of the desipners, sontractors,
subeonirsetors and material suppliers that paricipaied in any way in the design, eonstzuetion or supply of
materialy for consiructinn of the fowehome project and/or HOMEQWNER'S unit, for defactive
construction, Such asaigned clabing and cavses of action expressly fnolude, but are not fimited o, sl
claims and causes of setion that arise out of (13 The contraet for sabe of the subject propery from LR
Hortow, Inc., (2) Any express or Implied warranties, (3) Azy an al) common {aw claims, neluding bui not
Hmited w claims in wegligence, fraud and equitable ciuims; (43 Any and s/l claime relating io or arising
put of MRS Chaptey 40, et seq,; and {33 Any end all claims relating fo or arising cut of Chapter 116, et
= s ie Desrmueos

Mary Bares Cassedy

o
Cratesf: 4 /"”25 9?”‘):’ Print Name(s) Poriert.im éf?mdfﬂn

b, Sogoirs
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HIGHE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CATISES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersiprad homeowner(s} a2 High Nocn At Arlington Ranch
CHOMEGWNER”) i order fo insure that the Fligh Nocn At Arlington Ranch Homecwners Association
{hereafier “THE ASSCIATION™) has the power to recover the rost of repairing defects in the projest

RECITALS

4. Signifioan! defects have been discovered in the individual undts at the High Noon At Arlington
Fanch towrdhoimes,

B. THE ASSUCIATION has brought 3 lawsuil ageinzt DR, Hortos, in High Noon Ay &rlingten
Fanch Homeowners Assneiation v DR Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevads, Case No.
AS42616. DR Horton has DR, Hortun hes refused to rapair the defeats.

C. The Nevade Supreme Cowd, in #s ruling emtitied DR, Horion v, Eighth Judicial District Court,
215 P2 697 (2009), held thet 2 homeowners association has the right 10 sue the huilder for claims ariging
frem the iscividual undis if it can micet the requirements for class action certification.

D. swthough THE ASSQCIATION believes that it will be granted standing fo pursue the claims of
the tndividual unit owmers weder this enalysis, it js not ¢ certsinty.

E. ¥THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Const not 1o be gliowed (0 sus the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their cleims to THE ASSOCIATION will e ghle
i share iy the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSQCIATION desire for THE ASS0CIATION (o have the right 1o
assert the individus] elaims that the HOMEOWMER has against DR, Horten oo, 28 well as any sther entity
that contrbuted to.fhe defestive development,. design, constructon, supply of materials, nr sale of the
townhome project and/ior HOMEQWER s ugit.

G. It is underdtood that nothing in this Assigmment shall be constued o obligate THE

Ll

ASSOCIATION, in any way to underiake or pey for any pearticular repairs {o any individual unit,
NOW, THERFFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

AOMEQWNER hereby asaigns to THE ASSOCIATION alt of the cifirns and ceuses of action thar
HOMEOWNER  possesses ageinst TRR. Horton, Ine., and any and all of the designers, contractvs,
subcaniractors and material suppliers that participated In any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construgtion of the lownhame project andior HOMEOWNER 5 unit, fordefective construction,
Such assigned claims and causes of zetion expressly include, but sre not Erdted lo, ali claims and causes of
acticn thet arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the subjeot property from D.R. Harton, Inc., (2} Any
express of implied wamranties; {3} Any an all common Jaw cledms, including but not limited to slaims in
negligence, fraud snd equitable cluims; (4} Any gnd all clattos relating to or ariging cut of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (3) Any and ail claims relating to or arising eul of Chapler 116, ot seq.

Deted; £ ﬂ’f@’é:{g 2o/ Print Namels) ﬁé‘?ﬁf / “/-, &?/ﬁﬁﬂc’f
: .
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

Thix Assi@m»nt is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) st High Moon At Arlingion Ranch
{“HOMEOWHRER™) in order tn insure thet the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeogwners Asseciation
(homafter “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power 1o recovar the sost of repeiring defecte in the project,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have besn discovered in the individual urdts at the High Noop A2
Arlinpton Raneh fowrhomes.

B. THE ASSGCIATION hes brought a lewsuit agsinst DR Hevion, in Sigh Noon At Arlineton
Rpnch Homeowners Agsociation v, 52 R, Horton, Eighth Judiclal Distriet, Clark County Nevede, Cass Mo,
AS42616. DR Horton bas DR Horton has refused fo repair the defeos,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in s ruling sniitied PR, Horfon v. Sighth Judicial District

Gourt, 215 PO 687 2003), held that 2 bomeowners sesociation has the vight 1o pus the builder for olaims
arising from the individual units iF it can meet the requirsments for class action certification,

D, Ahhewgh THE ASSOCIATION helieves thet it wil! be granted standing te pursue the ofaims
of the Individual unit owners under this analvsis, it is not & certainty,

E, I THE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allawad to sue the bilder far
sarpe dafects, only those HOMEBOWNERS wha bave asgigred their clains to THE ASSOCIATION will

be abls to share in the recovery,

B, HOMBOWNER apd THE ASSGCIATHON desire for THE ASSOUIATION fo bave the right
fo sseert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR, Horton Ine., a3 well 83 any other
entify that zontribeted fo the defective developreent, desipn, sonstruction, sepply of materials, ar saje of
the townhome praject end/or BOMEOWER"s unit.

G. 1t i understood that nothing i thisz Assignment ahall be construed to obligee THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repaics o any individual und.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for vaiugbhle congideration,

HOMEOWNER bereby assigns to THE ABSOCIATION slf of the olaims and causes of action
that HOMEOWNER possesses sgainst DR, Horan, Inc,, and any and all of the desizners, confractors,
suboontractors and material suppliers that participeted In any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construction of the townhoms project andfor HOMEQWNER'S unit, for defective
consiruetion. Such astigned claims and causes of 2ction expressly inslude, but vre not lUmied 1o, el
claims and causes of action that avlee owt of 1) The tontract For sale of the sublent property from D.R.
Horton, Inc., (23 Any express or implied warranfies; (3) Any an all sommon law claims, including buf not
fiemited to olaims in negligence, frand and equitable clsime; (4) Any and all cialms relating to or arising
ot of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (3] Any and all elsims relating to or ariging cut of Chapter 116, et

seq.

Deaspad: 7?/ /:*/;";53 . Print Nams(s}_“_, }J}r X > f( f =/ *‘{*‘? (.3 }é/ }'/i
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FOGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RARCH
ASSIGHBMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersipned bormeowner(s) al High Noon At Arlington Ranch
(“HOMEBOWINNER™ In order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rasch Bomeownsrs Association
{hervafier “THE ASSOCIATIONT) kag the power 1o recover the cost of repairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

A, Bignificant defects have been disoovered in the individer] upite at the High Nooa At Arlingion
Ranch townhomes,

B. 'THE faﬁSOCiAI‘EGN heg broupht s lawsait against D.R. Harion, in Hich Noon At Axington
; LIRR, Horten, Eighth fudicial Distries, Clark County Nevade, Case Mo,
ﬁ :‘34'?61 8. D . Horton }ms DR, Horion bse refnssd to repair the dafeots,

C. The Nevada Supreme Cowst, in its ruling entitled 3R, Rorton v, His 4
235 P54 657 {2009), hald that 8 homsowness asenciation hag the right to sus the builder for elaimg ;mmg

from the individeal naits if i can meet the requirements for class action certification.

L. Altheugh THE ASSQCIATION beiieves that it will be granted standing 1o pursne the elaims of
it individnal unit ownars under this snakysis, it is not a certainty.

E. HTHE ASSQUIATION is determined by the Court niot fo be atlowed 1o sur the butlder for some
defeets, oaly these HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSQCIATION will be able
io share n the recovery,

F. HOMEBOWNER sod THE ASBOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 1o
agsert the individoal clabms that the HOMEQWNER hae againgt D R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity
that contribuled to the defective development, design, consimetion, supply of materials, or sale of the
wrwnhore grafect and/or HOMEBOWER s unit.

G. It is understood that pothisg is this Assigmment shail be constrned 1o obligate THE
ASEOCIATION, in ruy way to undertake or pay for any particalar repairs to any individual wait.

NWOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEGWNER. herchy assigns to THE ASSOCIATION 2l of the claims and canses of action that
HOMEOWNER. possesses against DR, Horton, Ine., and any and 2% of the designers, contractoss,
subconiractors snd matetial suppliers that purticipaied in any way in the design, constmction or supply of
materials for constrociion of the townhore preject and/or HOMEOWNER'S uni, fordefactive construction.
Such assigned cluime and causes of action axpras»‘} inciade, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sdle of the subrcs propesty from DR Horton, Ine., (2) Any
express or irplied warranties; (3) Any au all common law olaims, including but not Bosted to claims n
negligence, fraud and equitable claiws; (4} Any and 21 claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et geq.; and (3} Any sod al} claims rsleting lo or anising ent of t.,hﬂp;a* 114, o seq,

kﬂﬁa‘ ! Cir o ¢ ~
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGTMENT OF CAUSER OF ACTION

This Assigement is made hy the undersigned bamegwner(s) 2t High Noan At Arlinglon Ranch
(MHOMEQWRHNER™ i onder {o (nsure that the Figh Nogn At Ardinglon Ransh Bomagwners Associptien
{hercafier “THE ASSOCIATION™ has the power to regover the cost of repeiring defects In the profect,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the fodividual wnits af the High Noon At
Actington Ranch towshomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lawsnit sgainst I, Hecton, in High Noen AL Arlinston

Raneh Horeownees Associaiion v, DR, Horton, Eighel Judiciad Disiriat, Clark County Nevada, Case Mo,

AS424516. DR, Horlen kas DR, Horton hat refiszd to repair the defects.

C. The Neveda Supreme Court, in fis ruling entitied B R, Horioa v, Eiplhith Yudiciel Disteic

Court, 215 P.3d 697 (2009), beld that a homeowners assseiation hes the «fzht {6 sug the budider for claims
arising from the individual anifs if it can meet the reguirernente for clzes sgtion centificaion.

D, Atthough THE ASEOCIATION believes thay it will be granied stauding o pursuz the claims
uf the individnel unit owners under this analysis, it (8 not 2 eortainty.

B, MWTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be aBowed o sue the builder for
sogne defbeis, only those HOMEOWNERS who have ascigned their claims 1o THE ARSCCIATION will

be 2ble to share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER snd THE ASSGCIATION degire for THE ARSOCIATION to have the right
1 augert the individus! elaims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR Moron Ine., a8 well 85 any other
enary that coniribued fo the defostive development, desipn, somstruction, supply of materfals, or sale of
the fewnhome project sad/oy HOMEOWER's unit, '

4. 1t & snderstood thet nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligale THE
ABSCCIATION, fn any way fo underinke or pay for any prrtioular repairs 1o 20y ndividual wit,

NOW, THEREFCORE, and I exchanuge for valuable conslderation,

HORMEOWNER hereby assipns 0o THE ASSOCTIATION afl of the ciaims and vauses of sotion
that HOMECSWNER possesses against DLR. Horton, Tnc,, asd any and 26 of the designers, sontractors,
subcontraniors mind material supphiers that partizipsted in any way in the dexign, constrection or supaly of
maierials for consiruction of the towrdhome project andfor HOMEOVWNER'S unit, for defective
consteuction, Such assigned shilms and causes of sntlon sxpresely moluds, but sre pot iimdied ro, aff
clalms and caures of action that arise cat of {1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR,
Hortaw, Ine., {2) Any express o hmplied warmnties, (33 Any an all common lew claing, including buf nat
fimiiied 1o claiing i negligence, fraud and equitable olaims; (4) Any and ail claims relating o or wising
ouf of NRS Chapier 40, =t seey; and {5} Any sod all claims relating te or wisiag out of Chapter 1185, ot

sey,

Dated; (}g; 2"%; o Print Namels) N ?GG LE ﬂjﬁ‘ @%7}14
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it adaress. S TG HORIZON pinb  # 02

0222



HIGH NOON AT ARLENGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT DF CAUSES OF ACTION

Thizs Assignment iz mede hy the underaipned homeowner(s} at High Noon At Astington Ranch
CHOMEQOWNER™ in order to inguve that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Bomeowners Agseciation
{hevenfier “THE ASROCIATION™) hay the power to recover the sost of repairing deferts in the project.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual vaks at the High Noan At Arlington
Ranch townhormes,

B. THE ASSOCIATEON has brought s lawsuit apainst DLE. Horton, is High Noon At Arlineton
Ranch Humeowners Ascociation v, PR, Horfon, Bighth Judiein? Dastrict, Chak Cownty Nevada, Case Mo
AS42616. DR, Horton hag DR, Honon has refused i repair the defeots.

v Ef

= etk

£, The MNevadz Supreme Cowrd, in ity tuling entitled IR, Horton gttt Judicial Distrie
215 P.2d 697 (2009}, heid thar s homeownors assosiation has the right to sue the builder for clatms arising
from she individug? units 1 3 can meet the requiremenis for olass action pertification,

D. Although THE ASSCGCIATION believes that it will be graated stznding to pureue the olaime of
(he individual unit ownars under this anelysis, i s not o sersainky.

B ITHE Aﬁocmxmw is detarmined by the Court not te Be sllowsd to sue the builider for some
defects, only thoss BOMECWNERS who heve assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be abls
to ghare in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSCCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the.ri ght to
rasert the individaa! claims that the HOMEQWNER bas against D.R, Horton Ine., agwell a5 any other eniity
that contributed to.the defective development, design, constructiom, supply of meterals, or sale of the
ownbome project znd/or HOMECOWER's anit.

1. +

G, I is wnderstood that nothing in this Assignment shall be conatived to obligate THE

ASSOCIATION, fu any way to undrertake o7 pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit,

MOW, TH'EEZ:{EZ’?{ERE, and in exchange for valuable consideratinn,

HBOMEOQWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION alf of'the clafms amd sauses of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses sgaingt DR, Hortor, Inc., and any and ell of the designers, contrestors,
subconiractors and material suppliers that perticipaled iy any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construction of the townbome project andfor HOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective construction.
Such sseigned claims and causes of action expressly inclode, bt are not Emited {o, 81 claims and causes of
action thai zriss out of (§) The contract for sale of the subject property from DUR. Herton, Iuc., (2} Ay
express o7 implied warremties; (3} Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in
negiigenct, fravd and equitabie claims; [4) Any 2nd ol claims relating lo or mising out of NRS Chapler 40,
&t seq.; and (5} Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapler 116, st seq.

Dateds S~ 8 48 Print Name(s) pipe  LRAME
Signature(s)___# Moo /.
’ Unit Address TE4S TRIVEL G BRek2€ w7 fof
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersignad homewwner(s) at High Noon At Arliegton Ranch
("HOMEOQWNER") in order 10 insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assosiaticn
(bereafter “THE ASBOCIATIONT) has the powsr o recover the cost of repairiag defects in the profect.

RECITALS

A. Significard defects have been discovered iz the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch townhotnes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION bas brought a lawsuit sgaingt DR, Horton, in Hizh Noon At Adlinsion
Raach Homegwners Aspociation v ~Horon, Eighth Jedicial District, Clark County Mevads, Case No.
A342616. DR Horton hag D.R. Horton has refused o repalr the defeats.

C, The Nevada Supreme Court, inats mlmg extitled DR, Honon v, Bioh fudicial District Cour,
213 P34 697 (2009), held that » hosmsowsers associuzion has the right to sue the bulider for claims arising
from the individual enits if 1l cam meet the reguirements for class action certifivation,

D. Although THE ASSOCTATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the clajms of
individual nnit owners moder this analysis, it is et 3 certatoly.

E. IfTHE ARSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some
defeets, only those HOMEBOWNERS who have assignad their clains to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
ty shave o the resovery.

F. HOMEQWNER sad THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assart the individual claims that the HOMEQWNER bas against 1R, Horfon Inc,, ag well 23 any other entity
that contributed to the defective development, design, constuction, supply of materialy, or sale of the
towohome profeel andfor HOMEBOWER s unit.

G, It is undersiood that neothing in this Assignment shell be sonstued o obligats THE
ASSOCIATION, io say way 10 wadertske or pay for sny partisolar repairs to any individuel unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and In sxchange for valushle consideration,

HOMECGUWNER hegehy ansigns (o THE ASSOCIATION alf of the clatms and causes of action that
BOMECWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, fee., and oy and all of the designers, contractors,
subconiractors and material sppphﬁrﬂ‘ fhal pa “tx,zpateﬁ in any way in the design, construstion or supply of
materials for consiruction of the towshowe project padlor HOMEQWHNER'S unit, for defective constraction,
Sueh assigued claims and causes of getion s?.pr::ssfy includs, but are not limited to, al} clzims and causes of
ction that arise out of {1} The contract for saie of the sabject property from DR, Herten, Inc., €2) Any
express or imphied warranties; (3} Any an all common law claims, insluding Bt not Hmdied 1o clwms in
nogligence, frand sod equitable daims (4} Any eed all claims relating 1o or erising ont of NRS Chapter 40,
et seg,; and (3} Any and el elaims relating to or arising out of Cuapicr 114, ot seq,

Dated: %/%/ZO Print Wame(s) D”f‘é‘tj C/"“ﬁ"«f "’Pf:f{

Signature(s) WZ / M /

Unil Address ??90 Tlfz m"’?déc( 9[Cy8%-ﬁ57'f0[
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigmment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s} ar High Noon Al Arlingion Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER™) in order 1o insure that the High Noon At Arlinpton Rench Homeowners Association
(herzafier “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power ta recover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Sigmficant defects have hoon discovered o (he individual unity ot the High Noon Af Arlington
Ranch tosmbames.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lawsult againgt DR, Forton, in High Noon At Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Assoniation v. LR, Eighth Judicial Distrhet, Clark County Nevada, Cass No.
A542616. D.R. Eorion bas B.R. Horton has refused ty repsir the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Cow, in its ruling eatitled DR, Horton v. Eighth Judicial District C
233 P3¢ 657 (2008}, held tha o homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims ansing
from the individual units if i can meel the requirsments for clase action cartification,

D, Ahhough THE ASSOCTATION belicves that it will be geanted standing 1o pursue the ¢laizos of
the individual unit owners under this snatysis, it i3 not 2 certainty,

E. HTHE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Cotrt not o be allowed to sus the huilder for some
defocis, only those HOMEOWNERS who bave assigue their clainos to THE ASSOCIATION will be sble

10 share in the rsoovery,

¥, HOMEOWNER sod THE ASSOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION (o have the right to
assert the mdividual claime thaet the ROMEOWNER has against D R, Horton Inc., 3¢ well as any siher eoti 1y
that sontributed fo the defective development, desige, constniction, supply of materisls, or sale of the
tewnhome project andéor HOMEGWER's 3uit,

(. is vnderstood that nothing in this Assipuresnt shall be construed to ohitigate THE
ASSOCIATION, I any way to undenteke of pay for aay particular repairs to any individoal voit

ROW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

- BOMEOWNRER bereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the cleims and crvses of antion tha:
HOMEOWNER  possesses sgainst DR. Horton, Ino, and sny asd all of the desigpers, contractors,
subconitracfors and materisl sappliers that participated in any way in the desige, construetion ar supply of
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEQWNER 'S winit, for defectiva constriciion.
Such agsigned cleites and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited (0, ail cleims and cavses of
action that arise out of (1} The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, fne., (2) Ay
express of buphed warraniizg; (3} Any an 8l common jew olsims, including but sot Himited to cfaims in
negligence, frad and equitable cladms; (4) Any and all claims refating W or asising ont of NRS Chapier 40,
et seq.; and {3) Any and all claims selating (o or arisiog out of Chapter 116, 2t seq.

LTI,

Dated: %] gl’{{) Print Name(s) f"fﬂ nERLS id% bﬂ.(ﬂj"l t‘i‘%‘_}{.]ij.’_}”

o

t

v
14
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../9! - ;
Signature(s)__ Y lano i Q&:—c —— )
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HIGH NOON AT ARLIMGTON RANCEH
ABSIGNMENT OF CALSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the ondersighed komeowner{s) at High Mo At Arfington Ranch
("HOMEQWNER"} in order to ingurs thar the High Noon Ay Arlington Ranch Homenwnets Azsociation
(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION") hag the power to recover the nost of repaiving defects in the profsor,

RECITALS

&, Significess defaers heve baen dmcnv‘"rm in the individos! unize st the High Moon At
Arlington Ranch fownhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arlinetan

Ranch Homerwners Azsnclation v, 5.1, Horton, Bighth Judicial Distrcs, Clark County Nevade, Case No,

AZ42516, DLR. Horton bas DR, Horton bas refused to ropaly the defects,

L. The Mevada Supreme Cowrt, in fts ruling entitfed D.R. Hortan v Eiehth Judicial Disirict
Court, 215 P.34d 687 (2009), beld that s homeowners association has the right fo sue the builder fur clafms
grising from the ndividual units if' it can maet the requirements for class action certification.

I3 Althongh THE ARSOUIATION believes that i will be granted standing 1o pursus the clajms
of the individual mmif owners wader thiy analysis, it is not a certsinty.

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determained by the Court not to be allowed to sus the builder for
sonse defrets, only those HOMEOWNERS who bave assigned heir claims 1o THE ASSOCIATION will

bz able o share in e rerovery,

£. HOMEDWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSQCIATION 10 have the right
to assert the individual claims thet the HOMEOWRNER has ageiast D.R, Horfon Inc., a8 weil ag any other
enitfy that confritaied fo the defective develaprent, design, construstion, supply of materials, or sale of
the tewnhome projest and/or HOMEOWER s unit.

G. 1tis understead that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed o obligate THE
ARSOCIATION, in any way to viddertakie or pay Tor any particalar repaics fo any isdtvidual unit,

MOW, THEREFOHRE, snd in exchangs for valuable congideration,

HOMEGWNER. hereby pesigns fo THE ASSOCIATION o] of the ofaims and sauses of sotion
that HOMBOWNER possesses ageinst DA Horton, Inc., and any ond afl of the designers, contractors,
subcontrectars and mutecls suppliors that parricipssed in any way in the design, sonstrustion or supply of
matetials for construstion of the townhome project endfor HOMBOWNER'S unit, for defective
constroction. Such mssigned claims and ceuses of action expressly include, but are not Hmited o, all
elzims and causss of action that arise oat of (1) The contract for sale of the subject propeety fram DLR.
Horton, Inc, (&) Any enpress or implied warranties; (3} Any an all common law ciaims, inchuding but not
{imited to claimy in segfigence, fraud and equitable claims; {(4) Any and all clafms relasing 1o or arfsing
out of NES Chapter 40, ef seq.; end {5} Any and all claims relating 1o or arising out of Chapter 118, ot

584,

Dated: _l‘v_::)m[_ /j _ Pring Name(s) ::\L':“*"f’ * (:::}& \:' ‘B\é’,{ p et &
e
Signaturels) 'fo-"’;’f /
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the umiersfgm:-d homeowner(s) at High Neon Af Arlinglon Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER™} in order 14 insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rannh Homeowners Association

weped

{hﬁmaﬁ:‘:{ *THE ASE(}C JATIONT) has the power fo recaver the cost of repairing defects in the projest,
RECITALS

L]

A, Significant defects have baen discoversd in the ingividual urits at the High Noon At
Arlington Ranch fownbomes.

B. THE ABSOCIATION has brought & Jawsuit against D.R. Horton, in § o AL Arlington
Reseh Homeogwners Assosietion v. DR, Horton, Sighth Judicial Diesrdet, Clark Coursty Novads, Case No.
A5S42614, DR, Horton has IR, Horton has refused to repair the defocts,

C. The Nevada Supreme Courd, in ity ruling eotitled DR, Horton v, Bighth Judivie! District
Court, 215 734 67 (2009), held that o homenwaers association has the righs 1o sue the builder for olaims

arising from the individoal oniks if # can mest e requiresments for class zobon sertiflestion,

D. Albough THE ASSOCIATION believes that It will ba granied standing 1o pursos the olaims
of the fndividoal upit owners under this anslysis, It is pot 2 vertainty,

E. If THE ASSOTIATION ix deterningd by the Court nof to be sllowed to gus the bailder fiw
some defents, only thoes HOMEBOWNERS who have aesigned their claims o THE ASSOCIATION will

be ghle to sharg in the recovery.

F, HOMEOQOWNER, znd THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOUIATION & have the right
it agsert the fudividual cleims that the HOMEOWNER has against DLR. Hoerton Inc., se well ag any other
sntity that coudributed to the defbctive development, desian, consiruetion, supply of maieri:ﬁ&, pr sale of
the iownhome project andfor HOMEOWER s unit

G. | is understond that nething in this Assignment shall be construed to obligaie THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way o usderteke or pay for any particular repairs fo any individual Lnit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable sonsideration,

HOMBOWNER, heraby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION sl of the claims and cavses of setion
that HOMEBEQWNER posszesses against DR Horton, Ine., and any and sl of the designers, contractors,
subcontrasiers and muterisl suppliers that pactinipated in any way in the destgn, construetion or supply of
materals for constrution of the sownhome project andfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of setion expressly include, but are not fimited to, all
claimy and cavses of sotion that zrise out of (1) The coniract for sale of the subject property from LR,
Horton, Ing., (2) Any express or implisd warranties; (3) Any an all common lsw claims, icluding buf negt
fimited % claims in negligence, fraud and equiteble elaims; (4) Aoy and ali claims relating to or arising
out of MRS Chapter 40, of s2q.; and (5 Any and ali claimy relafing to o arising ouf of Chepter 115, ¢t

580,
RIS i e .
Dated: L}L}_ﬁﬂ{_g‘ Print Nams(s) (\ ii g‘g ]‘l ;"ﬁ' P ifﬁj ES b { a {Aﬁ 0
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BIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the nnders;gncé bomevwned(s) st High Noon Al Addinglon Ranch
{HOMBOWNER™) in order to insure thet the High Noon At Aslingion Ranck Bomeowners Associstion
{rereafter “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projact,

RECITALS

A, Significant defente heve been discovered in the individua) noits et the High Noon At Artingtom
Ranch wmwnhomes,

B. THE ASS0CIATION has brought & lawsuit againg! DR Hortop, in High Noon At Aslioston
Eanck Homeowners Associstion v, R Herton, Bighth Judicial District, Cladk County Nevada, Cage No.
AS42616. DR Horion has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its roling entitled DR, Horton v, Eiobth Jndieial Distriet Cam;n
215 P.3d 657 (2009), held that 2 homeswaers assoziation has the right 10 sue the builder for vlaims ariging
from the individual units if it can mest the reguirements for class sction certification.,

. Ajthough THE ASSOCIATION batieves that il will ba granted standing 1o pursee the claims of
the individual unit owners vader this analvsis, it is not 2 certuinty,

B, ITHE ASBOCTATION is doternined by the Court notio be aliowed to sue the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEBOWNERS whbo have aseigned their cleiias io THE ASSOCIATION will be sble

to shers in the recpvery,

F. HOMEGOWNER sod THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOQCIATION to have the right to
assert the individual claims that the HOMBOWNER hes against TR, Horwn Inc., ag well as any other entity
that contributed {0 the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project and’or HOMEQWER s unit,

G. It is uederstood that nething in this Assignment shall be comstrued to obligate THE
ASBOCIATEIN, in any way to undertake or pay for any partioniar repairs 1o sy individual unit,

WOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valusble consideration,

HOMBOWNER hereby agsigns tn THE ASBOCTIATION il of the claims and causes of action T
BOMEGWNER  possesses against D.JL. Horion, Ine., and any and all of the desigrers, contrastors,
subcontracioss and melerial suppliers that perticipated in avy way in the design, construction or supply of
meterials for vongimction of thetownhome project and/or HOMEOWINER'S unit, for defective construction,
Such assigned claing and canses of action expressly include, but ave not mdted to, all claims and canseg of
action that erise out of (1} The contract for sale of the subject property from D R Hurton, Ine., (2) Any
express or implied warrantiss; (3 Any en el commnan law olnims, mciudmg but not Hmied o claims in
negligance, fraud sad squitable claims; (43 Any and all claims miatmg i or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (3) Any and all clalms relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq,

719 2 et - 3 ;M
Dated: | _j~f /A ,u‘ Print Namels) T [

Signature(s} rfzf&//’uﬁ?)ﬂmﬂ,q

Unit Address
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTONRANCH | JUL 3 (2010
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mads by the sndersigned homenwner(s) af High ‘Neﬂn At Armgmn Ranch
(“HOMEBOWNER"] in order lo insure that the High Moon At Arfington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafter "THE ASSOQUIATION) has the power o rocover the cast of repairiag defects in the project,

RECITALS

A, Fignificant defacts have been discovered in the individua] units at the High Noon At
Artington Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION bas brought 3 lawsnit against IR, Horton, ia High Moop At Ar) ington

Ranch Homeowners Associztion v. DR, Horton, Fighth Judieial District, Clark County Nevada, Case Mo,
AX4IEL6, DR Hortan has D.R. Horton has refused fc repair the defects,

L, The Nevads Supreme Court, {n ity ruling entitied DB, Horgr
gm, . 215 B34 697 (2009, held that & homeowaers associetion hes the ngbt to sue the bullder for olafms

arising from the individusl units iT U can meet the requirements for class action seification.

0. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be grented standing to pursuz the claime
of the individus! unit owners under this analysis, it is not a vertainty,

E. If THE ASSOCIATION Is determuined by the ot not to be allowed o sue the builder for
some dafents, only those HOMEBOWNERS who have assignad thelr claims o THE ASSOCIATION will

be gblz to share it the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION w have the right
o essert the individual claims thst the FIOMBEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Ing., 25 well 85 any other
entify ihat contributed o the defective development, design, construection, supply of materizls, or sale of
the townboime project aodfor BOMEGWERs unit.

G, It s understood that nothing in this Assignment skall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to underiaks or pay ffar any particular mpazrs fo any individual unit,

RNOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valugble consideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby sssigns to THE ASSOCIATION aff of the olsbns and ceuses of sction
that HOMEQOWNRER possesses aga;mt DR Horon, Inc., end any and alf of the designers, contractors,
stboontractors and meterial suopiiers that parm:;zatad n any way i the gesigs, construction or suppiy of

materialy for construction of the tewnhome project andfor HOMEOWNER'S unil, for defeetive
construction, Such assigned claimg and cavses of action exprassly include, but are ot limited to, all
oiaims and cavses of action that srige out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property fmm LR,
Harf{am inc., (2} Any express or implied warranties; (3} Any en gl common lew claims, inclsding buf not
limbed w claims in negligence, frand and squitable clatns; (43 Any and ol claime re]aima 1e #ix arising

oul of WRS Chapter 40, of v2q.; and (5) Any end all claims refating to or arising our ﬁf‘{':ha;star INE et

584,

_J, !, E;?,,l.\!; ' L Y
Dated: ..,?"l ,g'g& pent Neets)_,_E QUG @a!ﬁﬁ
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HIGE NOOW AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASEIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ALTION

This Assignonent i made by the srdersigned homeowner(s) as High Moon Al Adington Ranch
{“HOMEOWNER™) in arder o ingvre that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homsgwners Associarian
(hersafier "THE ASSOCIATHON™) hus the power i recover the ooyt of repaising defects in the projest,

RECITALS
A, Significant defects have been digeovered in the Individoal units st the High Nooa AL
Arlington Ranch inonbnmes,

R, THE ASSOCIATION bas brought a lawsust against 5.1, Horlon, i High Noan At Ardineton
Ranch Homeowners Association v, DR, Howon, Bighth Judicial Dristriet, Clark County MNevada, Case Nuo.
Al43a14. DA Horfon has DR Horton hee refuced fo rapair the defeots.

C. The Nevads Supresne Courl, by s roling entitisd DR, Horlon v, Eighth Ludinial Dicirict
Court, 213 P.3d 657 (200%), held that 2 homeowners ssencistion has the right 1o sue the builder for claims
arising from the individual unite if it can mest the requirements for olass setion sertdfisation

0. Adthough THE ASBOUTATION beliover that it will be prented standing $0 pursue the +lsims
of the mdhvidual unil awoers toder s anadyzts, # is not 2 certainty.

E. HTHE ASSQUIATION ip determined by the Court not eo be allowesd fo suz the huilder for
soine defzets, only those HOMEQWHERS who have assianed their claims fo THE ABSOCIATION will

be ghie to share in the resgvery.

F. HOMEOWNER gnd THE ASSOCTATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
0 asser] the tedividual cleims (hat the HOMEQWNER has egaing DR, Horlon incw,, 28 well as any other
entiry that contribuied o the defective devalopmenty, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of
the townhome projoct andior HOMEGWER s unil

G 3 is understood that sothing In this Assignment shall ke congtreed @ sbiigate THE
ASSQUIATHOM, it amy way to undertake or pay Tor any partizolay repefry to sny individual unir.

WOW, THEREFQRE, and in exshange for valusile consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby assipns to THE ASSOCIATHON alf of the oleling end causes of potion
thet HOMECGWRHNER possesses apubust DU Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contrasctors,
subeoniraetors and matsrial suppliers that pardeipsted in sny way in the desipn, construction or supply of
materials for construetion of the fownhoms project andéor HOMEOWNERS unit, for defective
congtruction. Such zesipned olzims and causes of ux.tjon exproasly Inelude, but are not Umited to, alf
clabins and croses of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sals of the sobject progesty from DR
Hortos, Inc. (2} Any sxpress or Implied warranties; (3) Any 2 all conimen law cleims, ineluding bui vot
linsited o elaims in negliganee, faud and equitebls claims; (4) Any and ol cizlms relsting to or arising
ouf of NRS Chapter 41, o1 seq.; and {5} Any and all cleims relating to or srising oot of Chapler 116, «t

$6q.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmen is made by the undersigned homeswser(s) at High Nom At Arliogton Ransh
("HOMEOWNER"} in order to insurs that the High Neon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assoviation
{hereefier “THE ASSOCIATION™) hias the power o revuver the cost of repairing defects in the projest.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individust unite st the High Moon At Arlington
Ranch towphemes,

B. THE ASZQCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon A5 Arlineton

Ranch Homeowners Asenciation v. D.R. Horton, Fighth Judicial District, Clark Conwoty Mevads, Case Na,
AS542616. DR Herton has DR, Horson has refused to repair the defeots.

C. The Nevads Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied D.R, Horton v Highth fudicial Pistrict Conrt,

2135 F.2d 637 (2009, held thet » homeowners assoviation has the right fo suc fhe bailder for claims arisiog
from the individuel units if it can meet the requirsmenis for class action cortification.

D. Although THE ASSGCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the olabms of
the individual ueit owners snder this anslvsis, it is not 2 ceriaingy.

E. IITHE ASBOCIATION is datermined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for soma
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be ghls

to share in thg recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
aasert the individual claims that the FOMEBEOWNER bas ageinst D.R. Horlon Joe., 25 well 2s any other entity
that contribuied 10 the defective development, design, covstruction, supply of materials, or sale of ke
worwnhome project and/or BOMEBOWER s unis

G, It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constrasd vbligate THE
ASSOCIATION, i any way 1o undariake ar pay for any particulsr repairs to any individual aait,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby aseigng to THE ASSOCIATION ali of the claims snd eanser of agtion that
HOMEDWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Ioc., and any and all of the designers, contractors,
subgantractors and matarial suppiiers thet participated in eny way in the desipe, construction or supnly of
materials for consiruction of the towahome project snd/or HOMEQWNER S nait, for defoctive construnvion,
Such assigned claims and causes of actios expressly include, but are ot limited i, 81l claimns and causes of
setion ihat exise out of (1) The aontract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Heorton, Ine., {2) Any
express or iplied warranties; {3) Any an all conugon Jaw ¢lzims, including bal siot limited to claims in
negligeice, fraud and equitable uiatms; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chaptar 40,
el se,; and (5} Any and 2!l claims relating 10 or arising owt of Chapter 116, ot seq.

Dated: j/fégé’aﬁjj}m Print Nawets)__ DUANE K. ,5:?;55’ lanD

o

Signature(s) ﬁ{i;:{{ il é _ A%j,‘ M"'

Uait Address_ 8730 FoRIZap) w/iND AVE, a7 1of
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigmment is made by the undervigned homsowuer(s) at High Noon At Adington Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER™} in order (o insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assosiation
(hereaiter “THE ASSOCIATION") has the powar to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

A, Significant defects heve boen discovered in the individual units at the Iigh Noon At Arlinston
Ranch townbpmes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit againgt TR, Honen, in High Neon At Arlinoron
Rench Homeowness Assoristing v. DR, Horton, Fighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No.
AJ42016. LK. Horton bhes DUR, Horton has refused {o repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in iz reling sotitled 18, Horon v, Bishth Judicial District Court
215 P.3d 657 (2009, beld that a homeowners associatjon haz the nght o sue the bafider for claims arising
from the individuel units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification,

D. Although THE ASSOCTATION belisves tht it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the txdividual ueit owaers vnder this snalysis, il Is oot a certaingy,

E. 'THE ASSOCTATION iz determined by the Court not 1o be allownd to sue the buiider for soune
defects, only those HOMBEOWNERS who bave assigned thelr claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be ahle

1 share in the recovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION o have the right ta
assert she individual claime that the BOMBOWNER has against D.R. Botton Iac., as well as any other entity
that contribarted 1o the defsetive developrient, desipn, construction, suprly of niaterials, or sale of the
towohome project snd/er HOMBOWER s unit,

G, It iv understood that nothing In this Assignment shall be constived to obligate THE
ASSOUTATION, In say way ¥ undersks or pay for any particular repairs & any individual vrst.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valusble consideration,

HOMEDWNER hersby assipns ta THE ARSOCIATION afl of the claims and causes of seiion that
HOMEQWNER possesses agalest DR. Hooton, Ine, and 2oy and ell of the designers, contraciars,
subconiraciors and stenial suppliers thet participated in axy way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for constriction of the towshame praject andfor HOMBOWNERS unit, for defective constraction.
Such assigned claims and causss of action expressly include, but are not Hmited 6, ali claims and causes of
action that griee out of (1) The contract for ssle of the sbjeet property from DR, Horton, Inc., {2) Any
express or implied warranties; (3) Any sn all comunon law claims, including but not limiied to slaims in
aegligence, fravd and equitable cisims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et se; sud {53 Any and el claims relating to or arising o of Chapter 116, st sey.

P ] . (—
Dated: 3 110 Print Narefs) @h@y&& T.Eromave

B
o
Signature(s) éﬁ“ﬁf (4. gm’:’?m

s
¥
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0232



HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON BANCH
ASBIGHNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigmnent iz made by the ondersigned homeowner(s) «t High Hoon At Arlinglon Rasich
{"HOMEGONER™) iy wrder to insere that the High Neon At Arlinglon Ranch Hemaownee Association
{hereafler "THE ASSCCLATIONT] hus the powsr o recaver the oost of repaising defests B the nrojact,

RECITALS

A, Signrficant defects heve hoon discavered in the individusl uaits at the Migh Nocp At
Avriington Ranch {ownbemes,

B. THE ASSOCIATICN has beought & lawsnit against LR, Horton, in High Moon At Arlinston

Ranch Homeowners Agsoefetion v, {38, Horton, Rigith Judicis! District, Clack County Mevada, Case WNo,

AS42616, 13R. Horon has DLR. Horlon has refused fo repair the defoets.
C.‘ The Nevads Supreme Courl, in fts rufing emtitled DR, Hoton v, Eighth Judictel Distriog

o g , 215 P34 687 {2009, held that g homeowners azsociation has the right (o sve the butlder for elatms
arising ;v'wm the individual units if it oo mece the requirements for ol2ss action certificstion,

0. Although THE ASSOCTATION belipwes shat it will be granted standing to pursue the ¢laima
oof the indbvicdusl usit ovmers aoder this analysis, i s not & certainty,

B, I THE ASSCCIATION e determined by the Court not to be allowed fo sus ihe ubider for
some defecls, only these HOMBOWNERS who have asslgnied their claims #o THE ASSOCLATION will
be able to share b1 the racovery,

E. HOMEGWNER and THE ASSCOCIATION desire for THE 4 SSOCIATION to have the right
i gssert the individual cleiny thet the HOMBEOWNER has against D.R. Horon Inc., a3 wefl a5 any other
entity that contribuled to te defietive development, design, sonstruction, sopply of maietials, or sale of
the towrhome projest and/or HOMEQWER s unis,

. It is undersiond that vothing in this Assignment shall be construed o obligats THE
ASSOCIATION, i any way o undertske or pay for swy partiowlar repairs 1o any individus! pnir

NOW, THEREFORE, and in sxchangs for valuabie conaidersiion,

HOMECRYNER horeby assians to THE ABSOCIATION alf of the ciaims and sauses of action
that HOMEQWNER pogsesges against DR Honas, Inc., 204 any wd alf of the degigners, ventrasiors,
subconiractors and material supplicrs that pardeipated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
rratsrials for conatenetion of e townhome project andlor HOMEQWNER'S unlt, for defoctive
consfruciion, Such assigned clalms and covses of yetion expreasty include, But sre aot findted 1o, ol
chaims and causes of action that wise out of (1) The contact for salz of fhe subject property from DR,
Horton, ng,, {23 Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any ap 8l comman iaw tlales, ineleding bud not

timited 1o cleims in negligence, frand end equitable claims; {4) Any and el claims raiating lo or arizing
out of NRS Chapier 44, ot soq.; and (53 Any and all clales relating to or srising sut of hapier P16, ot

&4,
e 1 - f:‘.,(" é:- Ea
Diated: | wﬁ’*{»ji - !_Q Print liame{s} \a..m—}\ N Y™
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSESR OF ACTION

This Asgignment is made by the undersigned homsowne(s) at High MNoon At Arlinglon Rench
CCHOMEBQWNER") in order 1o {nsure that the High Noon Al Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assotintion
{(hereafier "THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power to resnyer the cost of repaining defects in the project.

RECITALS

, A. Significant defeots have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlingtan
Ranch towshomes,
B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought a lawsuil against DR Horton, fn High Noon At Arlington

Baneh Homeowners Assoemation v, DR Mortor, Fighth Judinia) s, Tlak County Navadz, Cagse No.
A543616. DR Horton hes DR, Horton hag refused 1o repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supremne Conrd, in its ruling entitied DR, Borlon v Bi livial Dhstriet Court,
215 P.3d 687 (200%), held that 2 homeowners association has the right to sve the builder for claims arising
From the individual units if it can mee! the requirements for class action certification,

D. Althoughy THE ASSQCTATION beiicves that it will be granted standing to purqua the clabms of
the individual unit owmers wnder this snalyss, it & net 2 ceriainty,

E. TTTHE ASSOCIATION is deterrined by the Court not to be allowed 1o sus the builder for sorme
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS whe have assigned thetr elaims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
to share m the recovery.

¥. HOMEGQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION o have the right %o
assurt the mdividual elairs that the HOMEGWNER has agaiost DR, Forton Inc., as well as any other entity
that contribined toghe defective development, design, construction, supply of malerials, or sale of the
lownhome project andfor HOMEOWER's unit.

(. ¥t iz understond thet nothing in this Assigmment shall be constued to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertakes or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valusble consideration,

HOMECGWINER hereby assigne 1o THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of sotion that
HOMECGWNER  possesses against DR, Hovton, Inc., and sny and 2} of Ge desigoers, contractors,
subsontractors ansd material suppliers thet participated in any way iv the design, construction or supply of
materials for construciion of the rownhome project and/or HOMEQWNER S msit, for defeetive construgtion,
Such aysigmed alnimg and sauses of action expressly inviude, bul are not limited 1o, a1 ¢laims snd causzes of
sciion that arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the subject woperty from IR, Horten, Inc., {2) Any
express or buplied warranties; (3} Any an &li commoen law claime, including but not limited 1o claims in

neghigence, frand and eguitable olaims; (4) Any and 2! claims relating to or arising out of NKS Chapter 40, ‘fﬂ

et seg.; and (5} Any end all elaims relating (0 or srising oot of Chapter 116, st seq.

.

H

Dated: L{,..éi‘i—.?’&pﬁ/ Q Print Name(s) ‘/Qyﬁf 74 ﬁr fff;ﬁ@ W\/ /'Zf;!f/;/?/ )
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HIGHNOON AT ARLINGTON BARCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment {s made by the undersigned homeownes(s) &t High Neon At Arjington Ranch
{“HOMEQWNER™)} in order to jnsurs that the High Noon At Ariegtor Ranch Homeowntre Association
{(nereafter “THE ASSQCIATION”) Bas the power to vecovar the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have been discoversd in the individus! unite &t the Fiigh Noon At Arlingion
Ranch townbomey,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has bros mh, a lawsuit egainst DR, Horton, i High Moen At Axliseton
Ranch Homeowners Association v. E Eighth Juddicial Distriet, Clark County Nevada, Case No.

A342616. D.R. Horlon kas 1.5, Horton has refusod to repair the defects.

C. Tre Nevada Supreme Court, inits ruling exntitled o v, iy Digtrict Covrt,
213 P33 €87 (2009, held that s hamoowners assovisiion has thﬂ nghi 10 sue the mudlder for claims arising
froom the individual wndis i 8 can meel the requirements for class astion certification.

I akbough THE ASSOCIATION helieves that it will be srapted s!:an&mg to pursee the claims of
the mﬂmd wal usit owners under this analysis, it is not 2 corfainty.

E. WTHE ASSOCIATION Is desermined by the Cowrt not to be allowed to sue the builder for some
defects, only thoss HOMBOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSQCIATION will be able
tc share in the rseavery, .

P HOMEOWNER and THE ASSCCIATION desire for THE ASSGCIATION to have the right to
a3sert the individual claims that the HOMBOWNER bas ageinst D R Horton Inc., as well as any other entity
that comrbuted 10 the defective development, design, constructing, supply of materials, oy sale of the
iwnhome project andfor HOMEOWER s unit.

. B i wpderstood that nothing in this Assigoment shall be construed to obligste THE
ASSOCIATION, i any way tn vmlarteks or pay for any pecticalar repairs 1o any individual unit,

NCW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideraiion,

HOMECOWNER berehy nechoms to THE ASSOCIATION ali of the clzims and cancee of action that

HOMEOWNER  possesses azainest DR, Hortoa, Ine., and any Bﬂd all of the designers, contractore,
subcontraciors and maerial qupph&r? that participated in any wey in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construction ofthe townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER' 8 unit, fordefestive construction.
Such assigned cluims and ceuses of astion expressly inclode, bui are not limited to, all claimy and causes of
action thet arise cut of {1} The contract for sale of the subjsct property from DR, Horlos, Ine., (2) Aay
express of implied warranties; (3} Any an all common law cleims, fochuding bt not limited to claims in
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and elf clafns relating to or arisiog ot of NRS Chapter 40,
ot seq).; and {5) Any and all claims selating to or adsing out of Chapter 116, ot seq.

j . 7 rf‘) H - f
oy #y et . F il /t‘r,-. I
Dated: ..;'}*ff ffj i1 Print Nawmie) _ﬁ, g HAS . 2 i Ck
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RECEIVEL

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE JUL 3 ¢ 2010
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION {

.y
e

fror.
This Assignment is mads by the undersignsd homeowner(s) at High Noon At AVssweRanthmssms
{“HOMBOWNER”) in order 1o ingure that the High Noon At Aviington Ranch Homesvwners Assooiavion
(hersafter “THE ASROCIATION"] has the power to sesover the cost of repairing defects i the project.

RECTTALS

A. Bignificant defects have been discovered in the Wmdividus! unite st the High Moo At
Arfington Ranch wwnhormes,

B. Tris; ASSOC‘IA?’E(}% h&s brriushf 8 ‘awsmf waws& D R rinr*m m High N gt:n At ég{;a,,:pn

*&Sé’ﬁ? & D R Hartcv has DR zvlﬁs’mn has mﬁ:wd to repair Ehs dcfmuts

C. The Novada 5 Bupreme Court, in #15 ruling entitfed I2.R. Horton v, Eighth
Qggrt, 215 P34 697 (200%), held that & homeownery association has the wght 0 sue the b‘uuder for ¢laims
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for olasy eetion centification.

I3, Although THE ARSOCLATION believey that # will be granted standing 1o pursoe the olaims
of the individual enif ownsrs under this analygis, i &5 nofa certainty.

E. If THE ASSCCIATION i3 determrined by the Court not i be sllowsd lo soe the builder for
some defoots, ondy those HOMEDWNERS who have assipned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION wili

be ablz 2o share in the recovnry,

F. HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION o have the right
to 2gsert the Dadividuad clalms that the HOMEBOWRNRNER has apzinet DR, Horton Tne., 25 well a5 any other
ity that condribited 1o the defective deve iopmfmt, design, sonstruction, sipply af materlals, or rals of
the townhome project andfor HOMBOWER s unit,

G. It is understood that nething in this Assignment shall be construsd w abligste THE
ASBOCIATION, in any way to underteke or pay Tor any parifealar repains to any individual unit,

WOW, THEREFORR, and in axchangs for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWNER herehy assigns o THE AS50CTATION all of the claims and canses of action
that HOMEOWNER possesses epainst 0.8, Horton, Inc,, and apy and ail of the designars, contractors,
subeontreetors and matecizl sappliseg ther partcipeted in any way in the design, conswuction ur supply of
maierinly for constrystion of the townhoms project andfor ROMEQWNER'S unit, for defective
construction. Such assipned claims awd causss of action exprassiy include, but sre not Hmited to, alf
alaims and cauess of action that arise out of (1} The contract for sale of the subjsct properiy fram DR,
rrorton, loe, {2) Any express or impHed worranties (3) Any an all common law clajms, ineluding bof not
Hmised o claims in negligence, faud and 2quifable claims; (4) Any and alf clrims relating o or arising
aut of NRS Chapter 40, of seq.; 2nd {5) Any and &ll claims relating o or arizing cut of Chapier 116, ef
92q.

-
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlingion Ransh
{HOMEOWNER”) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arfington Ranch Homeowncers Astociation
(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION") has the power o yecover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units ut the High Noon At Ariingion
Ranch toenhomes,

B. THE ARROCIATION bas brought a Tawsuit 2gaingt DR, Horton, in Bigh Noon At Arlington
hanch Homeowners Association v, DR Hopon, Bighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevadu, Caes No.
A342616, DR, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defests,

o The Nevada Supreme Cowt, in it ruling entitied D.R. Horon v. Bi dudiciad District Coust,
215 P.ad 697 (2009), held that 8 homeowners assosintion has the right to sue the buiider for olains arising
from the individual uniis if #t can meet the requiremenis for class action certifiostion.

3. Although THE ASSOCTATION belisves that it will be granted stading {o poraue the claimos of
the mdividual urit owners under this snalysis, it is not 8 cerininty.

E. IFTHE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not o be allowed fo sue the builder for somo
defeots, only those HOMBOWNERS who have assigned their efaims to THE ASSOCIATION will be abie
1o share in the recovery, :

F. HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION fo have the right to
assert the individuat elaims that the HOMECGWITER has against D.R. Horlon Inc., a8 well as any other enkity
that contributed to the defective development, design, sonsfruction, supply of matenals, or sals of the
townhorme project andfor HOMEQWER s anit,

G, It ix understond that nothing in this Assignment shell be comstrucd o ohiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in sy way lo undertake or pay for any particular Tepairs o any individual wmit.

NOW, THEREFORE, snd in exchange for valuable considerafion,

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns o THE ASSOCIATION sl of the olaims and causes of activn that
HOMEQWNER  possesses against DR Horton, Ine., and any and ell of the designers, cortrastors,
subcentractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desigr, ceustuction or supply of
materisls for construciion of the townhome projectandfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defestive construction.
Such assipned olaime and causes of sotion expressly include, but are nol lmiled W, all clairos end causes of
action that arise aut of (1) The conlract for sale of the subject Froperty from ID.R. Horton, Ine., {2) Any
express or implied warranties; (3} Any an all commeon law elaims, including bt not Hmited to claims in
negligence, fravd snd equitable claims; (4) Any aud all claims relating %o or arising out of NRS Chanter 40,
i asg.; and {7} Any and al! claims relating to or arising vut of E:hﬁpiﬁ{' 116, of seq.

o i '
Dajed: %‘;; o ?’; /& Print Name(s) \\., Catidy) i/ u/;./f-w_..__
Stgnature(s - S p———
Unit Address 12

Telephone #
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HIGH HOON AT ARLEINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Asszgr*r: ent I made by the undersignnd homeosmer(s) »¢ High Moon Af Arlingion Ransh
{"HOMEOWHMER™} in order to insure thet the High Noon Ar Arlington Fznch Homeownare Association
(hereafter *THE ASSOCIATION®) hug the powsr o recover fhe vost of repairing defoets i Hie prodeer,

RECITALS

A, Bignificent fefents have besn discovered tn the individua]l units af the High Noon At
Arfington Rench ownhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has beaughi a Tawsuil sgainst DR, Harton, in High Monn Al Arlingtnn
Raneh Homeowners Aesceistion v DR Horton, Bighth fudiciat Drissriet, Claek County Nevads, Case Mo,
A542616. DLR. Hortae hes D.R. Herton has refused to repair the defeats.,

€. The Nevada 8 Supreme Court, in fis ruling ertitled DR, Hortop v, Eighih Judicisl Sisteiot

,&_;111, 215 .34 697 (2009), hald thet s bomeowners asnociation kas dhe right o sue the bufides for clsim
arising from the individus! units i it can meet the requirements for class sstion sertifisation,

D, Although THE ASSQCTATION belioves that it will be granted standing to pursne the claimg
of the individnel wnit owaers under this aafysis, ¥ i not & semaiary,

E. }WTHE ASSOCIATION fy deizruined by the Court not 1o ba allowed to mue the baildesr fiw
some delfoots, mf.y those BOMEOWNERS who have sasigned thelr clsims to THE ASSOCIATION wil]

be ehle to share i hs recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASEBOCIATION desire for THE ABROCIATION io htve the right
w essert the Individual plaims thet the ROMEOWNER haz against DVR. Horlon Fac,, as well s any other
entity that contritoted {o the defbetive develapment, desizn, conswruction, supply of msmrists, ot galg of
the iownhome profect and/or HOMEQOWER s unin

G. ¥ is understood that nothing i this Aszipnmant shall be construed o obligate THE
ASSGCIATION, in any way ko underieke or pay for any partieular repaig o sny individual unit,

MNOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valusble congideration,

HOMEOWNER harehy nssigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the alabing and cawsss of sction
that HOMEQWNER possssses sgeinst DLR Honon, oo, and 2oy sed all of the desipners, aontraciors,
subcontraciors emd material suppifers that pariicipated in any way in the gorien, conginitiion or supply of
materialy for construction of te ownhome project etor HOMEQGWNER'S vnls, for defectheg
constrireting. Such assigned claims and causey of action expressly Inelude, tut are not imited &, 5]
claims ond couses of antion that avize out of {1} The contract for sale of the suljsct propesty from DAL
Horton, Ine., £2) Avy sxpress or implied warsaties; (3) Any ap al] common [zw claims, including but not
limited 0 cisms in nepligenes, fraud sod eguitable claims; {4 Any and 2l clafns relading to or arising
ol of NRE Chyprer 440, 2 seq.; sad {5 Ay and il clafmy relrfing to or arising out of Chagler 116, et

s8q
5 !! f:: e ) A':a}
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HIGH NGON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF AUTION

This Assigament Is made by the undersigned homeowner(s} st High Noon At Artiogton Ranch
{("HOMEOWKRERY) in order o insure that the }igh Noop At Ardingion Ranch Homeowners Association
(heseadior “THE ASSOCLATION™) Las the power fo recover the cost of repaising defects in the project.

RECITALS

A Bignificant defects beve been discovered in the Individual units at the Bigh Noon At Arlingtos
Rsech townhomes,

B. THE ASSCQCIATION has brought  lawmit agzinst DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arfinston
Raneh Homeowners Association v, ILR. Horton, Eighth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Mevads, Caze Na,
45426168, DR Horton has D.R. Hoston has refused to repair the defects.

€. The MNevada Supreme Court, in its mling essitled DR Horton v. Bizhrh Mndicial Distoict Cowrt,
215723 697 (200%), held that 1 homeswners association has the right o sue the bulider for claime arising
trom the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification.

o Although THE ASSOGCIATION believes that it will be pranted standing fo pursns the claims of
the individual unit cwaers under this analyels, it is not & certainty,

E. FTHE ASS0CIATION is determined by the Conrt not to be sllawed to sue the huilder for some
defeets, only those HOMBOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
to share in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
aesest the individual claims that the HOMEGWNER bas sgainst DB, Horton Inc., as well s any other entiry
thai contributed to the defective development, design, constraction, yupply of materials, or sale of the
townhonie srojest andlor HOMEOWER s uznit.

@, It is understood that pothing in this Assigpmeni shall be comstrued fo obligate THE
ASSUCIATION, io any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual anit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEQWNER hersby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims ang causes of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against 2R, Horion, Tne., aad auy and 2l of the designers, contraciors,
subcontractors and materiz! suppliers thet participated in any way in the desipn, construction or sapply of
materials for constroction o fthe towabome projest anddor HOMEOWNER* S unit, fordafestive constrastion.
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly mohude, but are not limited 4o, &) claims and causes of
actice that arise out of (1} The contract for sale of the subjest property Fom DR, Horton, Inc., {2) Any
express or implied wamanties; (3} Any an all cozamon law claims, inchuding bt not Umited to elagas in
negiigence, frand and equitzble clsims; (4) Any and all claiws relating to or stising ont of MRS Chapter 40,
et seq,; and {3) Any and all claims relsting 1o or arlsing out of Chapter 116, et seq,

3 L EMNGAY § ot
Dinted: ’g' RD Print Name(s¥d b et f

— Signature(s)
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Asstgnment iz made by the undersipned bameowner(s) st High Noon At Azdington Ranch
("HOMEOWNER™! in order to inswe that the High Noon At Arlington Rench Hameowners Associakion
{hereafler "THE ASSQCIATION"™ has the power to reover the cost of repeairing defecis in the projest.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been dissovered in the individual vnits at the High Noon a1 Astington
Ranch townhomes.

B, THE ASBOCIATION has trought 2 Iawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Artingten
Ranch Homeowners Agsociation v, DR, Horton, Eighth Tudicial Distict, Clark County Nevada, Case No.

AS42616. D.R. Borton has DR, Horton has refused to repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in ifs ruling eotitled DR Horton v. Bighth Fudicia! Distrist Court,

215 P.2d 697 {2009), held that o homeowners aszociztion hae the right to soe the builder for claims srizing
irom the individuel units if it can meet the requirernents for cless action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be sranted standing to pursue the clzims of
the individual unll owmers under this analysis, it {s not a certainty,

EOHTHE ASSOCIATIGN is determined by the Court net to be sHowed [0 sue the builder Tor some
defects, only those HOMBOWINERS who have ussigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be shle
to share in the recovery,

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSQUIATION to have the right to
assertihe individup] claims that the HOMEGWNER bas against IR, Horlen Inc., 35 weil as sny other entity
that contributed to ghe defbctive development,.design, constrution, supply of matcrials, or sale of fhe
townkome project andfor HOMECOWER s unit,

0. Ut is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be vonstrued o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way {o undedake or pay for any particular repairs to any ndividua! unit,

1.
NOW, IHEREFORE, and in exchangs for valushle consideration,

HOMEGWNER hereby assigns to THE ASBOCIATION all of the claitss and causes of action that
HOMEQWNER  ppssesses against DR, Horion, Inc., and any and ali of the designers, coniractors,
subeontractors and material suppliers et purticipated in eny wey i the design, constroction or supply of
materials for congtrugtion of the wwrihome project andior HOMEQOWNER’S unit, for defective construction.
Sueh assigned claims and causes of action expreasly include, but are not Hrfted to, all tlaims and causes of

stion that arise oul of (1} The contract for sale of the subject praperty from DR Horion, Inc., {2) Any
express of imphied warranties; 3} Any an ali common law claims, including bt not limited to olsims in
negligencs, frand and equitsble claimz; (4) Any and all clsims relating io or adsing out of NRS Chapter 40,
et ceq. and (3) Any sod all claims relating to or arising out of Chapler 116, ef seg.

P 5 . - -
Dated: _ﬁj’f’[( 22/08 Print Name(s)_ K ulfoll Snl larnpen Fovd

f gnamm{s}@ J”’"‘””}M-’— pe cf @"M\/
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S s 72 827 YT
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the wndersipned homeowner{s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMECGWNER”} in order 1o insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assooistion
(herealier “THE ASEDCIATION") has the power to recover the sest of tepairing defects in the projest,

RECITALS

A. Sigmificant defects have been dscovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Ariington
Kanch townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought o lawsuit against DR. Horton, in High Koon Af Arlington

Ranch Homenwrers Asseciation v. DB, Horton, Eighth Judinial Distriet, Clark County Nevads, Cage No.
AS542616. DR, Horton has DR, Horton has refosed to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Cowrt, in its nding entitied D.R, Horton v, Fighth Judicial District Court,

213 P.3d 697 (2069), beld that 4 hemegwners asgocistion has the right to sue the buiider for claims wizing
from the individual units {F it can meet the requirements for class sotion certification.

L. Although TRE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted stending to pursue the claims of
the individual unit owners under this auulysis, i {5 not a cartainty.

E. ' THE ASSOCIATION is deseuined by the Courtnotio be allowed to sue the buikler for sorme
defects, only those BOMBOWNERS whe bave asmigned their claims is THE ASSOUIATION will be shle
6 share in {he recovery.

F. BOMEGWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to kave the right to
sssert the individual claims that the HOMEQWNER has againgt DR, Horton Ine., a5 well a5 any oiher an tity
that sontribuled 10 fhe defective developmens,. design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project andlor HOMEQWERs unit. '

By, il
G. It is understood that nothing in this Assipnment shell be construed fo obligate THE
ABBOCIATION, i suy way to underiake or pay Jor any particular rapairs to any kudividual wt,

NOW, *i‘HEE{HFE}RE, and i exchange for valuabls consideration,

HOMEQWNER hersby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and tauses of action that
HOMEBOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Ine., and any and 2il of the designers, conmractoms,
subgcontractors and material suppliers that participatesd in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materiale for sonstrugtion of the townheme project and/or BOMBOWNER’S unit, for defactivs conafruction,
Such agsigned olains and causes of action exprassly include, but are not lirited te, 3l cizims and causes of
action that arize out of (1) The coutract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Hortan, Inc., {2y Any
expross of {mpied warranties; {3} Any an all commeon law claims, including bt not Yitmited to claimg in
negligence, fraud and equitable claimy; (4} Any and af claims relating to or arising cut of NRE Chapter 46,
et seq.; znd (5] Any and el claims relating to or arising out of Chapter §16, et seq,

e "y s
Dated;, Eé{g}ﬁ £ 200 Print Name(s) f} Hne IMarte Se.
' /mw% e A ST S
= / >
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment iy made by the undersigned homsawner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{“BOMEOWNER"} in order t¢ {nsurs thar fhe High Noor Ar Arlington Rench Homepwners Agsociation
{hereafior “THE ASSGCIATION™) has the power to recover the cost of repaining defects in the profser.

RECITALS

A. Sigmificent defects have been discovered in the individus! units at the Bigh Noon Ar Arlington
Ranch towahomes,
B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsait against DR, Hortor, in High Noon At Arlisgion

Ranch Homsowners Association v, DR, Horton, Bighth Judicisd District, Clark County Nevads, Case No.
AS42616, DR, Horton bas D R. Horton hes refosed to repair the defiucts,

C. The Nevada Supreme Courd, {n its reling entitled DR, Horton v. Eighth Tudisial District Court,
215 B.3d 657 (2009), held that = homeowners association has the right 1o see the buslder for claims arising
from the individual units if 1€ can meet the yequircoents for class action certification.

1. Although THE ASSOCTIATION believes that #t will be granted standing to pursus the claims of
the individual anit owners under this analysis, it is 1ot 3 cerlainty,

E. WTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not te be allowed to sue the builder for soms
defects, only those HOMBOWNERS who have assigned their claims 1o THE ASSOCIATION will be able
to share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assert (he individual claimes that the HOMECQWNER has against 1R, Horton e, as well as any other pnbity
that soptributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhomes projest anddor HOMEBOWER s unis,

G 1 is understood that notbing in this Assignmen: shall be copstrued to obligate THE
ABB0CIATION, in any wey lo undertake or pay for any particuisr repalrs to any individus] unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exehangs for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWNKER bereby zssigns to THE ASSOCLATION 21l of the clalms snd couses of action that
BOMEQWNER,  possesces against DR, Horton, Ine,, and any and all of the designers, contractors,
subecntractors and material suppiiars that participated in sny way in the desige, constraction or supply of
materials for construotion of the towabose project and/or HKOMEO WNER Sunit, for dafective construction.
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not Lmited to. 8l sitims snd sauses of

tion that arise out of (33 The coniract for sale of the subjest progerty from DR, Horten, Ine., (2) Any
express or implied warrandies; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but net limited o claims in
segligence, fuud and equitable claims; {4} Any snd all claims reiating to or erising out of NRS Chapsar 40,
ot seq.; and {3} Any and a)l clalms relating 10 or suising out of Chapter 116, et seq.

I o
Dated: Print Name(s) J i j :ﬁ'ﬁz n}i«.
f
Signature(s) /ﬁ/{%ﬁi“! LA.K

Unit Address X } {L%@%ﬂﬂ%ﬁ.‘%ﬂiﬁ
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the wedersipned homaowner(s) at High Noon At Axdington Raneh
{“HOMEOWNER"} in srder 1o insure that the Hiph Noon At Arliagion Ranch Hameowners Association
{nereafter "THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

A. Significant defaets have been discovered in the individual anils at the Hiph Nooz At Arlingion
Ranch townhomes,
B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought # lawsnit against DR, Borton, in High Noon Af Arlingion

Homerwners Association v, DR, Horon, Eighth Iadictsl District, Clark Connty Nevada, Cass No.
AS42636. DR, Horton bas DR, Horton has refused o repsir the defzots,

. The Nevada Supreme Court, {n Hs ruling entitled TR, Horton v Elehy ;
215 P.3d 697 (2009}, held that a homeowsers association has she right to sue the builder for claims arising

from the individual wnits if it can meet the requirements for class sctivn cortification.

1. Although THE ASSOCTATION believes that it will be granted standing © pursse the claims of
the individual unit owners under this zoalysis, it is not & certainty,

E. If THE ASSQUIATION is determined by the Court notic be allawed to sue the builder for some
defvets, only those HOMECWHRERS who bave assigned their claims 1o THE ASSCCIATION will ba able

to share in the recovery,

B HOMEGWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSCGCIATION to have the right to
asaert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER bas agaiast D R. Horton Ine., as well 35 any other entity
thai comribuied o the defective development, design, construction, sepply of materials, or sale of the
townhoms project andior HOMEOWER s unit.

G. It is usderstoed that nothing in this Assignment shell be congtrued to obligete THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way 1o underake or pay for any particuier repairs to any mdividual unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, and In exchange for vaiuable sonsideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby acsigns to THE ASSOCTATION sl of the olaims and canser of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses apainst DR, Horion, Inc, and zny and all of the designers, contractors,
subsontractors and material suppliers that mmczpaiad fn any way in the design, construction or supply of
meaisrials for constroction of the townhome prajact sod/ar HOMEOWNER Sunit, for defective consiruetion,
Sueh assipmed olains aod sauses of action uxprass}v include, but are not lHmited W, all claims snd causes of
sction ﬂaa‘f arise ot of {1} The contract for sse of the subject property from DR, Horlon, Toe., {2) Any
express or implied warrantiss; {3) Auy an all common law claims, mcluémg but pot limited to claims in
negligenoce, frand and equmbk. clazms, {4) Any and all claims rdaimg i or erising out of NRS Chapter 40,

ot seq.; and {3) My and 2l clatos relating to or anising out of Chapler 116, ot seq.

! i

Dated: 7l q j‘ | D...,..w Prinf Name(s) Ef\ !‘3 i ) l &M :itmﬂ},, 0 K»-

i
A J
Signature(s e *
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HEGH ROON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUBES OF ACTION

This Asrignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{("BOMEOWNER™) in order to insure that the High Moon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Associstion
{hersafler “THE ASSOCIATION"} has the power to recover the sost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS
A. Sigmflicent defects have heen discoverzd in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlingion

Ranch rownhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought o lawsuit against LR, Horlon, o High Noon At Arlineton
Ranech Homeowners Associgtion v, DR, Horton, Fighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevads, Cage No.

A542616. D.R. Horton has TL.R, Horton has refised to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 12K, Horton v. Fighth r
15 P.3d 697 (2009}, held that & homeowners association ted the right to sue the builder for olaivg BFISng
from the Individual upits if it can meet the requirements for class sction certi fzation.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION beligves that it will be granted standing to pussue the chiims of
the individus! unil gwnors ender this analysis, i j5 not a certainty,

E IfTHE ASSQEM‘E‘I@M is determined by thie Court not fo be allowed to sus the builder for some
defests, only those HOMEOWNIRS who have assigned their elaims to THE ASSQCIATION will be able
te share in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION 1o have the right to
assert the imndividual sigims that the HOMEOWNER has against I R, Horton Ine., aswell as any ofhor entity
that contribuled {o ghe defective development,. design, construction, supply of materiels, or sale of the
wwnhome project andfor HOMEOWER s unit.

Q. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligete THE
ASSOQCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particulsr repairs to any individus! anit,

i
NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWINER herely ossigns to THE ASSOCIATION aM of the claims and cavses of agtion that
HOMEQWNER  possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any zand all of the designers, contractors,
subeonteastors and material suppliers that participated in sny way @n the desipy, consirvction or supply of
materials for construgtion of the lewahome project and/or HOMEOWMER'S unit, for defective construction.
Such assigned claims and causes of action eapressly include, but are not lrmited to, all alaims and canses of
sction thet arise out of (1) The contrast for sale of the sulyject property from THLR. Horten, Fae., (1} Any
express or implied wamanties; (3} Any an al} conunon law claims, including but not limited to claine in
negligenee, fraud and equiteble claims; (4) Any and ail claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 49,
et sy and (5) Amyand all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seg.

S LSy, A
Duted: 2/ / 5 e Print Name{s]_# € s A A
; .
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HRGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner{s) st High Noon AL Arlington Ranch
{(“HOMEOWNER"} in order to insure that the High Moon At Arlington Ranch Homeswners Association
{hiereaRer “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power fo recover the cost of repairing defeeis in the project.

RECITALS

A Significant defects have been discovered in the individual unity at e High Novn At Arlington
Ranch townbinenes,

B. THE ASBOCIATION has brought & Jawsuit against DR, Harton, in High Noon At Arlingon
Hanch Homeowners Assosiationv. DR, Horton, Bighih Tudicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No.
AS42616. D.R Horion has ILR. Herton has refused to vepoir the dafects,

e LS

215 F.3d 657 (2009), held that o hometwaiers association has the right ta sue the builder for claims ariging
from the mdividunl unils if ¥ can meet the requirsmants for olass acton certification,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in ifs rufing entitied DR, Hotten v, Bighth Jodicial Diistrint Court,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes thal it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the mdividual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a cortainty,

£, I THE ASSOCIATION is deterined by the Court not to be altowed 1o sue the buitder {or some
defects, enly those HOMEOQWHNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
t shars in the recovery. )

F. HOMEQWNER sod THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION {o have the right 1o
agsert the individua] claims that the HOMEOWNER has against 2.8, Horlon Inc., as well a¢ anty other entity
that contabuted to the defective development, design, construction, supply of malerigls, or saje of {he
fownhoms projest smlor HOMBCOWERR s unit,

G, 1 is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed 1o ohiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, i any way {0 undertake or pay for any particular repairs o sny individual onil,

MNOW, THEREFORE, and in exclisoge for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWRNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the clsims 2nd cauges of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against U.R. Horton, foe., and any aud sl of fhe designers, ceniractors,
subcontraciors and meterial suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construction of the townhiorae project snd/or HOMEOWNER'S wmit, for defective consbruction,
Such assigned claims and causes of astion expressty insfude, but are not Bmited to, all cleims end causes of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sals of the sulbject propery from DR, Horlon, Ing., {2) Any
express or implisd warranties; {3) Any an il cormomon law claime, ineluding but not Bmited fo clabms in
negligence, fraud and equitable clains; (4} Any and ol eluims reluting to or arising out i WRS Chapter 40,
et serr,; wnd {5} Any and sl claims relating fo or arising out of Chapier 116, ot saq.

Dated: f;{“&if i Print Name(s) fﬁﬂx}( vreenid] R, (3&{ %

iy

Signature(s)_— IS o
{';/‘ {J
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH | FIEY]
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION | gy _g 0.,

l

This .&ssxgnm nt i3 mede by the tndersigned homeowner(s} a3 High M;};z At Arlington Ranch |
{FHOMBOWNER"™ in order fo Insure that the High Noon At Ariington Ranch H“ﬂeumm%swﬁwgg
chereafter “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power to recover the oast of repalring defents in the project.

RECITALS

A, Significent defests have bean ﬁzsmw:mr[ in the individual units ot the High Noon 4t
Arlington Fanch towshomes,
B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought 3 lowsult against D.R. Horton, t Hizh Noog At Arlinetos

Rapel Homeovwnsss Associztion v. DR, Horton, Eighth Judiciel District, Clark County Nevads, Caze Na
AS42816, D.R. Horton has D.R, Horton has refused to repair the defeets,

€. The Nevads Supreme Courd, in it ruling entitled DR, 2k
qu;;, 215 P.3d 697 (2009}, held that s homeowners asseciation has the r:ghr p— me hmldur fw claimsg

srising from the individust urits if it can mest the requiremants for class action certification.

. Ahbough THE ASSOCIATION belicves that it will be granted standing to pursue the olaims
of the individus] uait ownsre uader thix analysis, it is not & cerminty,

E. I THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courl not to be allowed o sue the builder for
same defets, only those HOMEBOWHERS who have sssigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION wiil

be able to shrare in the recavery.

F, HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION 1o have the right
to assert the individual claimg that the BFOMBOWNER hay sgaimst TLR. Horton Ine., a2 well 2y any other
entity that contributed fo the defective development, design, construction, supply of materialy, or sale of
the tewnhome projest and’ar HOMEQOWER s unit.

Q. It iz understoad thet nothing in dds Assignment shell be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to enderteke or pay for any particular repairs fo any individual unit,

WOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for vafuable ponsidaration,

. BOMEBOQWNER hereby assigns to THE ABSCCIATION all of the sluiros ard canses of sction
that HOMEGWNER possesses sgainst DR, Horton, Inc., and &ny and aif of the designens, vontractors,
subsontractors and material suppliers that p&ﬁmtps&:ﬁ in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materiats for coastruction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOQWNER'S unit, for defective
construction. Such assigned riazms and cauvbeg of action expressly inclnde, but are not Hmited fn, alf
claims and causes of action that arise put of (13 The contract for sale of the subicet property from DR,
Horton, Ine,, {25 Any expross or implied warmntizs; (3) Any an ell common law slaims, intluding but not
limited to claims in negligenee, Faud and equiteble claims; (4) Any and alf ciaims relating to or avising
out of MRS Chapter 40, et geq.; and (8} Any and afl claims relating fo or arising out of Chapter 114, ot

54,
- i o nie (S ] floz
Dated: 2 Print Mamsls) (7 775 (@fﬂ,ﬁldﬂ%{ Ly /T CRE L a0 7

Unit Address ?g{;c,{g' 1291 Mrww ) e K /03
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FOGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ABBIGNMENT OF CATSES OF ACTION

This Assigament is made by the endersignad homeowner(s) at Bigh Noon At Arlingfon Ranch
{"HOMEOWRER™) in order to insurs that the High Noon At Adington Ranch Humeowners Associstion
{hereafter “THE AISOCIATION™) hes the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Significant defects heve been discovered in the individuef uaite st the High Moon At
Arlington Ranch townhomes.

B, THE ABSBOCIATION has brought a lawswit against LR Horton, in Migh Noon AL Arlington

Ranch Homeowners Assaniation v. DB, Morton, Fighth Fudicial District, Clark County Neveda, Case No.
AB43816. DR Hormzi has D.R. Horton has refised fo repeir the defects.

2

€. The Nevads Sugrems Court, in #ts ruling ertitfed DR, Horton v, Bl igh
Gourt, 215 P 3d 837 (Z009), beld that a bomeswrners association has the right fo sue the budlder for slaims
arising from the Individual units if it can mect the requiremnents for class astion certificatlon.

D). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing %o puisue the claims
of the individual unit owners epder this analysis, it i not a certainty.

E W THE ASS0CIATION is determined by the Court ot to be allowsd to sue the builder for
same defzety, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims o THE ASSOCIATION will

bre abie 1o share in {he recovery,

F, HOMEOWHNER end THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASROCIATION to have the right
fo assert the individual olaims that the HOMEQWNER has sgainst LR, Horton Ing., az well a8 any other
entity that coniribated o the Jefective develupment, desigm, construstion, supply of materials, or sale of
the fownhome project and/or BOMEOQWER s unit,

G. M s undersiood that nothing in this Assignmeni shall be construed to obligate THE
AESCCIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for any pasticular repaivs to any individual nit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and o exchangs for velushls songiderntion,

HOMEGOWNKER hereby assipns to THE ASSOCTATION all of the olaime and causes of action
that HOMECQWNER possesses against DR, Horon, Inc., gpd eny end all of the desigriers, contractors,
subgentractors and soaterial supplises that participated bn any way in the design, congtruttion of supply of
materials fir constroction of the tewnhome project mndior HOMBOWNER'S unil, for defective
constructon. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressty inelude, but are not limbed to, af]
claims and cavses of setion inal arise cut of £1) The contreet for gale of the subjsct property from DLR.
Horton, Inc., {2} Any exprese or implied warrantiss; (3) Any sn all eommen law clains, ineloding but not
fimited to elaims in negligence, frand and equitable claims; {4) Any and all claims relating 1o or arising
cart o NRS Chapler 40, ef scg.; and (5} Any and 217 claims relating 1o or arising out of Chapter 116, st

2.

Drated: ,gj ch 208 Print Namels)_ p‘( / é&fjw/
i”L

Signature(s)

Unit Address g4 ﬂd Jg’czm A, *loz
?{?: 75

ARV,
J
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigament is made by the undersipned homeowner(s) st High Noon At Arlington Ranch
(“HOMEOWNER") in order o insure that the High Noon At Arlingtos Ranch Homeowners Association
{nereafier "THE ASSOCIATION"} has the powsr to recover the cost of repairing defeets in the projsct,

RECITALS

A, Bignificant defocts have been disscoverad in ihe individual unite a3 the High Noon At Arlington
Ranelt tumbomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brovght a lawsuit agaiost D.R. Horros, in Hizh Noon At Arlineton
Eapch Homeowners Asseciation v. LR, Horton, Fighth Tedicial Districy, Clark County Nevada, Case No.

AZ42616. DA Horton bas &, Horten hes refused 1o repair the defeots,

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, ln its ruling entitied LR, Horon v, Fishih Judisial Distriet Court,
213 P.5d 687 (2009}, beld that 2 homeowners assoviation has the night to sue the builder for clairas arising
Frowm the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification.

. Although THE ASSOCIATION bolieves that it will be granted standing o pursue the claims of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certeinty.

E. If THE ASSOUIATION 1s determined by the Covrt not to be allowed 1o sue the ballder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be zble

io share in the recovery,

B, BOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the might to
sesert the indbhiidual claims that the HOMBOWNER has sgainst DD R, Horton Jne., 25 well any olhior entity
that somributed to the dafective development, design, constroction, supply of materials, or sale of the
ownhoms project andior BOMEOWER 'S unit.

G, I i understond That nothing in this Assignment shall be comstrued o obligate THR
ASSOCIATION, in sy way (0 underteke or pay for any particudar repairs (o any individual vait.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valushle consideration,

HOMEOWNER horeby assizns to THE ASSOCIATION 21} of the elaims and canses of sotien that
BOMEQWNER  possesses against DR, Horten, Inc., and sny and all of the designers, eontracions,
subcontrasion and material soppliers that participsted in any way in the desion, construction or supply of
materizts for constraction of the townhome project andfor HOMBOWNER 'S uniy, fur defective construction.
Such assigned claims and cavses of action expressly inchude, but are vo fimited to, 8l slaims and causes of
action st arise out of (I} The contract for sale of the subject property from DR Horton, Inc., (2) Any
express or imphied warranties; {3} Any sn ol common law claims, including but not limited ty clatres in
neglipence, fraud end equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; aud (3) Any and alf claims relating to or 2rising oul of Chapter 116, ¢t seq,

3
Dated: _ PIPACH fif 2ot Print Name(s) WT‘\JYQ A5 iq' ' (;ﬁ*ﬂgbf;mfk

ﬁﬁmmwwﬁﬁ 7,-’{;5{-9 Qg&orwrw

Signatura(s)

Unit Address__ 3 ¢ L | Towm NSb g (o) A L\, n ¥ ,:”?g
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RARCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigmoent is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon A Arlingion Ranch
{("HOMBOWNER"} in order to insure that fae High Noon At Atlington Remch Homeowners Association
{bereafter "“THE ASSOCIATION™) bas the power 1o recovor the eost of repairicg defects in the project,

RECITALS
A. Significant defects bave been discovered in the individual wnits 21 the High Noon At Arkingion
Ranch tvwnliomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has bronght a lawsnit against DLR, Hovton, in Higk Noon AL Arlineton
Ranch Bomeowners Associstion v. DR, Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark Comt'é }-ma"lai {Case No,

A342816. DR Horton has D.R. Forton has refiesed o repair the defects,

C. The Nevads Sopreme Court, in its ruling extitied DR Horton v. Bivheh Judiciai District Cm:&

215 P.3d 687 (2088), held that 2 homeowners sssociation has the right 10 sue the builder for ¢ladms arising
‘;rcm the {ndividual noits if it can meet the reguirsments for olass action certiffcation,

b Although THE ASSOCIATION belfeves that it will be granted standing to porsve the claims of
the individual ondl wrers under thiz analvsis, It is nol & ceriainty,

E. I THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Count net 1o be allowed to sue the builder for some
dafecty, only those HOMBOWNERS who heve assigned their olains (o THE ASSOCIATION will be able

ot B

1 share i the Yecovery.

FHOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCTATION io have the right to
agsert the individual claims that the FOMEOWNER bas against DR, Horton Tne., as well a8 any other entity
that sontributed 1o the defeptive development, design, construction, supply e}f materials, or sale of the
towahome project and/or BOMECOWER"s unit.

G, M is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constroed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way o andetake or pay for any particuler repairs to any individual uonit.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuabie consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby sssions to THE ASSOCIATION ¢ll of the claims nod causes of actinn that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against D.R. Horton, Tne., and any and 2B} of (he designers, contractors,
subrontractors and material su pphars that participated i any way in the design, construction or supply of
materisls for construction of the townhomes project and/ar HOMECWNER S unit, for defective constraction.
Such sssigned claims and causes of aotion expressly include, hut ars not limited 1o, i clsims and causes of
aciion that arise out of (1) Ths contract for sale of the subjest property from TR, Horon, Inn., €23 Any
cxpress or imphied warranties; {3} Avy ao all common law clatms, including but not Bmited o ciaz’ms in
neghgence, froud and equitable clalins; (4} Any and all claims relating to or arising out of WRE Chapter 40,
ef seq.; and (53 Aoy and all clalme relating o or arsing out of Chaptor 116, ¢ seq.

FREDRICK R. GOMER
Dated: 3711710 Print Wamefs)  MARY BETH GOMBZ

r,/

Signature(s) %&&sﬁéﬁ; /7 ’?Mz x,/ /f?@cﬁ

e

Unit Address 5450 THUWDEER BYY BTREET, URIT 142

L&S VEGAS, WV 89178
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mede by the undersigned homeowner(y) st High Noon At Adingion Ranch
("HOMECGWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon A Arlingion Rench Homeovners Asscciation
{hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION' has the power 10 recaver the cost of repliring defeeis in the project,

RECITALE

A, Bipnificant defects bave been discovezed in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch wenhomes,

B. THE ABSOCIATION has wought a lawsuit agaimst LR, Horton, in Bigh Noon At Adingion
Ranch Homeowners Associstion v. JLE. Heorton, Eighth Judicial Distriet, Clark Conanty Navada, Case No,
AS42616. DR Horton bas DR Horton bes refused 1o repair the defests,

€. The Nevade Supreme Cowrt, in its ruling entitied on v, Bighth Judicial Disteiet Conr
215 P34 697 {2009}, held that » homeowners association has the right to sue the buflder for olaims ariging
from the lndividual units i it can meet the requirements for class action certifization.

I3. Although THE ASSOCIATION belicves that it will be granted standing 1o pursue the olaims of
the individual unit owners under this sralysis, 3 js not 2 cerlainty.

B, I'THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courtnot to be allowed fo sue the builder for soma
defecis, only those HOMEQWNERS who bave sssigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will Be abie
fi share in the regovery,

¥, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to huve the right o
assert the individual claims that the BOMECGWNER has agsinst IR, Horlon Toe., 25 well ag sny other entity
that confviluted fo.ghe defective develupment, design, construction, supply of materials, o sale of the
townhome project andfor BOMEOWER's vmit.

L, LI
(. 1t s understond that nothing in this Assignment shall be coustrued to obligete THE
ASSOCIATION, tn any wey {o underiake or pay for any particular repairs o sny individual umit,

ROW, ’I‘HE%EFORE, and in cxchange for valuable considerstion,

HOMEBQOWNER hereby assigns to THE ABSOCIATION ali of the elaime and causes of aorion thar
HOMBOWNER  possesses sgainst VR Horton, Inc., and any and all of the desizners, contraniors,
subsandractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desizn, tonstruetion or supply of
materials for constnggtion of the townhome projestand/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction.
Such agsigned claimg and causes of action expressly ivclude, but ave not Himited to, 8!l elaims and cavses of
astion that ariss oul of {1} The contract for saie of the subjest property from DR, Horton, Ine., (2} Any
express or implied werranties: (3) Any an a1l common law elaims, incinding but not lewited to claims in
neghgence, frand znd equitable olaims; (4) Any ed ol elalme eelating to or anising out 6f NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {3} Any and all claling relating fo or J;? out of Chapier 1186, ef seq,

Dated: & / ?//,}J{,? Print Name{s} J \Z@éﬁﬁ?fzfﬂ @:/gﬁ’f:}f?zﬁ
4 7 /
Signature(s) ;%.«,,/f" Al B g

#

Unit sdéress. 9 28 o TR g . y

Telephone 2 JE - %’ {2

o
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Silp to Main Content Logout My Actount Search Menu New District Sivil/Criminal

Search Refine Search Close

REGISTER OF ACTIONS
CASE No. §7A542616

Lecation : Digirict Cour Civi¥Cririnal

Heln

High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowner vs D R Horton Ine~ § ¢ Construction Defoct
§ Guneral
§ 060712007
§ Department 22
§ Conversion Case Number:  A542646
§
PARTY INFORMATION
Lead Attorneys
Defandant D R Horten inc Jostl 0. Qdou
Retained
FOZ2220625(W)
Plaintiff High Noon At Arlington Ranch Paul P. Tarry, Jr.
Homsowner Retained
70299020+ 7(W)
Third Party Allard Enterprises Inc Doing Business
{efendant Ay Iron Specialists
Third Party Anseinc Doing Business As Nevada
Defendant State Plastering
Third Party Brandon LLC Doing Business Charlie H. Luh
Defendant  As Summit Drywall & Paint LLG Retained
702367 8899(VV)

Third Party
Defendant

Third Party
Defendant

Third Party
Defendant

Third Party
Defandant

Third Party
Defondant

Third Party
Defendant

Third Party
Defondant

Third Parly

Bravo Underground inc

Campball Goncerete Of Nevada Inc

Circle S Development Corp Doing
Business As Deck Systems

Efficient Enterprises LLC Doing

Business As Efficient Electric

Firestop Inc

Harrison Deor Company

infinity Building Producis LLC

integrity Walt Systems LLC

Jeffrey H. Ballin
Retained
7028932383(W)

Bradley V. Gibbons
Retained
TO28040706(W)

Nicholas B Salerno
Retajined
T022571997(W)

Shannon G. Rooney
Retained
TO22571997(W)

0100



Defendant

Third Party Lukestar Corp
Defendant

Third Party National Builders Ing
Defendant

Thivd Party OGP M Inc Doing Business
Defendant A4s Consclidated Roofing

Third Party Quality Wood Products Lid
Defendant

Third Party RCR Plumbing And Mechanical Inc
Pefancant

Third Party Reyburn Lawn & Landscapa Dasigners
Defendant Inc

Third Party Rising Sun Plumbing LLC Boing
Defondant  Business As RSP inc

Third Party Southern Nevada Cabinets fnc
Pefendant

Third Party Suntiee Mechanical Inc
Defendant

Third Party Sunstate Companies inc Doing
Defendant Business As Sunstate Landecape

Third Party Sylvanie Companies Inc Daing
Befendant Business As Drake Asphalt &
Congrete

Third Party United Elgciric Inc Doing Business
Defendant As United Home Elactrle

Third Party Walldesign In¢
Defendant

Third Party Woestern Shower Door Inc

Leonard T. Fink
Retained
F028040706{W)

Tomas V Mazeika
Fefained
70238440480}

Poter . Brown
Retained
T022586665(W)

Lee.J Grant
Ratained
T02-607-65000W)

Charlie H. Luh
Reteined
TO2IBTHEIBA)

Kevin A, Brown
Retained
70284238000A)

KIRK WALKER, ESQ

Retained
702-462-5300(w)

Defendant
Third Party D R Horlon Inc Joel D. Odou
Plaintiff Retained
T022220825(W)
EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE CGURT
014252011

Minute Order {4:53 PM} (Judicial Officer Johnson, Susan} -
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DECISION RE: PLAINTIFF HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON HOMEQWNERS ASSOCIATION'S MOTION FOR
DECLARATORY RELIEF RE: STANDING (11/10/10)

Minutes
01/25/2011 4:53 PM

- T I8 HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED
Plaintiff High Noon at Arlington Homeowners
Association's Motion for Declaratory Relisf Re: Standing
is GRANTED [N PART, DENIED IN PART as set forth
below: IT IS FURTHER ORDERED. ADJUDGED AND
DECREED Plainkfl High Noon at Arlinglon Homeownars
Assocition kas ne standing to assert all constructional
defect claims in the 194 units for which Plaingff has
proqured an assignment of rights from the units' owners.
17 1S FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND
DECREED Plaintiff High Nocn at Adington Hemeowners
Assoclation may "institute, defend or intervene in liigation
or administrative proceedings in its own name on bebalf of
itself or two or more units’ owners on matters affecting the
common-interest community, induding, as sel forth in this
case, constructional defects that may affect ihe 114 triplex
"building envelopes,” or exterior walls, wall openings and
roofs. Such construciional defect claims do nofinclude
those affecting the units’ awrers’ fire resistive, plumbing
or electrical systems that may be located within the
interor or exderior walls, whergby Plainliff has not
standing o assert those causes of actions in a
representative copacity. CLERK'S NOTE: To ohialn the
full and cornplete text of the Court's ruling, please refer to
the original order /ifthmj 1/256/11

Return to Register of Actiong
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

D.BR. HORTON, INC., A DELAWARE
CORPORATION,

Petitioner,

Vs,

THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA,
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF
CLARK; AND THE HONORABLE

SUSAN JOHNSON, DISTRICT JUDGE, '

Respondents,

and
BHIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, A
NEVADA NON.PROFIT
CORPORATION,
Real Party in Interest.

No. 58533

FILED

JAN 252013

ORDER GRANTING PETITION

This is an original petition for a writ of mandamus or

prohibition challenging a district court order holding that real party in

interest may litigate, on behalf of individual homecwners, claims for

alleged construction defects.

Petitioner D.R. Horton argues that, under this court’s decision

in D.R. Horton v, District Court, 125 Nev. 449, 215 P.8d 697 (2009) (First
Light 1D, the district court erred in concluding that no NRCP 23 analysis
was necessary for real party in interest High Noon at Arlington Ranch

Homeowners Association to bring claimes on behalf of individual

13-020,19
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homeowners for alleged constructional defects ocourring in building

envelopes.!

Standard of review

“A writ of mandamus is available to compel the performance of
an act which the law requires as a duty resulting from an office, trust or
station, NRS 84.180, or to control an arbitrary or capricious exercise of
discretion.” State v. Dist. Ct., 116 Nev. 874, 379, 997 P.2d 126, 130 {2000},
“Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy which ‘will not lie to control
discretionary action, unless discretion is manifestly abused or is exercised

%y

arbitrarily or capriciously.” Minera]l County v. State, Dep't of Conserv.

117 Nev. 235, 248, 20 P.3d 800, 805 (2001) (guoting Round Hill Gen, Imp.

- Dist. v. Newman, 97 Nev. 601, 603-04, 637 P.2d 534, 536 (1981) (citation
- omitied)). A writ of prohibition is an extraordinary remedy which may be

used to arrest the proceedings of a district court when it has exceeded its

jurisdiction. Mineral County, 117 Nev. at 243, 20 P.3d at 805. Both
mandamus and prohibition are isgued at the discretion of this court and
are unavailable when a “petitioner has a plain, speedy, and adequate
remedy in the ordinary course of law.” Id,

Here, the challenged order granted a motion for declaratory
relief regarding whether the case was appropriate for class action
certification; thus, it is not independenily appealable, As D.R. Horton
lacks a plain, speedy, and adequate remedy at law, we elect to exercise our

discretion to consider its petition. See id. In considering s writ petition,

"High Noon has also filed a petition for a writ of mandamus, High
Noon at Arlington v. Dist. Ct. (D.R. Horton, Inc.), Docket No. 58630, which

arises from the same district court case that is the subject of this petition.

Q105
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this court gives deference to a district court’s factual determinations:
however, we review questions of law de novo. Gonski v. Dist. Ct., 126 Nev.
s s 245 P.3d 1164, 1168 (2010).

The district court fajled to conduct a sufficient NRCP 28 analysis

This court has held that an HOA has standing to institute a
representative action on behalf of its individual members if the HOA’s
claims meet the NRCP 23 requirements as directed in Shuette v, Beazer
Homes Holdings Corp., 121 Nev. 837, 846-52, 124 P.3d 530, 537-41 (2005).
First Light II, 125 Nev. at 458-59, 215 P.3d at 703-04. Pursuant to NRCP
23, a class action may be maintained only if all four of the NRCP" 23(a)
reciuirements (numerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy) and
one of three additional NRCP 25(b) requirements is met.

“(Flailare of a common-interest community association to
strictly satisfy the NRCP 23 factors does not sutomatically result in a
failure of the representative action.” Beazer Homes Holding Corp, v, .bist,
Ct., 128 Nev. __, y o P34, (Adv. Op. No. 66, December 27,
2012). However, the district court must conduct and document an NRCP

23 analysis upon request. Id. Accordingly, even if an HOA has standing
under NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to institute a representative action on behalf of
two or more of its members, the HOA still must satisfy the requirements
of NRCP 23 if it wishes to bring its representative action as a class-action
suit. First Light I1, 125 Nev. at 458, 215 P.3d at 703.

Here, the district court found that under First Light IL
assignment of claims to an HOA did not eliminate the duty of the class to
comply with the class-action requirements of NRCP 23. The district court
then conducted a full NRCP 238 analysis as to the assigned claims and
found that High Noon had not satisfied the NRCP 23 prerequisites and

a10a
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therefore did not have standing to pursue those claims in a representative

- capacity.

However, the district court failed to perform a full and
thorough NRCP 23 analysis as to the claims involving the building
envelopes, The district court interpreted this court’s holding in First Light
II as applicable only to alleged interior defects of individual units located
within a common-interest commﬁnjty, Consequently, the district court
found, without performing an NRCP 23 analysis, that High Noon had
standing to litigate representative claims based on the building envelopes.
The district court reasoned that NRS 116.8102(1)(d) permits an HOA to
bring representative claims on matters. affecting the common-interest
community, and the district court had “no doubt” that the building
envelope claims affected the common-interest community.

This was error. This court previously directed the district
court to review High Noon’s claims in accordance with the anslysis set
forth in First Light JI “to determine whether the claims conform to class
action principles, and thus, whether High Noon may file suit in a
representative capacity for constructional defects affecting individual
units.” In Firgt Light 11, this court held that although NRS 116.3102(1)(d)
grants an HOA standing to file an action in a representative capacity, this
statutory grant must be reconciled with the requirements of NRCP 23 and
Shuette. First Light II, 125 Nev. st 458, 215 P.3d at 703. This court’s
holding in Firgt Light II was not intended to apply only to defects that
occur within individual units, but rather to all claims affecting
individually owned units that an HOA brings in a representative capacity.

NRS 116.093 defines “[ujnit” as “a physical portion of the

commmon-interest community designated for separate ownership or

FeRl il




cccupancy, the boundaries of which are described pursuant to paragraph
{e) of subsection 1 of NRS 116.2105.” NRS 118.2106(1)(e} states

In a condominium or planped comumunity, a

description of the boundaries of sach unit created

by the declaration, including the unit's identifying

number or, in a cooperative, a description, which

may be by plats, of each unit created by the

declaration, including the wunit’s identifying

number, its size or number of rooms, and is

location within a building if it is within a building

coutaiming more than one unit,
Accordingly, we look to the Community’s declaration. Here, the
Community’s CC&Rs provide that the elements of the building envelope
are part of the individually owned units. This court’s decision in First
Light I instructed disirict courts to perform a full and thorough NRCP 23
analysis for claims that affect individual units. Because the building
envelopes are individually owned, any claims that High Noon wishes o
bring relating to the building envelopes are in a representative capacity
and must survive an NRCP 23 analysis. The district court therefore
abused its discretion by failing to follow the mandate of this court and
perform a full and thorough NRCP 23 analysis of the claims involving the
building envelopes, Accordingly, writ relief is warranted, and we

ORDER the petition GRANTED AND DIRECT THE CLERK
OF THIS COURT TO ISSUE A WRIT OF MANDAMUS instructing the

district court to conduct further proceedings in light of this order and this

court's recent decision in Beazer Homes Holding Corp, v, District Court.?

?In light of this order, D.R. Horton's alternative request for a writ of
prohibition is denied.

=
=3
=3
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We also vacate the stay of the underlying district court proceedings that
was granted pending the consideration of this petition.

ﬂfk@tm L CJd.

1 * Pickering
a dJ.

Gibbons
!*L&A M , o,

Hardesty

(%uﬁthi..., 3.
P,

L]

Satta

cc:  Hon. Sugan Johneon, District Judge
Koeller Nebeker Carlson & Haluck, LLP/Las Vegas
Angiue & Terry LLP/Las Vegas
Eighth District Court Clerk

3The Honorable Ron.D. Parraguirre, Justice, voluntarily recused
himself from participation in this matter
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Ho!ly Woodard

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

effling@nveourts.nv.gov
Friday, January 25, 2013 1:48 PM

Holly Woodard
Notification of Electronie Filing in DUR. HORTON, INC. V8. DIST. CT. (HIGH NOON AT

ARLINGTON), No. 58533

Supreme Court of Nevada

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING

Notice is given of the following activity:

Date and Time of Notice: Jan 25 2013 01:46 p.m.

Case Title:
Docket Number:
Case Category:

Document Category:

Submitted hy:
Official File Stamp:
Filing Status;

Docket Text:

DR HORTON, INC. V8. DIST. CT. (HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON)
58533
Original Proceeding

Filed Order Granting Petition. "ORDER the petition GRANTED AND DIRECT
THE CLERK OF THIS COURT TO ISSUE A WRIT OF MANDAMUS
insfructing the district court to conduet further proceedings in light of this order
and this court's recent decision in Beazer Hoines Holding Corp. v. District
Court. We also vacate the stay of the underlying district court proceedings that
was granted pending consideration of this petition." Fn2{In light of this order,
D.R. Horton's alternative request for a writ of prohibition is denied.] Fn3{The
Honorable Ron D. Parraguirre, Justice, voluntarily recused himself from
participation in this matter.}] EN BANC

Issued by Court
Jan 25 2013 10:20 a.m.
Accepted and Filed

Filed Order Granting Petition. "ORDER the petition GRANTED AND DIRECT
THE CLERK OF THIS COURT TO ISSUE A WRIT OF MANDAMUS
instructing the district court to conduct further proceedings in light of this order
and this court's recent decision in Beazer Homes Holding Corp. v. District
Court. We also vacate the stay of the underlying district court proceedings that
was granted pending consideration of this petition.” Fn2{In light of this order,
D.R. Horlon's alternative request for & writ of prohibition is denied.] Fn3[The
Honorable Ron D. Parraguirre, Justice, voluntarily recused himself from
participation in this matter.] EN BANC
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The Clerk's Office has filed this document. It is now available on the Nevada Supreme Court's E-Filing
website. Click here to log in to Eflex and view the document,

Electronic service of this document is complete at the time of transinission of this notice. The time to
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH No. 58630

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION,
Petitioner,
FILED
THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT IAN 75 2013
COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA,
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF o RACIE K. LINDEWAN
CLARK; AND THE HONORABLE iy v e S
SUSAN H. JOHNSON, DISTRICT BEPUTY GLERK
JUDGE
Respondents,

and

D.R. HORTON, INC,,
Real Party in Interest.

ORDER DENYING PETITION

This is an original petition for a writ of mandamus challenging
a district court order refusing to permit a homeowners association to
assert certain construction defect claima on behalf of its members.

Petitioner High Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners
Association is a homeowners’ association (HOA) create& pursuant to NRS
Chapter 116 that operates and manages the High Noon at Arlingten
Ranch community, a planned community of 342 individually owned units.
High Noon is also the assignee of the claims of 194 individual unit owners.
High Noon filed a complaint against the developer, real party in interest
D.R. Horton, alleging breach of implied and express warranties, breach of
contract, and breach of fiduciary duty.

The instant petition arises from a district court order denying
High Noon standing to proceed with a representative action on behalf of
the 194 individual unit owners for which High Noon holds an assignment

of claims and for claims based on the units fire resistive and structural
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components.! High Noon petitions this court for a writ of mandamus
directing the district court to amend its order denying standing and to
allow High Noon to proceed with its claims,

Standard of review

“A writ of mandamus is available to compel the performance of
an act which the law requires as a duty resulting from an office, trust or
station, NRS 34.160, or to control an arbitrary or capricious exercise of
discretion,” State v. Dist. Ct., 1186 Nev. 374, 379, 997 P.2d 1286, 130 (2000).

“Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy which ‘will not lie fo contral

discretionary action, unless discretion is manifestly abused or is exercised
arbitrarily or capriciously.” Mineral County v, State, Dep't of Congerv,,
117 Nev. 235, 243, 20 P.3d 800, 805 (2001) (guoting Round Hill Gen. Imp.
Dist. v. Newman, 97 Nev. 601, 603-04, 637 P.2d 534, 536 (1981) (citation

omitted)). Mandamus is issued at the discretion of this court and is

unavailable when a “petitioner has a plain, speedy, and adequate remedy
in the ordinary course of law.” Mineral County, 117 Nev. at 243, 20 P.34
at 805.

Here, the challenged order granted a motion for declaratory
relief regarding whether the case was appropriate for class action
certification; thus, it is not independently appealable. As High Noon lacks
a plain, speedy, and adeguate remedy at law, we elect to exercise our
discretion to consider its petition. See id. In considering a writ petition,

this court gives deference to a district court’s factual determinations;

*The order granted High Noon standing to pursue claims based on
the building envelopes. D.R. Horton filed a petition for a writ of
mandamus or prohibition based on this determination. D.R. Horton, Inc,

v. Dist. Ct. (High Noon at Arlington), Docket No. 58533,
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however, we review questions of law de novo. Gonski v. Dist. Ct., 126 Nev.

.. 245P.3d 1164, 1168 (2010).

This court applies an abuse of discretion standard in its

review of a class action certification decision. Shuette v. Beazer Homes
Holdings Corp., 121 Nev. 837, 846, 124 P.3d 530, 537 (2005). In

determining whether to certify a class, a court should accept the

allegations contained within a complaint as true. Meyer v. District Court,
110 Nev. 1357, 1363-64, 885 P.2d 622, 626 (1994). A court’s clase
certification decision must be based on NRCP 23(a) and (b), which specify
the circumstances under which a case is appropriate for resolution as a
class action. Shuette, 121 Nev. at 846, 124 P.3d at 537.

The district cowrt correctly concluded that High Noon lacked standing to

assert congtructional defect claims relating to individual units
This court has held that an HOA has standing to institute a

representative action on behalf of its members if the HOA’s claims meet
the NRCP 23 requirements as directed in Shuette, 121 Nev. at 846-52, 124
P.3d at 537-41. D.R. Horton v. Dist. Ct., 125 Nev. 449, 458, 215 P.3d 697,
703 (2009) (First Light II). Pursuant to NRCP 23, a class action may be

maintained only if all four of the NRCP 23(a) requirements (numerosity,

commonality, typicality, and adequacy) and one of three additional NRCP
23(b) requirements is met,

‘[Flailure of a common-interest community association to
strictly satisfy the NRCP 23 factors does not automatically result in a
failure of the representative action.” Beazer Homes Holding Corp. v. Dist,
Ct., 128 Nev. , , P.3d ., ___ (Adv. Op. No. 66, December 27,

2012). However, a district court must conduct and document an NRCP 23

analysis upon request. Id, Accordingly, even if an HOA has standing
under NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to institute a representative action on behalf of

- twa or more of its members, the HOA still must satisfy the requirements
HPREMYE COURT
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of NRCP 23 if it wishes to bring its representative action as a class-action
suit. First Light II, 125 Nev. at 458, 215 P.2d at 703, Here, the district
court conducted and documented a thorough NRCP 23 analysis and found
that High Noon failed to meet the NRCP 23(a) commonality and typicality
requirements and the NRCP 23(b)(3) predominance and superiority
requirements.

Commonality

NRCP 23(a)s commenality requirement provides that
“members of a class may sue or be sued ag representative parties on behalf
of all only if . . . (2) there are guestions of law or fact common to the clags.”
NRCP 23(s). Following First Light I's instruction to reconcile NRS
116.3102(1)(d) with the requirements of NRCP 23, a court must consider
whether the proposed representative’s claims satisfy this commonality
requirement in light of the principles and concerns discussed in Shuette.
First Light II, 125 Nev, at 458-59, 215 P.3d at 703-04. Under Shuette

“[clommenality does not require that ‘all questions of law and fact must be

ldentical, but that an issue of law or fact exists that inheres in the
complaints of all the class members’ Thus, this prerequisite may be
satisfied by a single common question of law or fact.” Shuette, 121 Nev. at
848, 124 P.3d at 538 (quoting Spera v, Fleming, Hovenkamp & Grayson,
P.C., 4 5.W.3d 805, 811 (Tex. App. 1999)).

Here, the district court found that High Noon failed to meet

the commonality requirement because

it has not adequately demonstrated an issue of
law or fact exists that inheres in the complaints of
all the 194 units’ owners. Instead [High Noon]
identifies a myriad of vague complaints in
Paragraph 16 of the Complaint, which include, but
are not limited to structural, fire saafety,
waterproofing defects, and deficiencies in the civil
engineeringflandscaping, roofing, stucco and

SueRemE CouRy
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drainage, architectural, mechanical, plumbing,
HVAC, acoustical, electrical, and those relating to
the operation of windows and sliding doors.

This is a reasonable interpretation of First Light II's instruction to
reconcile - NRS 116.3102(1¢d) with NRCP 23 and the principles and
concerns discussed in Shuette. Accordingly, we conclude that the district
court did not err in finding that High Noon’s claims did not mest NRCP

23(a)'s commonality requirement.
Typicality

NRCP 23(a)'s typicality requirement provides that “members
of a class may sue or be sued as representative parties on behalf of all only
if . .. (3) the claims or defenses of the representative parties are typical of
the claims or defenses of the class.” NRCP 23(a). Under Shuette,

[t]he typicality prerequisite can be satisfied, then,
by showing that each class member's claim arises
from the same course of events and each class
member makes similar legal arguments to prove
the  defendant’s  liability. Thus, the
representatives’ claims need not be identical, and
class action certification will not be prevented by
mere factual variations among class members’
underlying individual claims. For instance,
typicality of claims can result when each owner in
a condominium complex suffer{s] damage by way
of being assessed for repairs to leaky common area
roofs, even though some of the individual unit
owners have not otherwise suffered from leakage
problems,

Shuette, 121 Nev. at 848-49, 124 P.2d at 538-39 (alteration in original)

(footnotes omitted) (internal quotations omitted),

Here, the district court found that NRCP 23(a)s typicality
prerequisite was not met because “given the myriad of constructional
defects alleged, it is also difficult to perceive whether they are typical of
those found within the 194 assigned-claims’ homes. Even (High Noon] has

5




admitted it has not visually inspected or destructively tested all 342, or
even the 194 ‘assigned’ units within the development.” The court farther
noted that High Noon had not sustained its burden to show that the
damage suffered by each of the 194 wnit owners was the same and that the
uge of limited extrapolation data was unfair to both D.R. Horton and any
unit owner who suffered additional or different harm. This is a reasonable
interpretation of First Light IP's instruction to reconcile NRS
116.3102(1)(d) with NRCP 23 and the principles and concerns discussed in
Shuette. Accordingly, we conclude that the district court did not err in
finding that High Noon's claims did not meet NRCP 23(a)’s typicality
requirement.

Predominance
Under Shustte, the predominance inquiry

tests whether proposed classes are sufficiently
cohesive to warrant adjudication by
representation. The questions of law or fact at
issue in this analysis are those that qualify each
class member's case as a genuine controversy;
therefore, the questions that class members have
in common must be significant to the substantive
legal analysis of the members claims.

While the NRCP 230)3) predominance
inquiry is related to the NRCP 23(a) commonality
and typicality requirements, it is more
demanding. The importance of common questions
must predeminate over the importance of
questions peculiar to individual class members,
For example, common questions predominate over
individual questions if they gignificantly and
directly impact each class members effort to
establish liability and eptitlement to relief, and
their resolution can be achieved through
geperalized proof.

Shuette, 121 Nev. at 850-51, 124 P.3d at 540 {footnotes omitted) (internal

SUPRBE CouRT guotations omitted).
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Here, the district court noted Shuette’s instruction that NRCP
23(b)(3)'s predominance requirement is more demanding than the NRCP
23(a) commonality and typicality requirements. Therefore, the court
found that because High Noon failed to satisfy NRCP 23(a)'s commonality
" and typicality requirements, High Noon also failed to satisfy the more
demanding predominance prong of NRCP 23(a). This is a reasonable
interpretation of First Light IT's instruction to reconcile NRS

116.3102(1X(d) with NRCP 23 and the principles and concerns discussed in
Shuette. Accordingly, we conclude that the district court did not err in
- finding that High Noon’s claims did not meet NRCOP 23(b)(3Ys

predominance requirement.

Sugerioritz
Under Shuette, the superiority inquiry questions

whether class action is the superior method for
adjudicating the claims, thereby promoting the
interests of efficiency, consistency, and ensuring
that class members actually obtain relief. A
proper class action prevents identical issues from
being litigated over and over]] thus avoid[ing]
duplicative proceedings and inconsistent results.
It also helps class members obtain relief when
they might be unable or unwilling to wmdividually
litigate an action for financial reasons or for fear
of repercussion.

Shuette, 121 Nev. at 851-52, 124 P.3d at 540-41 (alterations in original)

(footnotes omitted) (internal quotations omitted).

When conducting this inguiry, a court should take into
account individual interests in controlling the Litigation, the status of any
other litigation of the matter by class members, the desirability of the
particular forum, whether the class action will be manageable, the time
and effort a district court must expend, and whether other adjudication

methods would allow for efficient resolution without compromising any
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parties’ claims or defenses. Id. at 852, 124 P.3d at 541. Additionally, a
court should take into account the parties’ ability to comply with the
requirements of NRS Chapter 40, including the claimants’ responsibility
to give notice, the contractor’s obligation to respond, both parties’
continuing responsibilities of disclosure to prospective purchasers, and the
claimants’ opportunity to recover damages such as attorney fees. Id. at
853, 124 P.3d at 541-42,

Here, the district court found that High Noon failed to meet its
burden of showing that a class action is the superior method of
adjudication. It noted that High Noon had not demonstrated “that class
certification would promote the interests of efficiency, consistency, and
ensuring that class members actually obtain relief” (Internal quotations
omitted). The court further noted that High Noon’s inability to obtain
- assignments from the other 148 units’ owners was an indication that
additional litigation may occur if it were to certify the class, and the fact
that damages are recoverable under NRS 40.655 weighed against finding
that the 194 unit owners who did assign their claims would be unable or
unwilling to litigate their claims individually. This is a reasonable
interpretation of D.R. Horton's instruction to reconcile NRS 116.3102(1)(d)
with NRCP 23 and the principles and concerns discussed in Shuette;
therefore, we conclude that the district court did not err in finding that
High Noon'’s claims did not meet NRCP 23(b)(3)’s superiority requirement,

The district court did not err in its findings that High Noon
failed to meet the commonality, typicality, predominance, and superiority

requirements of NRCP 23. We therefore conclude that the district court
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did not err in denying standing to High Noon to sue for defects in
individual units.2 Accordingly, we
ORDER the petition DENJED,3

Pic mn

> J.
Gibbons
/ AM o&di\‘ , o
Hardesty
/Dm@{ he ,
Douglas
,/\L/Zﬁ 5
Cherry
J.
Saitta

*High Noon also argues that it has standing to pursue all
constructional defect claims relating to each of the 194 units for which it
obtained an assignment of claims from its owner that is independent from
the standing granted to it by NRS Chapter 116. However, we agree with
the district court that the fact that High Noon obtained the right to bring
claims on behalf of unit-owners by assignment instead of through NRS
116.3102(11{d) did not eliminate High Noon's duty to fulfill the
requirements of NRCP 28 as set forth in D.R. Horton v. Diatrict Court, 125
Nev. 449, 216 P.3d 697 (2009) (First Light ID.

3The Honorable Ron D). Parraguirre, Justice, voluntarily recused
himself from participation in this matter.
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cc:  Hon. Susan Johnson, District Judge
Angius & Terry LLP/Las Vegas
Koeller Nebeker Carison & Haluck, LLP/Las Vegas
Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman, LLP
Eighth District Court Clerk
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmant is made by the undusigned homeownar(s) st High Noon At Adington Ranch
("HOMEOWNER™) in ander {0 insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homewwners Association
{hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power io recover the sost of repairing defects in the projest,

RECITALS

A. Sigificant defects bave been discovered 1 ths individual units at the ¥gh Noen At Arlington
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSGCIATION has brought o Inwsuit against DR, Hurton, in High Noon At Arlinston
Ranch Homeowrers Association v, DR, Horton, Bighth Judicisl Distried, Clark County Nevada, Case No.
AS542614. Tr.R. Horton hes DLR. Horton has refused 1o repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Suprerne Court, in its ruling entitied L2:R. Horton v, Eighth Judicia] District Lot
215 P34 697 (2009), held that 2 bomsowners associstion has the right to sue the builder for clajms arising
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for olass action eertification,

D. Alchough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granied standing to pursue the slaims of
the individual wnit owners under thin sualysis, it 15 not & certanty,

E. i THE ASSOCIATION is defermined by the Court not to be aflowed to sue the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be shie
ip shizre iIn the recovery. 3

F. HOMEOWNER snd THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
asert the idividual clairos that the HOMEQWNER has egainsi DR, Horton Ing,, 720 well as arty other enfity
that contribuied to the defesiive development, design, cousfruction, supply of maierialy, or sale of the
towihome praject and/or HOMEGWER s unit,  »

$
G. R is wnderstood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed {a obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in soy way fo undertake or pay for any particular repairs to sy individual wnit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for vajuable comsideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION alk of the claims and cuuses of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against D.R. Horton, e, and any and all of the designers, coniractors,
subcontraciors snd material suppliers that participated in ary way in the design, construction or supply of
matenials for construction of the townhome projeci andfor HOMBOWNER'S unit, for defective contstruction.
Such sssigned clsims 2nd causes of action expressly include, hut are nof fimiled fu, all claimg and cmses of
action that avise out of (1} The contract for sale of the subject proparty from DR, Horlon, Inc., (2) Any
express or implicd warranijes; 3} Any an 3l comman aw sisims, including bat not Hmited to claims in
negligence, fraud and equitable clains; {#} Any and all cipims reiating 1o or arising out of NRS Chapter 48,
et seq.; and (5} Any and sl chaims relatiog to or srising out of Chapter 116, et sey,

I};z;'d: n__._,._7 Print Numie(s} ﬁggﬁm w Eﬁﬁm
s l/ m/ Signature(s) &2 ﬁgﬂéz é é/é%)
%'mg ,;9) ié 59?" Treve) ‘\;5?”@;626 Are
(9 LAS E@fé/g/l/;:?:m/)
% ! g; BlZas DAV 2158 7/

Unit Address
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCHE
ASEIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mads by the ondecsipned homsowner(s) st High Woon At Arlington Ransh
{"HOMEBOWNER™) in order 1o insure thet the High Nooh AL Ariington Ranch Homeownars Azsotiarion
(hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION) has the power f0 recuver the cost of repaiving defazts in the prodect.

RECITALE

A. Significant defecls have heon dissovered in the isdivicual units af the High Noon AL
rlington Ranch townhomes,

B, THE ABBOCIATION hes brn;ught a lawsuit egatnst DR, Horton, in Fligh Noon Al Arlington
Rangh Homeowners Asgocistion v, DR Heorton, Eiphth Judinial Distrist, Clark County Nevads, Case Na.

AJE2616. DR, Horton has D.R. Herfon has refusad to repadr the defecis,

£. The Movada Supreme Court, In #s ruling satitied IR, Herteq v, Ejghth Jndicial Distries
Court, 215 .34 897 (2009), held that 8 homeowners sssociation has the right {0 sue the builder for clsims
arising from the individual units if H san meet the requirements for cluss artion certification,

0. Aliheugh THE ASSOCIATION belleves that it will be granted standing te pursue the efaimy
of the individoal snit owners under this apabysis, it is nof 2 cerainty.

E. ¥ THE ABSDTIATION is delermined by the Cotrl oot to he slowed o sue the bullder for
some defesty, only those HOMECWNERS who have assigned thelr olaime to THE ASSCCIATION will

b able to shere in the recovery,

F. HOMEGWRNER and THE ASSQCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
1o assert the individual clalig that the HOMEOWNER has sgainst DR, Horion ine., a5 wall 15 any olher
ey thot conwributed to the defective development, design, construciion, supply of materfals, or sale aff
the {ownhome projent endfor HOMEQWER s init.

G. It Is undersiaod thet nothing tn this Assigoment shell be construed to obligate THE
ASEOCIATION, in any wey Lo undertaie or pay for any particular repaies to any individual unit.

NOW, THEREFURE, and in exchruge for valuable considerativn,

HOMECQWHNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCTATION 2l of the slaime snd oauses of action
that HOMEBEOWNER posseises agafast DLR, Honon, Inc., and any ood all of the designers, cantraciors,
subcantraciors and moteriel suppliers that participared in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materiznls for construstion of the wwahome project apdfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defeciive
constrypetion. Such assigned cisbms and couees of sction exprassly inglude, but ara not Hmited to, uli
clairns and causes of sction that arise out of (1) The convraet for sale of the subject property from LR,
Herton, Inc., {2) Any express or implied warrsnties, {3) Any an a8l comrmon law cleis, including bt nod
Hruifed to cizimg in negligence, frand and equitsbla claims; {4} Any and all claims relating fo or sriving
out of NRE Chapter 40, ot seq,; xno (5} Any end all claims refating to ot arising out of Chapler 116, et

seq.
., 7 P37 e
Drated: _«Z_l{%’(gé_fiﬁiﬁf 0 Peint Name(s) é;’f Y 15 ST f/} .g JE A
ot . 74V e N
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGYOR RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the andersigned homzowner(s) st High Noon At Arlington Ranch
("HOMECWNER"} in crder to insure that the High Nocn At Arlinglon Ranch Homeowners Association
(hereafler “THE ASSCCIATION") haa the power to recover the cost of repairing defests in the project,

RECITALS

A, Signifieant defects have been discovered in the individual units st the High Noon A4 Ariington
Ranch ipwnhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION hss brought e lawsuit againet R, Hordon, in High Noog At Axlinpion
Rench Homeowners Associgtion v. D.R, Horton, Bighth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Nevada, Cuse Ne,
AS42616. DR Haortos has D.R. Hordon has tefused to vepair the deferts,

C. The Nevada Supreme Couwt, in its ruling entitied DR, Horton v, Eighth Indicial District Cnre,
215 P.24 €97 (2009}, held that & homeowners association has the right 1o sue the builder for cluims arising
. from the individual unils if it can meet the requireroents for class sution certification.

D. aAlshough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be grented standing to pursue ihe olaims of
the mdividual wnif ownars under this anafysis, it is not a certainty,

E. XX'THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courtnotio be sllowed to sue the builder for some

defects, only those HOMEOWINERS who hsve assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION wilf be bie

to share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to huve the right lo
assert tie individual claims that the ROMEOWNER has sgeinst DR, Horton I, 26 well as any other entity
that contributed to the defective development, design, sonsiruction, supply of malerisls, o sale of the
townhome projest andfor BOMEOWER ‘2 unif.

G. H is unlersiood fiat nothing in this Assigmment shall be construed io obligate THE
ASSQCIATION, in apy woy (0 undertske or pay for any partioular Tepairs 4 any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, ard in exchange for valusble consideration,

BOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOUTATION ot of the claims and camser of gotion that
SAOHDUWHLIR  pomscasts wgeian. ) o BBIONE,
subconireciors aad maierial suppiiers that participeted in any way in the design, constroction or wmipply of
materials for construction of the townfiome project and/or HOMEBOWHNER'S unit, for defective construction.
Such assigned clains and causes of action expressly include, but are ped limited to, 2l olatns snd eavses of
action that arisz out of (1) The voatract for eale of the subject property from DR Horten, Inc., (2) Any
express of implied warranties; {3} Any an all common law chairms, inctuding but pot Hmited {0 clatms in
neghigence, fraud and equitable slaims; (4) Any and ol clafms relating (o or avising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et soq.; and (5) Any and sl olaims velating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq.

Dated: _ P/ F /2ot 0 Print Name{s}wmf»
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HIGH NOON AT ADLIMNGTON BANCH
ASSIGNMENTY OF CAUSBES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by fhe undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon Af Arlinglon Ranch
CHOMEGWNER™ in order o meure that the High Moon At Artington Ranch Homeawners Association
(hereafler “THE ASSOCIATION'} hias the power lo recover the cost of repairing defeuts in the project.

RECITALS

A, Bignificapt defecis have beey digcovered bn the individual nrits at the High Moon Al Arlington
Ranch wwahomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has hrought 2 lawsoit sgatust Tt R, Horton, in High Noon At Arlineton
Ranch Homeowners Association v, DR, Horton, Bighth Tudisia) Distriet, Clark County Nevada, Cage N,
ASZ4I616. DR Horlon bas DR, Barton has refused to repair the defects.

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, in iis ruling estitled D8, Horton v. Eighth Jedicial District Court,
215 P.53d 637 (2008}, held that 2 homeowners association bus the tight fo sus the Suilder for ciahns arising
frow the individual units 118 can meet the requirements for class astion certification.

D. Alihough THE ASSOCIATION belisves that it will be granted standin £ to pursue the claims of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is nol 8 certatnty.

E. I THE ABSOCIATION is determined by the Courtnot to he aliowed to sue the buslder for some

defects, only thase HOMBOWNERS who have aseigned their claims to THE AS SOCIATION will be able
0 share it the regovery. '

F. HOMEQWHNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
gssert the sndividunl slaims that the HOMEOWNER hes sgainst D.R. Horton Inc., as wetl as sny other entity
that conirfbuded to the defective developrient, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
towmhome projact andfor HOMEOWER s unit.

G. It is undersiood that nothing in this Assignment shall be comstrued 1o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way fo undertake or pay for any particwlar Tepeirs to any individus] unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuahls consideration,

HOMECQWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the clabms and causes of antion that
HOMEGWNER  possesses againat DR Horion, Inc, and any and alf of the designers, contractors,
subconiractois and material suppliers that participated in any wey in the design, construetion or supply of
rraterials for construction of the townhosme praject and/or HOMEOWNER'S uait, for defective canstruction,
Such gssigned clatms and cruses of uction expressly insturds, but are not Hmited to, all claims and caumes of
aotion that arise vut of (¥} The contract for sale of the subject property from J2.R. Herton, Inc., {2} Any
express or imphied warranties; {3) Any an afl common Taw clairs, including but not limited 1o cleims in
negligence, fraud and eguitabis claims; (4) Any and &l elaims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; andt (5} Any and all claims relating to or sriging ont of Chapler 116, ot seg.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGYON BANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mude by the undersigned homeowusr(s) 'at High Noon A{ Aglington Rench
{"HOMEGWNER"} in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION”) has the pewer 1o recover the cogf of repairing defaets in the projeat.

RECITALS

&. Significant delsts have been discovered in the individual units af the High Noor At Artington
Ranok trwohomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lwwsuit apainst DR, Herton, in High Noon Af srlinston

Ranch Homeswners Associztion v. DR, Horton, Eichth Judicial District, Clark County Nevads, Case Ne,

AS542616. DR Horton bas D R, Horton has refusad to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled DR Hevlon v. Eighth Judicial District Courd
215 Pod 657 (2009}, held thet 5 homeowners sssocintion has the right fo sue the builder for eladms ansing
from: the individual units if it can meat the requirsments Tor cluse action certifioating,

D. Altbough THE ASSOCIATION helieves that it will be granted standing lo pursue the claims of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not 2 eeriainty.

E. ITTHE ASSOCIATION is delermined by the Court not to be allowsd to sue the builder for some
defects, only these HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
io share i the recovery. '

F. HOMEOWNER end THE ASSCCIATION desire for TIE ASSOCIATION to hinve the right to
assert the individual claims that the BOMEGWNER has against IR, Horton Ine., as well as ary ofher entily
that comibuied to the defontive development, design, construction, supply of mafertals, or sale of the
townhome prajsct and/or HOMEOWER's uniit.

3. ¥ je undersiond that nothing in this Assignment shal! be comstrusd to abligate THE
ASSQCIATION, in eny way to underiake or pay for any particuiar repairs o any ndividusl unii,

NOW, THEREFORE, and i exchangs for valuabis sonsideration,

HOMBEOWNER hereby assigns to THR ASBOCIATION afl of ihe claims and causes of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses 2painst DR, Morton, e, end any and all of the designers, contractors,
subcontrastors and materisd suppliers tat participated in any way in the design, constretion or supply of
materials for eomstroction of the twenhoms project end/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective conetrustion,
Sush assipned clufms and canses of avtion expressly inclode, but sre not Bmited io, all eladms and canses of
action that arise out of (1) The eontract fur sale of the subject property from LR, Horton, Ine., {2) Any
express o nrplisd warranties; (3) 4oy an &l common law slaims, including but not Hmited Lo claims i
negligense, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and 2l claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapier 44,
et seg.; and (S) Any and sl cleims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, ef seq,

- 7 f g . . . . s
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HNGH ROOM AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSLONMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) sl High Noon At Arlingten Ranch
("HOMEBOWNER"} in onder to insure that the High Noon Al Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
(hereaiier “THE ASBOCIATION"} has the power o recover the cost of repaiting defeors in the praject.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discavered in the individual units at the High Neon At Aslington
Eanch townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a Jnwsuil againgt DR, Horten, in High Noon At Arbiaplon
Ranch Homeowners Asgociation v, TR, Horton, Eighth Judisial Distriet, Clark County Neveda, Case Ng,
ASA2616. DR, Horton hus D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects,

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling enlisled DB, Horlon v, Bighth Judicial Distrist Coust,
213 P.3d 627 (2009}, held that 2 homeowners assoviation has the right o sue the builder for olaims arising
from the ipdividual units if' #t can meet the requirements for class action cextification,

1. Although TV ASSOCIATION belicves St it will be granied standing fo pursue the claims of
the individual unit ovmers under s analysis, Hisnola crrtainty.

E. IFTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not Lo be sllowed to suc the huiider for sope
defects, only those HUMEQOWNERS who have sssigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
lo share in the recovery. )

¥. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSQCIATION io have the o ghi to
aseert the individual claims that the HOMBOWMNER kas againet £ R. Horton ine., a5 well as any other entity
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome projest and/or HOMECWER s unit.

G. M is understood thot nothing in this Agsigiiment shall he construed o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in eny way to undertake or puy for any partizulay repairs o any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuabie vonsidaration,

HOMEBOWNER heceby assigos to THE ASSOCIATION aif of the olaims and causes of action that
HOMEOWNER possesses against DUR. Hoion, Ine., and 3oy and 2l of the designers, contrachors,
subsentractors and matecial suppliers that participated in any way in the desipn, construction or supply of
malerials for construction of the townhome project andlor BOMBROWNER'S unit, for defective construction,
Such assigned claims and causes of action zxpressly inchude, but are not limited to, all claims and canses of
aciion that avise out of (1} The vontract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inz., (2} Any
express o inplied warrankies; (3) Any an all common law clairs, including bul not limited 19 claims in
negligence, fraud and equitable olaims; (4 Any and all olaims relating b or avising out of NRS Chopler 40,
el 56g.; and (3) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapler 116, ol seg,

Dated: _© l‘ﬁ t"\}E is Print Name{s) ”E:?"i ﬂi"*“f AL g REGTE 2%‘?—& .ﬁ“ Tl
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BAGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmnent i§ made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Aﬂingten Kanch
("HOMEBOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranck Homeowners Association
{heresfter "THE ASSOCIATION™) has the pawer f recover the cost of wwpairing defevis in e project,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been disoovered in the individual units at the High Neon At Arlingion
Raneh townhomes,

B. THE AS30CIATION has brought & lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Moon At Arki
anch Homeowners Astociation v. DR, Ho Eighth Judiciat Distriet, Clark Cownty Nevads, Case Ne.

AS42616. ThER. Horton has DR Forion has refused to repair the defents,

. The Mevads Supreme Cowrd, £5 ity ruling entitied BB, Horton v. Bighth Indicial District Court,
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that 2 homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claits mising
from the individual units if 3t can moct the reguirements for olass action seriification,

D, Abthough THE ASBOCIATION believes that i will be granted sianding to pursue e claimg of
the: individual unit owners under {his analysis, it is pot o seriainty,

E ITHE ASSG{ZLR‘EEQN is determined by the Court oot to be allowed 1 sue the builder for some
defeets, only those HOMEBOWNERS who have sagigned their Wlaims to THE ASSQCIATION will bu able
lo share in the recovery. ‘

E. BOMBOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION o have the righi ta
assert the individual clalms that the BOMBEQOWNER has against [3 R, Horten Ine, a9 wali as any other antily
that confrivuted to the defective development, design, sonstrustion, sepply of materisls, or sale of the
townhome projact and/or HOMEOWER s unit,

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he consirued fo ohligate THE
ASBOCIATION, In any way to undertake or pay for any partieular repairs to any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valvable sonsideration,

HOMECGWRNER, hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and cauges of action tial
HOMEOWNER  possesses against LR, H arton, Inc, and any and all of the designers, confraciors,
subeontractors and material supplisrg that participated in any way in the desips, construction or supply of
materials for construction of the townhoms projest andfor HOMEOWNER S un 1, for defective construction.
Such assigned claims and cavees of sction expressly nclude, but are not imited to, all claims and causes of
action that arise out of (1) The contraet for sale of te subject property from D 2. Herton, Inc., {2} Any
express or implied warraniies; (33 Any an el cagumon law elaims, incheding bu! not lenited to claims in
neghigence, fraud and equitsble claims; (4} Any and all claims relating 1o or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq,; and (3} Any and all clafms velating to or arising out of Chapter 116, of seq,

Dated: {, % é? @f {E} Print Meme(s) ﬂfﬁﬁf%ﬁ /L/ \,.Qf}ff'.{ )éé?
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HIGH ROON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ABBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mede by the nndecsigned homsowner(s) at High Noan At Arlington Banch
{“HOMEQWNER™} in order (o insure that the High Noon A1 Arlingion Ranck Homepwrers Agsociation
{rereafier "THE ABSOCIATION™) hay the power 1o seeover the cost of repairing defeats in the groject

RECTTALS

A. Significant defects have been dlscovered in e individua] units ot the High Noon At
Arington Ranch iownhommes.

B. THE ABBOCIATION bas browght & lswsuit sgsinst DR, Horior, in High Noon At Arlinaton

Banch Humeowners Associstion v, DR, Horton, Bightt Judislet Distrist, Clark Lounty Mevada, Casa Wo,
As42616, DR Horton has DK, Herion hes refised fo repalr the defeots,

C. The Meveda Suprems Courd, In its rubing entitted QLI Horon v, Eighth Iydicis] Distriey
Courd, 213 P.2d 497 (2009), held thet 2 homeowners assoeialion has ths right 10 sue the builder fof clabms
ariging from the ipdividas] units if it can meet the requirements for ohass action certification.

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION belisves that it will be granied standing ta porsbe the slaims
of the indbvidus! nait owners under this analysls, i io not & certainty,

E. IFTHE ASSOCTATION s delermined by the Court not to be sllowed o sue Lbe builder for
same defects, only those HOMECOWNERS who have assigned their elaims to THE ASSOCIATION will

be able to share in the recavery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ABSOCLATION dusire fiw THE ASSCCIATION 10 bave the right
b asseet the individual claing that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horion ine., a3 woll as any oiher
entiry that coniriputed 1o the defestive developmant, desipn, sonsiruciion, supply of matedals, or sale of
the townhome profest endfor HOMEDWER's amit

€. 1t is understood ¢hat nothing in this Asslgament shall be sonstruad to obli gale THE
ASSOCIATION, in sny way to undertake or pay for any partioula repairs to sy individual anin

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exehsnge for valuable consideration,

HOMEQOWNER hereby ssies to THE ASSOCIATION ail of the olasims and causes of soilon
that HOMEGQWNER possesses against DR, Horar, e, snd any and ali of the desipners, conimaciors,
subconireciors and material supphiers that pardeipated in any way in the desien, contiruction or supply of
inaterials for construstion of the townhome projest sndioy HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defbctive
consiruction. Such assigned claima and causes of action expressly inefude, bt ses not lirsited o, all
claime and causes of action that aries out o {1) The contract for sale of the subject praperty from DR,
Horton, Ine., (F} Any express or impHed warrsoties; (3} Any an all cormman law claims, insfeding but not
Jirnited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitalle clalms; (4) Aoy and ofl claime relating la or ariging
out of NRS Chapter 46, et sea.; and (§) Any and all claims relating fo or srising ol of Chapiar 118, «f

Feuy.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is sade by the undersipned homeowner(s) al High Noon At Arlinglon Ranch
{"HOMECWNER"} in arder 1o insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafter “THE ASSGCIATION™) huy the power to recover the cast of repeiring defects in the project.

RECITALS

A. Bigrificant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noan At Arlington
Tanch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Arlinaton
Ranch Homeowners Agsosiation v. LR Horton, Eiphth Judisis! Distriet, Clark County Nevada, Case No.

SRR L W F 3 LR

A542616. DR, Herlen has [.R. Horten has refused fa repair the defects,

. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 1.8, Host itk Judicial District Court,
215 P.3d 687 (2008), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims erising
from the indivicual units if it can mest the requfrements for elass sotjon certifization,

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he grantad standing o prsee the claims of
the individual unil owners under this apalysis, # is not & cerlainty.

E. ' THE ASSOCIATION s defermined by the Court not 1o be allowed 1o sue the builder for some

defects, only those HOMBOWNERS who have agg gned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be zbie
to share in the recovery, '

F. HOMEGWNER and THE ASSOCIATICNH desire for THE ASSOCTATION to huve the right o
assert the individusl claims that the HOMECQWNER hag against D.R. Horton Ine,, 25 well as any other entity
that contribuied io the defective development, design, construstion, supply of materials, or sale of the
tewniome project and/or HOMEOWER = ymit,

G. It is understood that nothing in this Asstgnmoent shall be constroed to obligate THE
ASSOQUIATION, in any way to vnderiake or pay {or any partisular repairs to say individual unit,

NOW, THEREFDRE and in exchange for valusble consideration,

BOMEOWNER hereby ssigns to THE ASSOCIATION sl of the claims and causes of acton that
HOMEOWNER, possesses against DR, Horlon, inc, wnd any and all of the designers, contraciors,
subconirsctors and meterial suppliers that participated in zny way in the design, construction or supply of
msterizls For constroction of the tawnhome project and/or BOMEGWNER'S uiit, for defective consiruction,
Such aesigned claims and canses of action expreasly include, but aee not Bmited to, all claims and cavses of
avtian that arisz out of (1} The coutract for sale of the subject property from DR, Hortum, Ine., (2) Any
express of implied warrantisg; (1) Any an 31l common law claims, inchuding but net imited to claims in
negligence, freud and equitable claims: (4) Any and 51} cleims releting to of ariging ant of NRS Chapter 40,
et s2q.; end {3} Any snd ali claimg relating lo or arising out of Chapler 116, of s,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigaroent is made by the undersigned homenwner(s) at High Noon At Artingtor: Rench
("HOMECQWNER”) in arder to inswe that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeownars Arsoviativn
(heresfter " THE ASSOCIATION") has the power fo resover the cost of repairing defecis in the praject,

RECITALS

A, Signifivant defecls have been discovered in the individusl vmits at the High Noon At Artington
Ranch townhomes.

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought & Iawsuit against DB Horton, iz Hieh Noos At Ariinglon
Rauch Homsowners Assogiation v, DR, Horlon, Bighth Tudicial Disirict, Clark County Nevads, Case No.
A342616, DR Hortoo has DR Horton has refused 1o repgir the dafects,

£, The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied 2.2, Horfon v, Fighth Judicial THeirict Court,
215 P3¢ 697 {2009), beld that & homseowners agsosintion has the right to sue the builder for vlaims arising
from the Individual units if it can weet the requirements for class action certifiestion,

D Although THE ASSOUIATION believes it it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the individiel unit owners under this analysis, il is nol a certainty,

E. HTHE ASSOCIATION is detormined by the Court not io be allowed o zoe the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWMNERS whe have sssigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will b able
ter share in the recovery, ’

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
g3gert the mdividua! claime that the HOMEOWNER has against DR, Horton Inc., as well 25 any ofher entity
that contributed to the defective development, desiga, consiruction, supply of materials, or sale of the
{ovmbame project and/or HOMBEOWER s unit.

G0t iy understood that aothing in this Assignment shall be construed 1o obligate THE
ARSOCIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for any particolar reprirs to any individual unit

NOW, THEREFORE, and i exchange for veluzble considerati ot

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns fo THE ASSOCIATION all of the clsims and causes of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses spainst DR, Horton, Inc, and ary and all of the designers, TOnTaciors,
subgontrasctors and material suppliers that participated in Riy way in the design, construction or suppely of
materials for sonstrustion of the townhome project sad/or HOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective construction.
Such assigned cleins and ceuses of achon sxpresely inghude, but ars not Hmited to, 6}l clajms and vauses of
action that arise out of (1) The coniract for sale of the subject property from DR, Hortem, Tnc., {2} Any
express ar implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, inclutding but not limited to claims in
wegligence, frand snd squitable claims: {(4) Any and alf claims relating to ot arising out of NRS Chagpter 40,
et seg.; and f?;l Aty and all elsims relating io or ariging out of Chapler 116, et seq,

£ i ) £t ) S FY .
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HIGIHE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hemeowner(s) at High Noon Ar Aslingion Ranch
{"HOMEQWNER"} in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafter "TBE ASSGUIATION™ has the power (o recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects bave been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Addington
Ranch townhomes.

B. THE ASSCCIATION has trought 2 lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Noon AL Arlingion
Ranch Homeowners Assosiation v, DR Horton, Bighth Indicial District, Clark County Nevada Case Nop.

AS342616. DR, Horton hes DR, Horton has refused to repair the defects,

€. The Nevade Supresme Court, jn its ruling entitled DR Horton v, Fiplah fudicis] Tstrict Coury,

215 P.34 697 (2009), heid that 2 homeowners assaciaijos has {he 1 gnt to sue the builder for clatms arising
from the individual units if it can meet the requiiremments for class acton sentificstion,

D. although THE ASSOCIATION belisves that it will be grsnted standing to pursue the claims of
the individual vnit owners under this analysis, stisnota cerjainty,

E. HTHE ARSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed o sue e builder for some
dofects, only those HOMEOWNERS whe have aszi gned el claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be abdn
to share in the recovery. '

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire fur THE ASBOCIATION io have the right (o
zssert ihe mdividual claimg that the HOMBOWNER has against D.E. Forton Ine., as well g any other entity
that contributed to the defective development, desig, construstion, supply of meterials, or sale of the
tewnhome project and/or HOMEOWER s unit,

G. 1t iz understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be vonstued to abligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way 1o undertake or pay for auy particuiar repairs @ any individual wait,

NOW, THEREFORE, end fn exchange for valvable consideration,

HOMEOWNER hareby assigng to THE ASSOCIATION all of the elaims and causes of action fhat
HOMEOWHER  posscssen against DR Horton, inc., and any and 3l of the designers, contraciors,
subcontractors und material swppliers that participated in any way in the design, consiruetion or sapply of
snaterials o construction of the townhome projont andfor HOMEOQWNER’S unit, for defective eonsirction.
Such assigned slaims and canses of action expressiy include, bt ars not limited to, all claims and caugses of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR Hortan, ne., {2y Any
express of implied warranties; 33 Any a0 all common law claims, including dut not Hmited to elaims in
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; {4} Anty and all elaims relating to or arising oui of NRE Chapter 40,

et seq.; and (57 Any and el claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 115, at seq. ‘
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HIGE NOUN AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGINMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigomant is made by the undersigned homeswsner(s) of Figh Noon Af Arlinglon Ranch
{("HOMBOWNER™) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rench Homeaawnars Asenciation
(hereaftor “THE ASROCIATION" has the power to recover the cost of repeiring defecss in the projeat,

RECITALS
A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual unjts at the High Noon Al
Ariingten Ranch townhomes,

8, THE ASSOCIATION has brought 8 lawsuit zgainst DR, Horton, in High Noop, AL Arlineton
Assoriarion ¥ iorion, Eighth Tudicial Distriet, Clark County Weveds, Trse Mo,

e s Bk 1 5 4 AT ).
has DLR. Borfon kes miused (o repily the defiets,

A050 RO egwnisrs A o
ASEE16, LR, Bodon

C. The Nevads Supreme Courd, n #ts ruling entitied D.R, Horion v, Eialth Judicial District
Liourt, 215 P.3d 697 (3009), held that & homeswners association ias the right to sue the buildsr for claims
arising fromm the jadividusl units if it can mest the requirements for class ation sertification.

D. Alibough THE ARSOCIATION belteves that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims
of the individual usii owners under this analysis, i i nof 2 certalnty.

E. HTHE ASSOCIATION iy determined by the Court nat to be allowed Fo swe the buiider for
sume defests, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned thefr elaims to THE ASSOCIATION will

2 abie tv share in the recovery,

F. HOMEQOWNER and THE ASSOUIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the righy
to assers the fndividual claims thet the HOMBOWNER has against D.R. Hordon Inc., &5 well as any other
entity thet contributed to the defective development, design, consiruction, sepply of meieriats, o7 sale of
the lownhome groject endlor HOMEQWER's unit,

G. I is understond that sothing ia this Assignment shall be constrzed to shligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way t» undertake or pay Tos any particular repsirs to any individual snir,

NOW, THEREFORE, 2nd in sxchengs for valuahle consideration,

HOMEDWNER bhereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION ail of the olaims and censes ol sction
that HOMEQWRNER possesses agalnst DR, Horon, Tne., and any aad ait of dhe designers, sontractors,
subcontractors and materisd suppliers that pariicipated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
meteriis for sonstruction of the tewnhome project zndior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defostive
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limied 1o, )l
elzims and causes of action thet arise out of {1} The contrast for sae of the subject propeety from DR,
Hartow, Inc., (2} Any express or implied wamanties; {3} Any an af) commen law claims, including but not
limited 10 claims in negligenee, fraud and equitable olaime; (4) Any and all claims relsting (o or arising
out of MRS Chapter 40, ot seq.; and {5} Any and 21 claimy relafing fo or erising out of Chapler 19, et

8.
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Q&iedim Frint Name(s) T Agmin ¥ (;q..,,({ \S A

Signatare{s) {: T —

5 ¢ 1 , .
Unit Address 5852 Tp M NOX BUE 4 ul
Ly, Ny ESNE

———

0135



HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTIGN

This Assignment i made by the mdersigned bomeownar(s) at High Noon At Arlingion Ranch
{("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rench Homeowners Association
{hereafler "THE ASSQCIATION"} bas the power o recaver the cost of repriring deficie in the proiset.

RECITALS

A. Siguificant defects have been discovered o the individual units st the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch {ownhomes,

B. THE ASBOCIATION has twought & lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arlinglon
Eopeh Homeowners Associstion v. DR, Horton, Eighth Fudicizl Disiniet, Clark County Nevadn Case No,
AS542616, DL.R. Horten has D R. Horton hes refuged to repair the defects,

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied IR, Horlon v. Eighih Jodicial District Court
213 P.3d 697 {2009}, beid that » hormeowners associztion has the right to sue the builder for clatims arising
from the individual units if it can meet the requivements for class action corlification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION belisves that it will be granted standing 1o pursve the claims of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, itisnota certainty.

E. HTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be allowed 1o su= the builder {or rome
defesty, only those HOMEOWNERS who huve assignsd their olaims io THE ASBOCIATION will be ahle
ke share o the recoverny, :

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the eight to
assert ihne dividual claimg that the HOMEQOWNER has against DR Horton Ine, as well a5 any other entity
that conmributed 1o the defeative development, design, consraction, supply of materials, or sale of the
towrnhome project sad/or HOMEOWER s uniy,

G. R e understood that nothing in this Assignment stall be construed fo abligate THE
ASSCCIATION, in wny way to undertske or pay for any particuler repeirs 1o any individig) unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, mnd in exchanges for valuable otnsidaration,

HOMBOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION alf of the cladms and crusen of antion fiumt
HOMEOWNER  pussesses against DR Horton, Inc,, and any and aif of the designers, contrastors,
sebeoniractors and malerial suppliers that participated in any way in the degign, construstion or supply of
aterials for construction of the townhome project and/or BOMECOWNEL'S an 4 fer defective construntion,
Svch assgned claims and causss of selion expressty include, but are not Himited to, 23 claims and causes of
aciton that arise out of {1} The contreet for sele of the subject property from DUR. Horton, Inc., {2} Any
express or implied warranties; (3) Any en all common law claims, inchuding bul not limited to claims in
negiigence, fraud and equitable slaims; (4) Any and all claims relating 1o or arising out o NRS Chapier 48,
ef seq.; and (5) Any and il claims relaiing to or arising out of Chapter 116, ef seq.

g R
Dz?t::é: Dﬂﬁ}@l@ Print Narne(s) L{’S”}iﬁ- ,Qc" A,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assipnment is mede by the undersignad hoteeowner(s) «l High Noost At Arlingion Ranch
("HOMEGWNER") in order 1o insure that the High Noon At Arlingior. Ranch Honeowners Agsocistion
{(hsreafier "THE ASSCCIATION") hus the power to recover the cast of vepairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

A. Signiflcant defeots have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlinglon
Ranch townhomes,

B, THE ASSOCIATION bas brought & lawsuit ageinat DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arkingion

Ranely Homsowners Agsvestion v, DR, Hortem, Eighth Judicial Uhistrist, Clark County Nevada, Cage No,

A543616. D.R. Hardon hag DR, Horlon has refosed to repait the defects.
€. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitted DR, Horlon v, Eighik Judicial Distriet Cours,

215 P.3d 687 (2009}, held that a horasowners sssociation has the ght t¢ sue the builder for glaims arising
from the individual units if 3t can mect the requiraments for class action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing 16 pursne the claims of
¢ Individual unil owners undar this snalysis, 11 is not certainty.

E. IFTEE ARSOCIATION is determined by the Couri not o be ellowed to sue the builder for some
defeets, only those HOMBOWNERS who have asst gned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
1o share in the resoveny. :

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 1o
asgeri the ndividual claims that the HOMBOWNER has againet I3.R. Hortow Inc., as well as an ¥ ather enfity
thal contributed o the dofective development, design, construction, supply of materisls, or sale of the
townhome project and/or HOMEOWER s unit.

G. It is understood thut nothing i this Assipnment ghull be conetruce fo obligate TIIE
ASSOCIATION, in sny way 1o undertakte or pay for any particular repaits to aey isdividun) uo,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuzble consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSGCIATION o/l of the claing and cavses of acting that
HOMEGWNER  possesses against DR, Herton, Inc., snd any and all of the designers, sontrasioss,
subconiraciors und materie! suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
muaderiale for construction of the townhome project snd/or HOMECOWNER’S anit, for defactive sonstruction,
Sueh ssaigred claims and causes of acting expressly inclode, but are not limited to, 31 elaime and oauses of
action that arise out of {1) The contract for sale of tw subject property fom DR, Harton, Inc., (2} Any
express or imptied warranties; (3) Any an ail sonmmsn law claims, incleding but not limited to claims in
neghigence, frand wd sywitable claims: {4) Any aud all claims relating to or arizip g out of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (3) Any and s}l claims relaling to or anging qut of Chepler 116, et seq,

Dated: 95 E‘:I[( = Print Name(s) W/ ‘ [ ()" A Uf? .
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HIGH NOON AT ARTINGTOXN RAKCH
ABSIGNMENY OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the wadersizoed homepwner(s) at High Noor At Arfington Ranek
{"HOMEOWNER™} in order 1o inewre that the High Noon At Arlingion Ranch Homeowners Association
(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION) has the power 1o recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest,

RECITALS

A, Significan: defects have been disenvared in the individual units af the Righ Noon At Ariingion
Ranch wownhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lawsnit againgt D R, Hortor, {» High Noor At Arlineton
Fanch Homeowmers Associstion v, DR, Horton, Bighth Judicial DHstrier, Clark County Nevada, Caze No.
£542616. DR Horton has DR, Horton has refused to repair the defeots,

» i District Coure,
215 P.3d 697 (2009, held thet & homeowoers asseciation hag the right to sue the builder for claims Arising
from the individual nnits if it can meet the requirements for class action senifieation,

€. The MNevada Supreme Covrt, in its ruling entitied DR,

D. Alibough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will bt granted standing 1o pursue the claims of
the individual wiit owners under this analysis, it is not 2 cerainty,

E. I THE ASSCCTATION is determined by the Cowrt not 1o be sllowed to sus the builder for sore
delects, only those HOMEBOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will he able
to share 1o the recovery.

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assert the mdividual slaims that the HOMEQWNER has pgainst DR, Horfon Inc., as well ss any other endity
that coniribwed to the defective development, design, construciion, supply of materials, or sale of the
towabome project and/or HOMEOWER s myit,

G. R is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constued 1o oblipate THE
ASBOCIATION, in any way to undertake of pay for any pavtionlsr repairs to any individval umit.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valuable consideration,

HOMEQWNER boreby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the clgims and covees of setion that
BOMEOWNER  possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and sl of the desi grers, contractors,
- subcontrectors and materiz! suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for comstrustion of the townhome project end/or FOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective constraction.
Such assigned ciaims and canses of action expressly include, bat are not lnited fo, 2l claims and cruses of
action that ariss ot of (1} The contract for sale of the subject property fom DR, Horten, Ine., {2) Ay
express of mapiled warranties; {3) Any an all common law claims, inchiding but not Umited to olnims in
negligence, fraud end equitabie claims; (4) Any and all claims relating 1o or arising out 6 NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and {5} Any and all claims relating to or ariging onl of Chapter 116, ef seq.

v b [ . -7
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BIGHE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ARBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmend is made by the endersigred humeowner(s) af High Noen At Arlingion Ranch
{PHOMEOWNER™) in order 1o insure that the High Moon At Arington Ranch Homzowners Associarion
{nereafier “THE ASSOCIATIONT) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projece,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been dissovered in the individnal units st the High Noon At
Arlington Raach towahomes,

B. THE ASR0CIATION has brought # fawsuit against D.R. Horton, i Hich Noon At Arlington
Ranch Hometwasrs Associstion v, DR, Horvon, Eighth Judicis! District, Clark County Nevads, Case Na.

A542616. DR Horton has DR Horton has refised (o repair the defects.

€. The Nevads Supreme Court, in its ruding eatitled DR, Horton v, Elnhih judiclal Distriet
Couwrt, 215 P34 687 (2809), held that 2 homeownsrs association has the right fo sus the butlder for olaimy
ariging from the individual eniis It can meet the reguirements for elass action certification.

D. Although THE ASSDCIATION believes that it will be granted smnding tp pursue the elaims
of the individust unil ewnsrs under this analyais, it is not & certainty,

E. ¥ THE ASROCIATION fs determined by the Court 09t 10 be allowed w spe the builder for
some defeets, paly those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their clalins 1o THE ASSOCIATION wilt

bz ebls to share in the recovery,

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION degire fue THE ASSOCIATICON to have the right
fo assert the individunl elaits that the HOMECWNER has against DUE. Horton jne., 25 well 65 any other
entity that contributed fo the defertive developmend, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of
the townhome project andfor HOMEQWER s unit,

(3. 1t is understood that nothing in this Assigament shall be construed 1 obligare THE
ASSQUIATION, In any way to undariske or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, snd in exchange for valuable consideration,

- HOMEOWNER hereby acsigns to THE ASSCGCIATION alf of the elaims and causes of action
that HOMEOWNER possesges sgainst D.R. Herton, Inc., and any and ail of fhe designers, sontractors,
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of
mwterialy for construetion of the fownhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for dafective
constuction. Such azsigned clzirs and causes of setion expressly include, but are nat Smited to, all
claims and conses of aution thet arise cut of {1) The contract for sale of the subect property from DR,
Horton, {ng., {2; Any express or Implisd warranties; {33 Any an 2il commen law claims, incleding but not
lirnited fo claims in negligence, fimud and squitable olaims; (4) Any and alf vlaims reiating to or arising
ot of NRS Chapler 41, et soq.; and {5y Any aud all claime releting to or arising out of Chapter 116, et

e
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HIGHNCGON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF aCTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homenwner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{("HOMEOW NER” "} in order o insure thet the Hzgh Npon At Ardington Reoch Bomeowners Assoeiation
{hereatter “THE ASSQCIATION™) hag the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projset,

RECITALS

A. Significeni defects have been discovered in the individaal units et the High Noon AL Arlington
Ranch tow ,J:-c,»mrs

B, TEE ASSOUIATION bas brought a Jawsnit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Arlineion

Eanzh Homeowners Association v, D.R. Horton, Fighth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Nevadz, Caze Ma,
AS42616. DR Horton ks DR, Herton has refusad (o repair the defects,

C. The Novads Supreme Comt, in it niling entitied LR Horton v, B istrict Cont,
215 P3d 657 (2008, beld that 2 homeowsers association has the rfight to sue ue Tauilder for claims arising

from the individual uniis if if caz meet the reguirements for cless action certification.

D, although THE A550CIATION helieves that it will be granted standing to pursee the claims of
the individusl undt owners under this analysis, it is not 2 cerminty,

E. ITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowsd to sue the builder for some
defiots, only those HOMBCOWNERS who have assigaed their slaims o THE ASSOCIATION will be able
to share in the recovery,

F, BOMEQOWNER and THE ASSOUIATION desire for THE ASS{)CTATIQN to have the right 1o
assert the idividual clainos that the HOMPOWNER has ageingt D.R. Horton Inc., ae welf us any other sgtity
hat congributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply ci materials, or sale of e
townlicoy: project andfor HOMECOWER s unit,

G. it is wndersiood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE
ASSQCIATION, in any way to nnderake or pay for any pariicular repairs fo any individual vait,

WOW, THEREFDORE, and in exchangs for valusble consideration,

HOMEGWNER horeby azsions to THE ASSOCTATION 21l of the cleims aod canges of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against LR, Horton, Inc., and any apd all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and material suppliers that r;amcapatm 1 any way in the design, construction or supply of
reaterials for constroction of the ownkome proj ect snd/or HOMBOWNER S usit, for defective construction.
Such assigned claims and canses of action expressly include, but ave not limited io, al} claims and cauges of
zotion that srise nat of {1} The contract for sale of the subject proparty from D.R. Horten, Ine., (2} Any
express or implied warrapties; (3% Any an 8]l commen law olaims, mm;dmg bt not Hmited to a}mmu. in
aeg}jgmce fraud and equitable clalms; {4) Any and all clains relating to o arising out of NRS Chaprer 40,

et ey and (5} Any and all claims relating fo or arising ont of Chapter 116, &t seq,

Ditod: ?}7 7‘;/; o Print Name(s} fﬁ;{ﬁ-”:&’"ﬂf - . Q CHRDLDD
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HIGH MOON AT ARLINGTON RANUH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is meds by the undersigmed homenwner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Raosh
{“HOMEGWNER™) in order to insure thet the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Horeowners Assosiation
(hercafier “THE ASSOCIATION) has the power to resover the vost of repairing defests in the projest,

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have bean discoversd in the individusl units =t the High Noon At At ington
Ranch iownkomes,

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit agatest DR, Horton, in High Noop A Arfington
Baneh Homeowrers Association v. D.R. Horiom, Bighth Judicial Distret, Clark County Nevads, Case No.
AB42618. D R. Horton has DUR, Horton has refused to repair the defects,

vinl

2] 5 P.3d 537 {2008}, held that 5 homeswners association has the right to sue the huilder for claime avizing
frorm the individual units if i can meet the requirements for class action certificatian,

. The Nevads Bupreme Cosrt, in its reling entitled DR, Momon v. Sighth Judicisl Distriet oot
j EH

B Alhough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursus the claims of
the individuat unit owners ueder this asslysis, it is oot & cortainty.

E. IETHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed 1o sue the builder for some
defects, ouly those HOMBOWNERS whe have assigued their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be abls
1o share in the reeovery

F. HOMEBEOWNER snd THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION 1o heve the right 10
assert the individual ciaims thar the HOMBOWNER has azainst D.R. Horton Tuc., as well ag amy other entity
ihat conwributed 1o the defoctive develapment, design, comstraction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome prejest and/or HOMBOWER "« unit.

G. B is understood thai mething in thia Assigpment shell be constued to obiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way t undentake or pay for any partivular repairs 10 sy irdividual unit

»
AL

WNOW, THEREFORE, and in exchanpe for valuabie consideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns {o THE ASSOCIATION afl of the claims and causes of sction that
HOMEOWNER  possesses agginst DR, Horton, Ine., and any and all of the designers, cotfreciors,
subcontractors and material mppliers that participated in any way o the desisy, conatroction or supply of
materials for construction of the sownheme project and/or HOMEOWNERS unit, for defective sansiruction,
Such nssigned claims sad cavses of aotion expressly inelude, but are not Himited to, aH claims and causes of
action that arise out of (1) The contract fr sale of the subjoct property From DR, Horton, Ine., {2} Any
express or implied wactanties; (3) Any an all common law claios, inclading bt not Smited # claime in
negligence, faud and squitable claims; (4} Any asd all claims relating to or arising oni of NRS Chapter 40,
ot seq.; and (5) Any and sll claims relating to or arising out of Chepier 116, ef seq,

3o/
Dated: / f ZG{G Print Name(s) f'@!i’h’k‘% S&N“ﬁfﬁt‘é&w
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENRT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by die pndersigned Somecwner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{("HOMEOWNER™} in order to insurs that the High Neon At Arlingtoa Ranch Homeowners Assogiation
(bereafier “THE ASSOCTATION™) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the pEoject.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discoverad in the individual voits st the High Noop At Arlington
Ranch toenhomes.

B. THE ASBOCIATION has beought a lawsuit against IV R, Hortos, tn High Noog At Arlingion
£anch Homeowners Association v. D.R, Horton, Fiphth Judicial Digmier, Clark Copnty Wevads, Caze Na,
A342616. DR Horon has B.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects,

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, i its ruling entitled DR, Horton v, Eighth J udieial District Coud,
215 P.34 697 (2009), beld that a homeowners association haus the ght to sue the budider for claimes #rising
from the individual units iF it can meet the roquirements for class action certifestion.

I, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be grasted standing 1o pursve the claims of
the individual wnit owners under this anelysis, &t is not 2 ceriainty.

E. HTHEASSOCIATION i determined by the Cotut 5ot {0 be allowed to sue the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who bave assigned their claims lo THE ASSOCIATION will be able

o ghare in the recovery,

F. BOMEOWNER, and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assort the individual elaims that the HOMECOWNER has sgainst DR, Forion Inc., as wall ag aty nehey entity
that eonixibuted 1o the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhoms project and/or HOMEQOWER 's unit,

(. It 12 understood that mothing in this Assiparent shall be constmed i3 abligate THE
ABSOCIATION, fn sey way to undertake or pay for any particalar rengirs 1o aay mdividoal vait,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchenge for valuable consideration,

TIOMECWHNER kercly azsigns to THE ASSOCIATION sl of the claims and canses of action that
HOMEOQOWNER  possesses sgainst DR, Horton, Ine., 2nd any and a8l of the derigners, contraciors,
subconiractors end material suppliers that participated iz sy way i the desigl, censtruction or supply of
ruaterals for construction of the townhome project andfor HOMBOWNER'S wnit, for defective construetion,
Such assigned claims and causes of action txpressly include, but sre not lizited 1o, 218 claims and causes of
action that erise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Forton, Inc., {2} Aoy
express or implied warranties; (3} Any an 2l) common faw claims, including bet not limited to claims in
negligence, frand and equitable clatme; (4) Any and all claims relating o or arising ouf of NRS Chapler 40,
et seq.; and {5} Axry and all claims relating to or arising vt of Chapter 118, st 56,

i . X . .
Dated: .2 /@f/r;?c’?/’ £ PrintNamers) Locsessd &Wg &5 A
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HIGE NOGN AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSER OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned bomeowuer(s) at High Moon At Artington Ranch
{“HOMEOWNER™) in order to insure that the Hiph Nocn At Arfington Ranch Homeowners Association
(bersatier “THE ASSQCIATION™ has the power 0 recover the cost of repaining defects in the project.

RECITALS
A. Sigpificant defects have been discovered in the individual ueits at the High Noon At Arhington
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASBGCIATION bas brought a [awsuit againet DR, Hoton, in High 0 AL Arlinston
Ranch Homeowsers Associarion v, DR, Horton, Bighth Jodizial Diserier, Clark County Meveds, Crse No.
ABZ42816. DLR. Horton as DLR. Heatou has refosed to repair the defects.,

€. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruting estitled D.R. Horton v Bizhib Iudicial District Con
215 P34 687 (2009), held that a homeowners assosistion has the v ght o sue the builder for elaime arising
from the individual waits 3f it can meet the reguireraents for class action certificution,

T3 Although THE ASSOCIATION belisves that it will be granted standin g {6 pursue the vlaims of
the indhvidual valt owners wnder this anelysis, &t is not 2 certainty.

E. I'THE ARSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be aliowesd {o rue the butider for some
defeuts, only those HOMEOWNERS who have aysigned their slaims 1o THE ASSOCIATION will bo able
to share {n the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER snd THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION to have the ri aht to
assert the individual claims that the BOMBOWNER bas ageinst D.R. Horton Inc., a5 well 25 any other entity
that contributed to the defestive development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project andfor HOMEOWER '3 unit,

G. I is understood that nothing in this Assigament shall be construed 1o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to tndenake or pay for any particelar repairs to any individual unii.

NOW, THEREFORE, zod in exchange for valusble considerstion,

HOMEBCOWNER hersby assizns to THE ASROCIATION sl af the clztms and cauges nf action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against DR, Horion, Ioc, sod any and ail of the dusigners, contractors,
subcasiractors asd material suppliers that participated in any way in the desian, construction or stppiv of
materials or construction of the towshome project and/or HOMEOWNER 'S vait, for defective construction,

uch assigned claims and causes of action expresely inchide, but sre not Imited fo, a8l claims and eauses of
fethon that arise ont of (1) The contract for sale of the subjest propesty from DNR, Horton, Inz, (1) Amy
exprass of implied wamanties; {3} Any an il comsmon jaw claims, including bt pot Hited to claims in
negligence, fraud zad equitable claims; {4} Any and all claims relating 10 or arising out of NRS Chapter 44,
el seq.; and (5) Any and all clauns relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is wade by the ondersignes hameowner(s) at High Noon At Adington Rasch
("HOMEOWNER"} in order to insure that the High Noor At Arlingron Raoch Homeswners Assosiation

s

(pereafler “THE ASSOCIATION™) bas the power 10 recover the cost of repairing defects in the projec
RECTTALR
A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual upits af the High Noon At Arlingion
Rzoch towphomes,

B, THE ASSGCIATION has brought a lawsait against DR, Horlon, in Hisk Noog Af Atlineon

Raoch Homeowners Association v. DR, Horton, Eighth Judicial Distries, Ciark County Nevada, Case No,
AZ43616. D.R. Horton has DR, Horton has refosed to repair the defecis,

C. The Nevada Supreme Coust, iu its raling entitied 138, Horton v, Eighth Judieial Distriet Court
215 P.3d 687 {2008), held that # homeowners association bas the right to sue the builder for claims ariging
from the individual units i it pan 1west the requirements for class action centification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION bslieves that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
ths individeal unif ownere under this anal ¥8i3, ¥ I3 not a cartainty.

E, ' TEE ASSOGIATION s determined by the Courtnot to be allowed tn sue the builder for somn
defects, anly those HOMEQWINERS who have zssigned their claims 0 THE ASSOCIATION will be able

to share in the recovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCTATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assert the individual claims that the MOMEQWNFR has against D.R. Horiondne, a5 well as any other entiry
that contribuied to the defentive development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project and/or HOMEOWER’s unit.

G. % is uedersivod that nothing in this Assignment shell be constrasd to obi gate THE
ASSOCIATION, in apy way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs 1o any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in sxchange for valunble consideration,

HOMEOWNER berchy assiges to THE ASSQCIATION o)l of the tlaime and favses of sution thet
HOMEOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designnss, contraaiors,
subcontractory and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constructivn or supply of
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S s wit, for defective construction
Surh assigned cinims and causss of sction expressty inchude, but are not lingted to, a1l claims end causes of
zotion that avise out of (1) The contract for sale of the sutsjest property from DR, Horton, Inc., {2} Axy
express of hmplied wananties; (3) Any an ell common law claims, incleding but not limited {0 claims in
negligence, fravd and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising owt of WRS Chapter 45,

et seq.; and (S} Any and ai] claims relating to or agisizng owt of Chapter 116, af seq,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment i mads by the undersigned homeawnur{e) of High Noon At Arlingion Ranch
CHOMEQWNKER™) in order fo insure thai the High Noan At Arlington Ranch Homeewners Association
{hereafter “THE ASSOCLATION®) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defzcts in the project.

RECITALS

&, Significant defeets have bean diseoversd {a the individuad upits a2 te High Neop At
A plippion Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION bas brovght a lewsuit sgainst DR, Horlos, in High Noon AL Aclingion

Ranch Homeowners Assorimicn v, 138, Horton, Eighth Judicis] District, Clark County Nevada, Case Ny,
AZ42616, DR, Horton has I3 R, Horton has refused {a repair the defects.

€. The Nevasz Sugreme Courd, In its cafing sntitied DR, Hodon v, Zighth Judiciad Bist
Cout, 215 P 697 (2009, hedd that 2 homeowners aasooiation fas the cight 10 sue the bullder for claims
arfeing from the individuel unite i it can meet the requirements for clags action cenification.

D. Alhough THE ASSOCTATION believes that it will be granied standing 1o pursee the claims
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, i 15 not a certainty.

B, ITHE ASSOCIATION Is determined by the Court soi to be aliowed o sue the bidlder (oo
soms defects, only those HOMEOWNERS wha bave assigred their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will
Le zhie to share in the restvery,

F, HOMEOWNER mod THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSCOIATION to have the righi
1o zsserd the fndividua! clafros that the HOMEBQWHNER hes sgaimst DR, Hoeton Enc., oy well 22 any sther
eniry that comiributed w ihe defeptive developmen, design, sonsiruction, supply of materials, wr safe of
the townhkome project endior HOMEQWER' s unit,

. 3 s underssond that nothing in fhis Assigemient shall be conefrued o obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way 1o underteke or pay for any partizular repairs jo sny individug) uniz

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the olaims and vauses of action
that HOMEGWNER possegsex against DR, Horion, e, 3nd any ond ail of the desigeurs, contraciors,
suhcontractors and materin! suppliecs thas psriicipaied in any way in the design, construction or supaly of
materials for vonstrustion of the tewnhome projest and/for HOMEDOWNER'E unit, for defoctive
songiruction, Such assigned claims and crimes of action expressly mchude, but are not Hovlted 0, 2k
ciims and canses of action that arize out of {17 The contesct for seie of the subjest properiy from (LR,
Hurwon, e, (2} Any express or implied warrentdes; (3] Any an all common lxw claims, incloding buk net
fimited w clsims in negiigance, fraud and equitadls clalms; (4} Any and aff clafms refating i oy mrising
out of WRE Chapter 40, of 2eq.; aud {5} Any and all claims relating (o or arising oul of Chapter 118, &t
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCYH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the andersigned homeownes(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMBOWNER"} i order to inswe tsat the High Noon At Arhington Rench Homeowners Associzrion
{hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™ has the power 1o rcover the cast of repawring defects i the project,

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have heen discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlingion
Raoch townhemes,

B, THE ASSQCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Noog At Arlineron

Rench Homeowness Association v. LR, Hortop, Bighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No,
AS42616, DR, Horton has DR, Horton has refased to repair the defsols,

(- The Nevada Suprems Court, n its ruling eatitted DR, Horton v. Fighth J udinis] Thetels
213 7.3d 6597 {2009), held thas a homeownars association has the right w sue the builder for olairs arising

from the individual uzits i i can mest the requirernents for class action certification,

D, Abthough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be grasied standing 1o pursue the elainis of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not & cartafaty.

E, ITHE ASSCUIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be allswed fo sug the bodkdey for some
defents, only those HOMEOWNERS whn have assigned their claims to THE ABSOCIATION will be ghls

10 share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCIATION 1o hevethe right
aszert the individusi claims that the HFOMEBEOWNER hes sgafast D.R. Horion Iric., as well as any other eptity
that contributed 1o the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
wownboms profect and/or HOMEBOWER's upit,

G. I is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be sonstrued io obligste THE
ASBOCTATION, in any way to undertaks or pay for any particular repairs to aoy individnal nndt,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMECQWHNER bereby assigns o THE ASBOCIATION 2l of the cleins and causes of soting that
HOMEOWNER possesses sgainst DR, Hortm, Tne., snd aay and all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractons and materlel supplers that participated in any way in the design, construstion or supply of
materiais for sonstructon of the townhome projest andfor HOMBQWNER'S unit, for defective consiruntion,
Such assigeed claims and canses of action sxpressly include, but are not limited to, a¥f clzires and cavuses of
action that ariee out of (1) The costract for sale of the sibject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (23 Any
gxpress or impiied warranties; {3) Any an all common law tlaims, including but wel lmitzd to claims in
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; {4} Ay and all claims reluting to or anising vut of NRS Chaptor 40,
et seq.; and (3} Apy and al} claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, «t aeq.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmem is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEQWNNER™) in order 1o insure that the High Noos At Aclingror Ranch Homeowners Asscciation
(bereafier “THE ASSOCIATION) has the power 1o recover the cost of repairing defects in the projers,

RECITALS

A. Significant deficts bave beer discovered in the ndividual umits at the High Nooa At Arlingion
Banch iownhiomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 8 lawsuit agatust DR, Horton, in High Noon At Artington

Banch Homeowners Association v, 2R, Horlon, Bighcth Judicial District, Clark County Nevads, Case N,
A342618. DR Horton has D.R. Horton bas refused fo repeir the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in iis raling entitted DR, Honon v, Bighth fudicial Digtrict Looun,
213 P.3d 657 (2009), beld that 2 homeownsrs association bes the right to sue the builder for claimg arising
from the individuasd szits i1 it can meet the requirements for class action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the individeal woit owaers under this smalysis, it is not 2 certainty.

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be sliowed to sue the bullder for some
sefects, only these HOMEOWNERS who have sssigned thelr clains to THE ASSOCIATION will be ahis
to share iz the renovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION dasire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assert the individual claims thet the HOMBOWNER has against D.R. Horton Ine., as well as any othes eriity
that contributed to the defestive development, design, sonstruction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townbome projest andf/or HOMBOWER s nndt.

G. It is understond that nothing in this Assignment shail be consimed o obligate THE

ASSOCIATION, in any way to anderiske or pay for aoy particular repairs to zay individual mair,
NOW, THEREFORE, sod in exchange for vahuable consideration,

HOMEOWMER hersby ascigns to THE ASSOCIATION 21l of the olaims and cavess of action that
HOMEBOWNER  pussesses against DR, Horton, Toc., 2nd oy and all of the designers, contraciors,
subcontraciors and materizl suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction o supply of
materials for construction af the wwabome project apd/or HOMEBQWNER'S unit, fordefective construstion,
Such assigned claims and ceuses of sction expressly include, Tl are oot Hmdted to, 8l cleims and causes of
aciion that arise sut of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, e, {2) Any
sxpress or implied warranties; {37 Ay an all comumon law claims, including bat not Bmited to claims i
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating o or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,

of seg.; ead {5} Any and ail claims relaring 1o or srising owt of Chapter 116, ¢t seq.
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BIGH MNOON AT ARLINGTON RaNCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arhngion Ranch
("HOMEQWNER"} in order to insure thaf the gk Noos At Arlispton Rauch Homeowners Assosiation
{Bersalier "THE ARSOUIATION") has the power to renover the cost of repairing defeets in the rajest,

RECITALS
A. Significant defects have besn discovered iz the individual units i e Bi gh Noon At Arlingles
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lawsuit against DR, Horion, in High Noon Ay Artinpton
Ragch Homeowners Assoeizbion v, DR, Horton Eighth Judicia! District, Clark {rounty Nevadz, Case Na,
A342616. DR, Horton has DR, Horton has refused to repair the defbots,

C. The Nevade Supreme Court, in {8 ruling entitled DR, Horton v, Bishth Tudiciad Distriot Court,
2315 P34 687 £2009), held that & homeowners #asociation hags the Tight 1o sue the builder for clajims arising
from the individual units i it can meet the requirements for class action certifieation,

13, Altbough THE ASSOCIATION helieves that it will be granted standipg to pursue the claimg of
the individual unit owners under fids apalysie, it isnot a certaingy.

E. UTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court notta be allowed (o suc the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have aseipued their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
1a share in the yecovery. ‘

F, HOMECWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION ta bave the right ip
agsert e individual claims that the HOMECOWNER has against DR Berton Ine., 8 weli as any sther entity
that contributed io the defective develonment, design, constraction, supply of materials, or sale of the
towmhome project andfor HOMEOWER's unit.

G. It is undersiond that nothing o this Assigement shall be construsd fo abligate THE
ASSCCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for sny particutar repairs to aoy ndividuat unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuehle aongiderstion,

HOMBEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claimg and causes of zetion that
HOMEOWNER  yossesses againgt DL Horlon, ine., and any and slf of the designers, COnIracions,
subconiraciors and materiat suppliers thet participated io any way i the desipn, constrocton ar supply of
maiarials for constrietion of the townhoms projest ander HOMBOWNER'S unit, for defective construction,
Such assigned slaims and causes of action expressly include, bt are not limited to, all claiom and causes of
sciion that arise out of {1} The contract for sale of the subfset property from D.R. Hertor, Tnz., (2 Any
sapress or oplied warranties; (3} Any an a1l common law claims, including bt not linsied 1o claims i
negligence, faud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all ciaims rel ating o or arfsing out of NKS Chepler 44,
etseq.] and {3) Any aud a1l claims relating to or arising ol of Chapler 118, #f seq,
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HIGHNOQON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment 15 mede by the undersigned homsowner(s) 2t High Noon At Artington Ranch
("HOMECGWNER"} in order to fusure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Asscoiztion
{hereafier "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power lg recover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECTTALS

A. Stepificant dafeets have been discovered in the Individual units st the High Nosn At Arlington
Hanch townhomes,

B, TBE ASSOCIATION hss brought a lawsuit sgainst DR, Hortor, in High Noon At Arlington
Ranch lomeovmers Associstion v, D.R. Horlon, Fighth Judicial District, Clerk County Nevada, Cage No.

AS542616. DR, Hortan has D.R. Horen hes refused to repair the dafests,

C. The Novada Supreme Couwrt, in its ruting entitted TLR. Horlon v, Bighth Judisial District Coart,
213 V.34 697 {2009}, held that 2 homeowners sssocigtion hag the right to sus the slder for olaims ariging
from ihe individual units if it cen meet the requirements Tor class action certification.

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION bafieves that #t will he granted standing 1o pursue the clalms of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it isnof 2 cortaingy,

E. HTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court nol io be allowsd e st the builder for sorme
defects, only thuse HOMEQWINERS who have assigned their clsime to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
te share in the recovery. :

F. HOMEQOWNER and THE ASSCCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the vight to
assert the individus] claiing that the HOMEOWINER hay apxinst 8. Horton o, as well s any other entity
thet sontributed to the defeative development, desipn, construstion, supply of materials, or sale of the
1ownhome praject andfor HOMBEOWER s unit,

. G. It is understood that nothing in this Assigoment shall be constued to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way 1o undertake or pay for any partivelar repairs o any mdividual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in sxchungs for valuable consideralion,

HOMEOWNER, hereby assigns o THE ASSOCIATION all of the claitg and causes of sction that
HOMEBOWNER  possesses apainst DR Horton, e, and any and 23] of the designers, coniraciors,
subeontractors end material suppliers that participated in any way in the desipn, construction or supply of
malerials [or construction of Sie towshome mroject mstor HOMEDWNER'S unit, for defeetive construction,
Such sssigned claing and ozuses of actan expressly include, but are not limited to, 2l claims and caumey of
aetion that arise cut of (1) The sontrsct for sale of the subject property from DR, Hortom, Inc., (23 Any
express or implied warrenties: {3} Any an all sommon law claims, including but not Himited to cleims in
neghigenve, {raud sud squitable clatms; (4) Any and &l clairos relating to or arising out of NRS3 Chapter 40,
el seq.; and (5} Any and 2! claims relating to or arising out of Czhapte: 116, st soq.
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HIGH MOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is wade by the uadersigned homeovmer(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
C"HOMEGWNER"} in order to i that the High Noon At Arlinglon Rasch Homsowners Association
(bererfter “THE ASSGUIATION") has the power ta xecover the cost of repairing defeots in the praject.

RECITALS

A. Bignificant defocts huve been discovered in the individual units af the High Noon At Artinglon
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR, Horton, in High Moon At Ariinpton
Ranch Homeowners Agsociation v, DR, Horton, Bighth Jodicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No,
A542616. DI Horton has D.R. Furton has refused to repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supresme Court, in its mbog entitied [, Horfon v. Eighth ] udicts] Digtries Coprt,

215 P.36 657 (2009), held thet a homeowners assorintion has the right to sue the builder for claims srising
from the individual units If it can meet the requirernents {or slass actinn certification.

1. Akhough THE ASSOCIATICN believes thal it will be granted standing 1o pursue the clotms of
the individual unit owners under this enalysis, it i¢ not a certainty,

H. WTHE ASSGCIATION is determined by the Court nut i be allowed 1 sue the bilder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who bave nasigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be ghis
10 share in the recovery, )

¥, BUMECWNER snd THE ABSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the i it to
asserd the individual claims that the BOMEQOWNER hag against DR, Horion Inc., a3 woll ag any other enlity
that sontributed to the defestive development, design, construstion, supply of malerials, or sale of the
townhome project sndfor HOMBOWER’s unit.

(. It is understend that nothing in fhis Assignment shal] be ccnstrued o obligate THE
ASRICIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for any particular repuirs o any individus! unit,

NGW, THERETORE, avd in exchange for valuable sonsideration,

HOMEOWNER herchy sssigns to THE ASSOCIATION afl of the claims and causes of setion that
HOMEOWNER. possesses against DR, Hovton, Ine., ond any and all of the designers, coniraciors,
subsonirsctors and maderial soppliers St participated iz 2ny way in the design, construction or supply of
materizle for construction of the Wownhome project andéor AOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction.
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly mciude, but aee not imited to, all claims and canses of
actien that arise out of (1 The contrant for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (2) Any
express W wmplicd wamanijes; (3) Any an all common law clajms, inchuding but not limited to chaims i
negiigence, frand and equitable elaims; (4} Any and s}l clajms relating to or aristng out oTNRS Chapter 40,
¢t seq.; and (3) Agty and al! claims celating to or arigi?g pul ef Chapler 116, ef seq.
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HICH NOOHN AT ARLINGTON RANCE
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSKES OF ACTION

This Assipoment is wmade by the vndersipned homeowser(s) at Higk Neon At Arlington Ranch
("EOMEBOWNER"} in order to insure that she High Noon At Atbingion Ravch Bomeowners Association
{hereafier “THE ABBOCIATION™) has the power io reosver the cost of repaining defects in the project,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been dissovered in the individnal usits af the Migh Noon At Arlington
Banch townhomes,
B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lawsuit againg DR Horton, in I izh Wooa At Arlineion

Ranch Bomeowners Assecistion v. DR Horian, Eiguth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Cage No,
AS542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horon has refused 1o repair the defeats.

C. TheNevada Supreme Court, in its roling entitled DR, Horion i v Bighth Sudicdal Disteior Court
213 B.3d 697 (200%), held that 2 homeowners sssociation has the right to me the builder for claites arising
from the individual units ¥ it can mest the requirements for olass astion certifealion,

1. Although THE ASSOCIATION helisves that it will be granted stending o pursus the claims of
the fndjvidual unit owners under this snalysis, it is nota certalnty.

E. IFTHE ASSOCIATION iz determined by the Court not 1o be allowed 1o sue the builder for aome
defeers, ondy those BOMEQWNERS wha bave agsigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able

far share i the recovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCTATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the ht to
assest the individual slaims that the HOMEDWNER has against D.R. Horton Ine., as wal) zs any other sty
that contributed to the defective deveiopment, desipy, coastmction, supply of materizls, or zale of the
wowahomes project zsd/or HOMEOWER s vt

(. I iz understood that mothing in this Assigument shall be construed to obligete THE
ASBOCIATION, in sy way to vnderiske or pay for any particular repairs 1o any ndividual woit,

NORY, THEREFORE, and in exchavge for vainable consideration,

HOMECWNER hereby assizns to THE ASSOCIATION sH of the cluims and canges af action fhat
HOMEOWNER  possesses againgt LR, Horton, foe, and ary and all of the designers, contractors,
subconfraciors and material suppliers that participated in any way in ths design, construeiion or sepply of
materials for sonstruction of the wownhome project and/or HOMEOWNER 'S vait, for defestive constroction.
Such assigned claims und causes of aotion expressly include, but ave not limited to, 2 claiins and cepges of
action that arise aut of (1) The contract for sale of the mbject properly fom DR Hortor, fne., (2) Any
express (v implied warranties; {3} Any an 211 comupon law claims, inchuding huf not Hmiled 1 elaims in
segligence, fraud and equitabie claims; (4) Any and all elsims relatiag 1o or arising vw of MRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or srising out of Chapter § 14, e seq.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGINMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignaseat is made by the nndersigned homsawner(s) at High Nooo A1 Arlington Raneh

("HOMEOWNER”} in order to insure ihat the Hioh Noon At Arlington Ranck Homeowners Association

(hersafier “THE ASBOCIATION™) bas the nower te recovar tha cost of repairing defecty in the project.
RECITALS

A. Sigtificant defects have been dissovered in the indivicdua) vnits at the High Noon At Arlingion
Ranch townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION bas brought 2 iawsuit agsinst DR Horton, in High Nogn A% Arlineton
Ranch Homeowners Assogistien v, ILR. Horton, Fighth Judicial Disisiot, Clark County Nevads, Caze No.
A542616, DR Horton has D.R. Hortou hes refused 10 repair the defects.

C. Ths Nevada Supreme Court, o its ruling entitted DR, Horton v, Ei ghih Judicia! District Conrt

215 P.3d 687 (2009), held that 2 homeowners sasosiation has the right 10 sue the builder for claims arising
from the individual units if if can mest the requiremants for clags sction certification.

D. Altrough THE ASSOCTATION belioves that it will be granted standing to pursne the claims of
tbe individual nmit owaers under this analveis, t isnot a certainty,

E. IXTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some
defects, only those HOMBOWNERS who have assigned thelr olaims 10 THE ASSOQCIATION will be ahle

to share in the resovery.

F. BROMEOWNER sad THE ASSQCIATION desire for THE ASSOUIATION to have the right 1o
assert the individeal claims that the BOMBEOWINER bas against D R. Horton Toe., as well a5 ag v other entity
that contributed fo the defective development, design, construetion, supply of materials, or sale of the
wwabome projact and/or BOMBOWER s unit,

G. Xt iy understood that pothing in this Assignmeent shall be constried to obfigate THE

ASSOUIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for amy particular repelrs 1o any Individual wmit,
NOW, THEREFORE, and In exchungs for vaineble considerstion,

HOMEQWNER heredy sesigns to THE AYSOCTATION ali of the claires and canses of action that
BOMEOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Inc., nud any and sll of the designers, contractars,
sebeontractors and material suppliers that participated in smy way i the design, construction or supply of
thaterials for constraation of the townhome project and/or HOMBOWNER S unit, for defective constront On.
Such assigned elaims and causes of action expressly include, but ave not Simited 10, #8 clafing and canses of
action that arise cut of {1} The contract for sale of the subject property from TLR. Hortsn, Inc., (2) Any
express of mplied warranties; {3) Any an all common law clsims, inciuding but pot Himited to claims in
negligente, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any end ¥l slatms relating o or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,

st sog.; ead {3) Any and all cleims relsting to or arisiog ont of Chapier 116, &t §61).
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ABSIGNBENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) et High Woon At Arlingion Ranch
{“HOMEQWNER") in erder {o insurs that the High Noon At Arlingien Ranch Homeowsers Association
(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION”) hes the power to racover the sost of repairing defacts in the project.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units st the High Moon At Arlington
Ranch townhomes,
B. THE ABSQCIATION has brought a lawsuit againgt DR, Horton, in High Noos At Arlineton

Ranch Homeowners Associetion v, DR, Horton, Bighth Judicial Dismlet, Clark County MNevade, Case No.
AS542616, DR Horton has DR Horton has refussd to repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supreme Coat, (o 18 ruling entith ed DR, Horiom v. Bighih Tudi pi) Thetriot Coutt,
215 P.3d 697 (2003}, held that 2 homsowners association has the right fo sue the builder for claims arising
from the individual units if 1§ can meet the requitements {or class action certification.

D Although THE ASSOCIATION believes thal it will be granted slanding to pursue the claims of
the mdividual unit owners under this analysis, it is not 3 certainty.

E. THE ASSOCIATION is detestnined by the Cowmt ot 1o be siowed to sue the bujider for some
defects, only thoae HOMEOWNERS whe have assigned their olaims to THE ASSQUIATION will be gblz
i share in the recovery. '

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION fo have the right to
assert the individual ciaims that the HOMEOWNER hax against [L.R. Horton Ine., 23 well ss any other entity
that confributed to the defective development, design, consiruction, supply of materizle, or saie of the
wwabome praject and/or HOMEQOWER's uait,

G. Tt is undersiced that wothing in thds Assiprment shall be nonstrued to ohiigate THE
AGSQCIATION, in auy way to underteke or pay for any particular repairs to any individus! unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, snd in exchange Jor valuable consideration,

HOMECGWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCTATION all of the cleims and sauses of action that
HOMEQWNER  possesser against IR Horton, Inc., #nd any and all of the designers, contractors,
subeontractors and material suppliers thal participated in zny way in the demrgm, constuction or supply of
materials for cunstriction of the townhome praject and/or HOMROWNER'S wait, for defective constrastion.
Such essigned claims and causes of action expressly tnohade, but are not Iimited to, abf claimy and causes of
action thaf arite ont af {1) The coatract for sale of the subject property from D R. Herton, Ine., (2) Any
express or implied warranties; {3) Any an all common law olaims, ncluding but not limited fo claims in
negiigence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and sl clairas relating o or arising out of KRS Chapter 44,
et seq.; and {5) Any and all cleims refating to or arising out of Chapler 116, st 8. -
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the wadersipned homeowner(s) &t High Nooa At Arlingion Ranch
HOMESWNER™ in order to insuze that the High Noan At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defeots in the projeet.

BECITALS

A Significant defects have been discovered in the mdivichsal units ot the High Noon &t Arlingion
Rauch towrhomes,

in

o
b

4

B. THE ASSCCIATION has brought 2 lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Hish Noon As 4 €%
sass Mo,

Ranch Homecwners Association v. DR, Horton, Bighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Cas
AS4Z616. D.R. Horton hes DR, Horton has refused to repair the defacts.

€. The Neveda Supreme Cowt, in is ruling sutitied D R, Horton v, Fighih Libicial Distrier Cenut
215 P34 897 (2009), held that 2 homeowners sssocistion has the right to sue the builder for slaims arising
from 1he individual uaits iT it can meet the reguirements for class action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes thet it will be Franted standing 0 porsue the claims of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not o certainty,

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court pot 1o Be allowed 1o sus the Tuilder four some
dafects, ealy those HOMEQWNERS who kave assigned their claims to THE ARSOCLATION will b shie
1o share fn the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE AZSQCIATION desire for THE ASSOCTATION (o have the right to
aszert the individual clairos that the HOMBEQWNER has against D K. Horton Ine., as wall as sny sther entiiy
that contributed to the defective development, design, constnaction, supply of materials, or sale of the
wwahome project sndior BOMBOWER s anit,

G. It is waderstood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed o abligate THE
ABSOCIATION, in say way to undertake or pay for any partieuiar TepAES to BpY individual ynit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valusble oonsideration,

HOMECTWNEIR borehy assigns o THE ASSOCIATION olf of the claims and nouess af sotion ther
HOMEOWMER,  possesyes against DR Horton, Inc., and any and sl of the desi 0T, COnracions,
subcentractors and material suppliers that participated in any way i fhe desigs, construetion or supply of
materiale for constraction pf the townhome project andior BOMEOWNER S uait, fordefective congtruction,
Sueh assigned cleims and canses of action expressly include, but are net limited to, all claimms axd causes of
eelion that arise out of {1) The contract for sale of the subject property Som DR, Horton, Inc,, (2) Aay
exprass of implied warrenties; (3) Any an a8l common Jaw claims, including but oot Hmited o clalmg
asgligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Aoy and ali claims relating to or arising out of NRE Chapter 40,
et se.; and (5) Aay and all elaims relating to or arising out of Chaptar 1185, of 580,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeswner(s) &t High Noon At Artington Ranch
CHOMEBOWNER™ in arder to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{herezfier “THE ASSOCIATION®) liag the powsr 10 recover the cost of repairing defects in the project,

RECITALS

4. Sigrificant defects have been discoversd in the indivicua! unite 5t the High Noon At 2 rlinston
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lawsuil against D.R. Horics, in High Noon At Arlingion

Ranch Homeowners Agsociation v, DR, Horton, Fighth fudicial District, Clack County Wevada, Case No,

A3542€18, D.R. Horton hag D.R. Honop has refused to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Sugreme Court, In its ruling eatitled D.R. Horton v, Eiehth Jodicial Distriot Coart,

215 2.3 857 [2009), held that 2 homeowners agsociation bes the right 1o sue the bufider for claims arising
from the ipdividual eaits if # cap meet the regoirements for vlass action certification,

D. Although THE ASSGCIATION believes that it will be granted siandisg to pursve the alsims of
the individual unit ownars voder this acalysis, it is not & cartanty.

E, HTHE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowad fo sus the huilder for some
defects, oaly those HOMEBOWNERS who have assigned their clains to THE ASSOCTATION will be abie
o share in the resovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ARSCCIATION desire for THE ASSOCTATION 1o bave the right to
rasert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER bas against IR, Horton Inc., 25 well as gny oiher eweily
that contributed fo the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project andfor BOMEGWERs unit,

G. It is understood that nothing in this Asvipnment shell be sonstrued to obligate THE
A3SQCIATION, in auy way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual upit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in sxchange for valsable consideration,

HOMEDWNER hexeby assigns to THE ABSOCIATION slf of the ciaims snd nauses of aetion that
HOMEOWNER possesses againgt DR, Horton, Ino., and any aud all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and material supplisrs thet participated in any way in the design, constnetion ar supply of
mraterisls for construction of the towahoms projent and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defeative constraction,
Such assigned olaims and causes of action expressly include, but are not fimited to, all clsims and cavses of

otion thet arise out of (1) The contract for sate of the subject property from D.R. Hortez, Inc., (2} Any
express or wnplied warrenties; {3} Aay an all common law claims, inclading bt not lpdted to claime i
negligence, frapd and equitable clatms; (4) Any and all clalms relating to or arising ouf ¢F NRS Ch Epter 4(,
&i seq.; and {5) Any and 2l claime relating 10 or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq.
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BIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASEIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Astignment is made by fhe undersigned homeowner(s) ot High MNoon At Arfinginn Ranch
{(“HOMEQWNER™) in order 1 insure that fie High Noon At Arfington Ranel Homeswners Associarion
{hereafter “THE ABSOCLATHINT) has the power B recover the cost of repairing defocts in the project,

REQITALS

A. Significant defects heve been discovered in the individus] units 82 the High Noon Ajf
Arlingtos Ranch townhomss,

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brovgh a lrwsuht against DR, Horton, In High Noon At Arkingion
Rensh Homeowners dsseciafion v LR, Horon, Fighth Tndicial Distriet, Clark Courly Neveds, Chen N,

AS428146. DR Horlon has DR Horton hes refused to repalr the deferts,

€. The Nevata Supreme Court, In its ruling entitied TLR. Horlon v, Eighth Judinial Distics
Cours, 213 P34 697 (20093, held that & hameowners aseosiktion has the right to sue the bulidar for cinims
arising from the Individeal wnite i i can meet the reguirements for class action cortification.

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION bajieves that i will be granted standing to pursus the elaime
uf the individual unit owners uoder (s analysis, # Ie not & serisinty. .

E, HTHE ASSOCIATION & detsanined by the Courf not %o he slhowed fo sue the buildar for
seme defests, oaly those HOMEOWNERS who have sssigned their olsims o THE ASSOCIATION will

be uble to shars in the repovery,

F. HOMEOWNER snd THE ASSOULATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION (g have the right
16 assert (he individus] clabms that the HOMECQWNER bas agrinst DR, Harton e, as well ac any olker
satiey that eonizibuted to the defeetve development, design, construation, supply of materials, or zate of
ihe iowphome project endéor BOMEOWER s anfi

G. It is undersiood that pothing in this Assipnment shall he construsd to obiigete THE
ASSOCLATION, in any way o underiake or pay for any pacieular repairs (© any individual ppir.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchunge for valuable consideration,

HOMEGOWNER hereby rssigns o THE ASSOCIATION alf of the olaims and causes of wotion
that HOMEGWNER possesses apainst DR, Honon, Ine., end any nnd aff of the desigrers, contraclors,
subcentrastors and matecia! suppliers that parvicipated in any way in e design, construction or supnly of
materials for constraclion of the townhome groject avdfor HOMEGWNERS umit, for defective
construation. Such assigned claime and cavses of action expressly include, but are not limited to, il
clatens and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contact for sale of the subject groperty from DR
Harwn, Inc., {3} Any express or implied warranties; {3) 4ny an af comenen fas claims, inwluding but not
Himited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable olaims; (43 Any and sl eleims relating fo or ariging
out of MRS Chapter 40, et sez.; and {53 Any and alt tlaims refating 16 or arising out of Chapter 116, et

586,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGYTON RANCH
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is roade by the undersigned homeowners) at Hirh Noon At Arlington Ranch
("HOMEOWNER™) in mrder ta insure that the High Neon Ar Arlington Ranch Homeowness Azsooistion
{hzreafter “THE ASSQCIATION") hes the power to recover the cout of repairing defects in the projent,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been digeuvered in the individaal units at the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit sgainst DR, Horton, in High Noon At Arlingion
meowners Assouigtion v, DVR. Horten, Eigith Fudicial Distriet, Clark County Nevads, Case No.

AS42616, DR, Horton has 121, Ronon has refused to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in ifs ruling entitled D.R. Horton v, Eighth Judicial District Courtt,
215 P.2d 657 (2009}, beld that a homeowners assouiation has the right to sue the builder for claims arising
from the individuai unite if it can meel the reavisoments for class action certification,

Do Although THE ASSOQCIATION helisves that it will be granted standing to pursue the olatms of
the mdividual unit owvners under this analysis, [t js not a certainiy.

B, I THE ASSOCIATION i3 determined by the Courtnod to be allowed © sus the builder for some
defects, only tiose HOMEDWMERS who have assigned their olaims fo THE ASSOCIATION will be able
3 share i the recovesry,

F. HOMEGWNER and THE ASSCCIATION desire for THE ASSOQCIATION to have the right to
asger! the individual claims that the HOMEOWINER has against D.R. Horton Inc., 35 well as any other entity
that contributed to the defeclive development, desig, construetion, supply of materials, or sale of the
townhome project andior HOMEDWERs unit,

G. It is undecstond that nothing in this Asstgument shall be consbrusd in obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any perticular repairs to any individual unig,

i
MOW, THEREFORE, 2nd in exchange for veiuable consideration,

HOMEQWNER herety assigns io THE ASSOCIATION sl of the claims and causes of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses against D.R. Horton, lnc., and any and all of the dosigners, contractors,
subcontractors end maeterial suppliers that participaied in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for consirugtion of the townhome projest and/or HOMEOWNIZR'S twmt, for defective sonstrizction,
Sueh sssigned claims aud causes of soton expressly melude, bul are not Hmited to, all claims and cnuses of
acijon that srise out of (1) The contract Jor sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (1} Any
expross or imphied wananties; (3} Any an all common lew slains, including but not limited tos slebme in
neghgencs, faud and equitable claims; (4} Any aod all claims relating fo o arising oat of NRS Chapter 40,
&t seq.; andd (3) Any and ot claims relating {0 or arising out of Chapter 116, stseq. -
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTYON

This Assignment is made by the undersigaed homeowner(s) st High Noon At Arlington Runch
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon Af Ariington Ranch Homeowners Association
(hereafier "THE ASSOCIATION®) bas the power 2o retover the cost of repairing defects in the projest.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individua) uniis ot the High Noon At Artinglon
Ranch ivwnhomes

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought s lawsuit ageinst DY Horton, in High Noop At Aringlon
Ranch Homeowners Association v, DR, Horion, Eighth Judicial Diztrict, Clark County Nevada, Cage No,
AS42616. DR Horton has DLR. Horton has refused to repeir the defecis,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in ite ruling sntstied DB, Horton v, Bishth Judicial District Court
215 £.3d 697 (2009), held that 2 homeowners associstion has ike right to sue the builder for claims avisiong
from the individual units if it can meet tha requirements for elass action vertificsiion.

1. Although THE ASSOCIATION belisves ihat it will be grasied stending ts purive the claims of
the tdividual unit owners under this analysis, il s not a ceriainty,

E. ITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courtnot 1o be allowed o sue the builder for some
defects, only those HOMEQWNERS who have sesigned their clains to THE ASSOCIATION wili be abie
o shars in the recovery, :

FE. HOMEOWNER snd THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCEATION to huve the right fo
easert the individual claims that the HOMBOWMNER has against DR, Horton Inw., 26 well ax any other entity
that coniributed to the defective developiment, design, cons truction, supply of meterizls, or sale of the
towrhome project and/or HOMEOWER s unit,

G, B iz uwnderstood that nothing in this Assigmpent shall be copstrued @ ebiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs 10 any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and cxchangs for valuable consideratian,

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCLATION all of the plaime and caeses of sclion that
LOMEOWNER  possesses againet DJL Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, conivactors,
subcontractors and material supplicrs that participated in any way in the design, comstroction or supoly of
materials for consiruction of the townhome projest snd/or BOMEOW NER’Sunit, for defective construction,
Such assigned claims and causes of uotico expressly include, but are not Hmited to, 411 clajms and Detyes of
astion thet erise out of (1) The coniract for sae of the subject praperty from D.R. Horton, inc., (2) Auy
express or inmpHed warraaties; (3 Anv an all commeon law olairos, meiuding but no! mited ty elaims n
negligence, Taud and equitable claims: (4} Any snd all claims relating 1o or arising out of NRS Chapior 40,
et sexy.; and (3} Any and al) claiims rebuting o or arising out of Chapler 116, et seq,

- -

s, Fm

Dated: %;g/“; 5’“.25{;;}{;; 7 PrintName(s) 47/ :/:(" . (?ﬁ_g dL L “?ﬂr}ﬁ /{'{’ E“E

Si;@ﬂwsz}/é}zwg/ Vi ,/‘“4'3"/[1 j;é/:i S

/27 / E::’\ " Ty } j i
Unit Address. Tol()? e VoDn ;ﬁ: J03 Larl
7 7
Telephone# T 7 O 740 _ Q5
F T AL i

------ 55ar78

0166



HER 2 3 019

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH e

e
L .

ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION N

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeovmer(s) ot High Neon At Arlington Fanch
("HOMEOWNER™) in order to insure that the High Noon Ar Arlington Ranch Homeowoars Association
(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATIOIN) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projec:.

RECITALS
A, Sigpificent defevts have been discovered in the individseal units o the High Noon At Arlington
Ranek townhomes.

B, THE ASSOCIATION hes brought 2 lawseit againgt O.R, Horton, in High Noon At Aslington
Ranch Homeowmers Assoniarion v, TR, Horton, Bighth Fudicial Distrief, Clark Cowssty Nevada, Case No,
AS542516. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects,

C. The Nevada Supremes Court, in its ruling emtitied DR,
215 P3d 657 {2009}, held that 2 homeowsers sssociation has the right to sus the builder for elaims srizing
fromo the Individval units if it cap mest the reguiremants for ¢lass action certificatiog,

D, Although TEE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted stending {o pursus the elaims of
the individeal unil owners under this apalysia, it I8 pol & centainty. ,

E. X THE ASSOCIATION is deterrined by the Court npt £ he allowed to sue e builder for some
defects, only those BOMEQWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be abla
io share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER aud THE ASBCCIATION desirs for THE ASSOCTATION to have the rieht to
essert the individual claims that the BOMEOWNER bas against IR, Horon ke, a5 well 26 any other entity
that coninbaied to the defective development, design, construction, supply of aterials, or sale of the
townhome project and/or HOMBEOWER s unit.

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assigement shall be construed o oiligate T
ASSOCTATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particalar repsirs to any individua! it

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable considsration,

HOMEOWNER bereby nasipns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of antion that
HOMEOWNER  possessss agains! D.R. Herton, Inc, snd any and i of the desipners, contractors,
subeontractors and matenial supplises that participated i any way in the design, construction or supply of
materiuls for conpstruction of the towohome project and/or BOMEOWNER' S urit, fur defective constrieton.
Suck assigned cigims and causes of sotfon expressty inchide, bot ars not linited to, a1l claims and causes of
astion that arise out of (1} The contraet for saie of the subjest property from DR, Herton, Ine., £2) Any
express or implied warranties; {3} Any an all comunon law claims, incleding but not limited to ciaims in
negligence, fraud and equitable clatms; {4} Any and all claims relating 1o or arising ont of NRS Chapter 40,
@ seiy, and (53 Ay and el claims relating o or arising ot of Chapter 116, &t seq.

T

Dated: O v e Frint Mamels) \gﬁﬁ ﬁ'@;‘\f xrﬂ%}} 16:"*

“’?Jﬁ 2 ' [A,,,
Signature(s) !{f%f’f{f’ﬁfm _}sq;},?,{,
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment {s made by the undersigned homeowner(s) 24 High Noon At Artington Ranch
{"HOMEGWNER") in order to Insure that the High Neon At Artinglon Ranch Homeowsers Association
(hereafler “THE ASSOCIATION™) bias the powsr to recover the cost of repairing defacte in the projest.

RECITALS

A, Bignificant defects have been discovered In the individual unite st the High Moon At
Arlington Rassich townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lawsuit against DVR. Harton, in High Nooa Af A rlinete
Ranch Homeowne sociation v, tor. Eighth Judisial Disticr, Clark County Nevada, Cese No.
AS43616, D.R. Horton has DR, Horton has refused to repair the defec

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in #ts ruling sntitled D.R. Horton v. Eighth dodigiel Disteiet

SioMIt 215 P04 697 (Q009), held that a homeowners asroziation hes the tight o sue the builder for cla s
arising fron the individusl units if it can mest the requirements for cless action certifieation,

L. Although THE ASSCCIATION believes that it will be granied stending to prsus the claims
of the individual mit cwners wnder this analysis, it {5 not & certainty,

E. [WYHE ASBOCIATION Is determined by the Court ot i be allowed to sue the builder for
some defects, oy those HOMEOQWNERS who bave assigned their slaims o THE ASSOCIATION will

be able 1o share in the recavery,

F. HOMEOWNER ond THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION 1o bave fhe right
to assert the dividual claims that the HOMEOWNER hus against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other
zatily that contributed to the defective development, design, constraction, suppiy of matecials, or sale of
the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER s unit,

G. ¥ is undersiood that nothing in this Assignment shall be sonstried to obfigate THE
ASSCCIATIUNR, in sny way to urdertake or pry for any garticuler repairs to any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valusble consideration,

HOMEBECGWNER hereby assigns o THE ASSOCTATION alf of the claims and causes of action
that HOMEQWNER. possesses against DLR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractars,
subrontractors and material suppliers that participated in any wry in the detign, sonstruction or supply of
msaterials for construction of the towahome projest andfor HOMBOWNER'S unit, for defactive
canstruction. Such assigied claims and vauses of action expressly include, but are not limited o, all
elzims and causes of nction that zrise out of (1) The cantrast for sale of the subject proparty froms TR,
Horton, Ine., {2} Any express or implied warranties; {33 Any an gl common law cheims, tncleding but not
limited fo claims in negligence, fraud and equitable olaims! (4) Any snd afl claims relating 1o or artging
et of NRS Chapter 40, ef seq.; and {5) Any and ali elaims ralating to or arising out of Chapter }16, et

gad.

Detstt: &7 .,..f):‘f?;/f o Peint Neme(s) {7%[5;4’41’ ) WKA;HAEIFT f

Signature(s)

Unit Address é—%{«g’ .;}E}‘M f'l’\f;'?::?‘i'ﬁ /ﬂif’fi /o /
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTUON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACUTION

This Assignment (s made by the undersigned homeswnei(s} at High Noos At Arlington Ranch
("HOMBOWNER") in ordar to insure that the High Noon At Arlingten Ranch Homeownsrs Association
(hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™) has the power o recover the cogt of repairing defects in the protece

RECITALS

A. Gignificant defects have been discovered in the indfvidual units at the High Noor Az
Arkington Ranch rownhomes,

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lewsuit against DL.R. Horten, in High Noon At Arlineton

Ranch Homeowners Assuetation v. D.R. Horton, Eighth Judicisl District, Clerk County Nevada, Caze WNa,
A342016, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton hag mefused to repair the deficts,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling eotitled DR Horlon v, Eighth judicial Distriet

Court, 215 P.3d 697 (2009}, beld that = homeowners assaciation has the right 1o sue the builder for claims
arising from the individual wunits i it can meet the requirements for cless action cerification,

D). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to porsue the claims
of the individual unit owoers under this analysis, it i not 4 certainty,

E. If THE ASSOCIATION s determined by the Cowrt not to be allowed to sue the beitder for
some defents, only those HOMBOWNERS who have essigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will

bo able to share in the recovery.

F. HOMEQWNER and THE ASSDCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION fo hava the right
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other
entity that contributed to the dafective development, design, constraction, supply of materizis, or sale of
the townhome project andfor HOMEOWERs unit,

3. it is understoed that nothing in this Asrignroent shall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to sny individual unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in axchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby assipns to THE ASSQCIATION ali of the chaims and csuses of action
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contracions,
subcgniractors end materisl supplises that participated in any way in the design, construction or spply of
materials for construetion of the townhome project andfor HOMEQWNER'S unit, for defective
congtruction, Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly inelude, but are not limitad %o, all
claims and sanses of action that arise sut of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R.
Hortan, Ine., (2) Aay express or implied warrantias; (3) Any an all common law cltims, including but not
limited to claims in pegligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4} Any and al} claims relating to or arising
out o NRS Chapter 40, ef seq.; and (3) Any and al} claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et

seq.

i e
Dated: G4 MARLYW 2000 Print Namehl AEWETY, \fn}, 1%\&.
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSICGMMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmeny iz mmde by the undersigned homeownerls} af High Noon At Avlington Rench
{("HOMEOWHNER™) in order to inswure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
(beresfter “THE ASSOCIATICN™) has the power to recover the cost of repaining defects in the project.

RECTTALS

Ao Signtficant defects have been discaversd in the individual unis st the Hiph Noon At Arlington
Fanch townhomes,

E. THE ASSCGCIATION has brought a lawsuit sgainst DR, Hortos, in High Noon At Arlingion
Ranch Homeowners Asseciation v, D.R. Harion, Eighth Judisial Distmiet, Clak County Nevada, Case No,
AS42616. DR, Horton has DR, Horion has refused fo repair the defects,

C. The Nevads Bupreme Court, {n its ruling entitied DR, Horton v, Elghth Judicial District Court
215 P.34 657 (2069}, beld that  homeowners association has the right fo suc the builder for cluims arising
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification.

D. Arhougl THE ASSOCIATION beheves that it wil] be grapted standing 10 pursue the claims of
the individual unit owners woder this enalysis, 3 is not & certainty.

E. H'THE ASSOCIATION is delersmined by the Comrtnot to be ellowsed to gue the builder for some
defects, ouly these HOMEQWNERS who have assipoed their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
te share n ths recovary.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSCUIATION desire for THE ASSOCTATION 1o have the right fo
assert the mdividual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Hurton Inc., as well as any other entity
¢nat contributsd e ghe defective development, dnsign, canstruction, supply of materials, or sale of the
townliome prajest andéor HOMEUWER s unit

G. It is understeod thet nothing in this Assignment shall be comstrued to obli gale THE
ASBOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particuler repairs to any individual unit,

i

MOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable considerstion,

HOMEGWINER hereby assigns 10 THE ASSOCIATION #ii of the claims and canses of action that
HOMEOWNER  pgssesses against DR, Horton, Ine., and any and a}i of the designers, con traviars,
subooniractors and malerial suppliers thai participated in aoy way {n the design, construction or supply of
raterinle for constrogtion of the townhome project and/or HOMECOWNER'S unit, for defective construction.
Such assigned cleimg and causes of action expressly inclode, but are not Hnsited to, all cleéms and causes of
zotion that arise out of (1) The vontract for ssle of the subject property from D.R. Hortom, Inc., (2) Any
express or implied warranties; (3) Any &n all common law claims, Incloding but not limiled o elaims in
negiigence, fraud axd equitable cloime; (4} Any and ail claims relating to of arising out of NRS Ghapter 40,
et s2q.; and (5} Any and oll cleims relating to or arising out of Chapter 115, et seq.

. “w . 3
Dated: 5__: &gj a;}»s}EO Print Name{s) %‘:‘)‘L‘VE 2 M‘X‘"\F\Q}PQ’(} Ty,

. ; \ &
fu\ i %! ﬁ
Signature(s) VAl inmlﬂ_‘u&
i

: - ) .-
Unit Address___ p 0HO  Howtizom "’*J“*"ﬁ*é AUQ,__’%HQ}
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EHIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON BANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment iz mads by the undersigned homeowner(s) et High Moo Af Arlin glon Ranch
{("HOMEOWRER") in order to Insure that the High Noon At Askington Banch Homeowners Associztion
{hereafter “THE ASSOLIATION™) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in fhe predect,

RECITALSE
A. Sigpificant defects have been discovared in the individual unite 22 the High Moos At
Arfington Ranel rowshomes,

B. THE ASSOCLATION has brought s lawsuit againat D.R, Horon, & High Noon At Arlington
Ranch Homsowners Association v. DR, Horton, Eighth Jodicial District Clark County Nevade, Case No.

AS42616. DR, Horton has D.R. Horton has sefused to repair the defects.

C. The Nevads RBuprame Court, In fts ruling eatitled D.R. Horton v, Eishid Judicial District
Lourt, 215 P34 697 (2049), held that 2 homeowners sssociation has the right o sue the huildsr for claims
erising from the individual enifs If it can meet the requirements for cless sotion certification.

L. AMbough THE ARSOCIATION belinves that it will be granted staniding 1o purae the olaims
of e individnal wnit owners uader tais analysis, it is not 2 sertzinty,

B THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 1o be allowed fo sus the builder for
seme defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will

be able 1o share in the recovery,

F. HOMEGWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
to eszert the individuai claims thet the HOMEOWHNER has against DR, Horlon Int., as well ae any other
entity that contribated 1o the defective development, design, consizuction, supply of matevials, or sale of
the townbcme sroject sadéor HOMEQWERs unjt,

. It 19 understood thet nothing in this Assignmem shall be constrund to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for eay particafar repais to any individual ynit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchangs for valuable consideration,

. HOMEDWNER heraby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION afl of the olaims and causes of action
thet HOMEOWNER possesaes sgainst DR, Horton, Inc., and sny and ali of the desi gners, contractors,
subcontractors and material suppliors that partivigated in any way in the desien, castiriction or supply of
materials for construction of the fownhome project andlor HOMBOWNER'S unit, far defective
canstruction, Such assigned claims and causus of sction expressly include, but are nat imited to, all
claims and causes of sotion that arise out of (1) The conirart for sale of the subjsct propesdty fom DA
Horton, Ine,, (2} Any express or fmplied warranties; [3) Any an afl common faw claims, inclnding but not
Hmited to claims in negliyence, fraud snd equitable claims; {4) Any end all claims relating to or srising
otit of NRS Chapter 40, o seq.; and {3} Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chaptar 116, at

seq.

‘?}af*‘f*--mfég print Namets)____ (AT (/7 “TST

uxsarnar ruriemer

[

Unic address_B. 770 BORYBB hrip it i 4ot

0163



HIGH MOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CADSES OF ACTION

This Assigoment is made by the undersigned homsowner(s) et High Noon At Ariinglon Raneh
{HOMEOWNER™) in urder (o fasurs that the High Noan At Artington Ranch Homeowners Assccition
(hercafier "THE ASSOCIATIONT) fius the power 1o recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest,

RECITALS

A. Bignifinant defecis have been discovered in the indivicusl unils & the High Noan At
Aslingon Ranch townhomes,
B, THE ASBCCIATION has brought & lawauit against DR, Horfon, in High Mooy AL Arkingt o

Ranch Homeowners Association v, IR, Horton, Bighth Fudiedad District, Clark County Navada, Case Na.
AS42616. DR Horron has D.R. Harton has refused to repair the defacts,

C. The Navada Supreme Coud, In &2 ruling entitled DR, Morfon v, Eiphh Jydisial Distriet

fonu, 215 F.34 887 (2009), held thet 2 bomenwsszs xesocission has the right 1o sue the bujider for claims
arising from the individust units iT & can meet the mauirements for cless action certifiestinn

0. Although THE ABBOCIATION befieves that it will be pranted standing to pursue the claims
of the Individaal uit owners under thiv anslysis, it {s not & cortainty,

£, HTHE ABSOCIATION Is drterminad by fhe Court not {o be allowed i sue the builder for
soms defets, only these HOMEBOWNERS whe heve sssigned their ciaims to THE ASSOUIATION wil
he shie 1o share [n the recovery,

F. HOMEGWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCLATION o have the right
ta mssert the individual claims that the HOMBOWNER bas agaiost IR, Horton Ine., as well as any other
enlity that conribined 1o the defactive development, design, songiznction, supply of materials, or sale of
the twwnhome project snd/or HOMEQWER's unit

G. 1 is endersiood that nathing in this Assignment shall be construad 1o oidigats THE
ASSCCIATION, in ary way 1o undertake or pay for any parsioulur repatrs o any Individua) unf.

MOW, THEREFORE, and in exchaage fur vaiuable considaration,

HOMBOWHNER herelry sssigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action
thai HOMEOQWNER possesses apaimst DR Honew, Ine., and aay and alf of the designers, sonractars,
subcortractors and materinl suppliors tn particinated I soy wey s the desipn, sonstruction or supply of
materials for constnntion of the townliome pepjeet sndfor BOMECOWNER S wnit, for defontive
eanstroction. Suth zssigned clabms amd tonges of aniion expressly include, but ave not imited o, aif
clzims and causes of astion that arive out of {1) The coniract for sale of the subieet property from 3R
Hnrton, Inc., {2} Ay expross o impliad warraaries; (3) Any an al comenon daw claims, ncluding but not
limited w alads in negligenee, fravd and equinable clalms; (4] Any and all claims relafing to or arising
oot of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and aft chaima relating to or atising oot of Chagier 116, ¢f

"-'_.,—v""_"-h
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HIGH NOOX AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arfington Ranch
{"HOMECWNER"} in order fo insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homegwners Assosiation
{hereafter “THE ASSCCIATION®) has the prywer to recover the oost of repalring defects in the project.

RECITALS

A. Significant dsfects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At
Arilngion Ranch tnwahomes. ‘

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 2 lawsnit against DR, Hoston, in High Noen Af Arlineton
Ranch Homeownery Assoeletion v, DR, Hotton, Eighth fudisial District, Clark County Nevada, Cage No.
AS42616, D.R. Horton has PR, Horton has refused to repair the defacts,

{. The MNevada Supreme Court, in ite ruling entitied D.E. Morton v, Elehth Iudicial Distriey -
qurk, 215 P.3d 697 (2009}, haid thet » homeawners association bes the right to sue the builder for claims
ariging from the individust anits if i can meet the requirernents for class action certification.

D. Althowsgh THE ASSOCIATION balioves that It will be granted standing to pursus the clajms
of the individnal unit cwnars wnder this analysis, 1t is not a certainty.

E IFTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be alfewed to sug the builder for
sone defeets, only those HOMEQWNERE who have astigned their slabms to THE ASSOCIATION will

be ablz to share in the recavery,

F. HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCTIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
to assert the individusd claims that the HOMECWNER has ageinst R, Horton Int., 25 well a5 any other
eritity that coniributed fo the dafective developmant, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of
the townhoms project and/or BOMBOWER s unit,

Q. 1t iz understood that nothing in thin Assignsment shalf be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way 1o yodertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in cxshange for valuable consideration,

HOMEBOWNER hereby assigng to THE ASSOCIATION af) of the ¢laims and causes of action
that HOMEOWNER possessss against DR Hoston, Inc., and any and ail of the designers, sontractors,
subcontractors and material suppliers that parficipated in any way in the design, construction ot supply of
matesials for construction of the townhome prajest and/or HOMBOWNER'S unit, for dafantive
constraction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, bat are not limited o, all
claims and causes of notion that arise suf of (1) The contract for zale of the subjeot property from D.R.
Horton, inc, {2} Any sxprose or implied warranties; (3} Any an il common law claims, including but not
Hrmitzg 1o claims In negligence, fravd and equitzble claims; (43 Any and alf claims relating i or arizing
out of NRS Chapier 40, ot seq.; and {3} Any and &l claims relsting to or arising owt of Chapter 118, et

5,
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HIGH ROON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT OF CAURES OF ACTION

Thus Asgignmant s made by fhe nadersigaed homeowner(e) at High Noon At Arlington Raneh
(“HOMBOWNER"} in order w e that the Righ Noon At Arlingion Rasch Homoownsrs Sssoniation
{nzreafte: | THE ASSOCIATION") as the power to necover (he eost of repeiring defern in the project,

RECITALS

A. Significaut defects havs beon discovered in the tndividusl woita 2 the High Nowa At Arlington
Rarch tontshomes, '

B. THE aSSOCIATION bos brooght o lawsnlt against D.R. Horton, it Hirh Noen At Artineton
Reneh Humeows speizuan v, DR Hortyn, Righth Judisdel Disteior, Clark County Nevada, Cass Ma,

AS42615. DR Herlos bes DR, Horton hay refosed o rapatr the defiets,

C. The Nevads Suprawne Coust, in He rubing emitied D R, Houon v, Eighth Judizaal Distrint Cnurg,
2U3 P4 657 (2009}, heid that & bompoveness aszociation hes the tuht to sue the buildsr br olajms arising
from the {ndividael waits 3] it can meet the requitenents for class achion surtiSoation

D abhouph THE ASSQCLATEN baliever that i will be grnded stonding to piv sue the elaims of
the individus) unit owners wader this analyais, it is aof 2 conataty,

E. I THE ASSOCIATION iz delermingd by the Court 5ot 16 be silowsd 1o see the budlder far some
tefecss, anly these HOMBOWNERS who bave eseigred their clabms w0 THE ABSOCIATICN will be ahie

o shere in ihe roonvery,

F. FIOMEQWKER and THE ABSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION i have the right wy
assert the tndivigon] claims that the HOMEOWNER s against DLR. Horten Ine,, s well 14 ey other entity
that sonirftuied to the defective developmenn, desige, consiruetivn, supply of matesiats, or sale of the
towrhoms nruject mdfor HOMEOWER ¢ unit. '

G, M is mnderstond that nothing in this Agsignmant shall be construed to obligate THE
ASBOUIATION, fo 2oy wiy o vndartake or pAy for any particular repairs fo any individuel antt,

NOW, THEREFORE. and in exchange for valasble consideration,

HOMEBOWNFR hereby assigns o THE ASTOCIATION alf of the vlnims and couses of acting that
HOMEOWNHR  posscsees spainst DR Henton, Tue, ad eny end slb of the desipnars, soniraet s,
suhoosirsctors and material suppiiers thal pertioipated fn any way io the design, construe Bon oe sepply of
materials for consinetion of the towahome projest and/or HOMEOWNER *Sunast, fordefocr v constrasiion,
Such assigmed elaims and cavges of uction sxpressly imalude, but ave not Hatted to, 31 elsing wnd causes of
aoticn thay erise ont of (1} The cotrast for sale of the subject property Poxm DR Horton, inc., {2} Anv
exgress of Wiplied warranties; (3) Any an sl common lvw claims, incloding bul ool Harited to sladms in
nepligence, ftaud and ogultable clatme; {4} Any 204 2l elzhns nelaving 1o o agisd g ot oF YRS Chagter 40,
et saq.; and (5) Ary and all claling relating to or arising ow of Chapier 116, et seq. .

‘ilar.ssﬁ:"_%:“ E - {?:M Prin Rai’ﬁe{.;.) {"f%f "? ) ?{;-iﬁﬂ é\é’.'/m,. ‘Yﬂu’ b ?
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EORGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Asaig*}ment is made by the andersigned homeowner(s) at Migh Noon Af Arfingion Ranch
FHOMEQWRNER™ in order to insurs thet the High Noan At Ardington Ranch Homeswaers Associarion
{(hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™ hes the power to recovver the sost of repsiring defeels in the projest.

RECITALS

A. Significant defects hava been dzs&wgreﬁl in the individual units at the High Noon At
Arfington Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ABSOCIATION hes brought 2 Jawsnit against DR, Horton, in High Noon At Ariington

ggggbwﬁirmuﬁxs*&era Azsociation v. LR, Honon, Eighth Tudicial Distriet, Clark Coumty Nevads, Case No.

A542616. D.R. Horton hes D.R. Horton has refused (o repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling sotitled LR, Borton v, Eighih Sudicial District
Sepurt, 215 P34 697 (2009), held that 2 homeowners sgsociation has the right to sue the builder for claims
arizing from the individual units I it can mest the requirsmenty for elage action certificarion,

0. Although THE ASSQCIATION belizves that it wilf be granted standing to pursue the olaims
of the individual unit ownere under this anslysis, U is aot 2 serteinty.

E HTHE ASSOUIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed o sue the builder for
some defects, ouly those HOMECWNERS wiin have assigred their claims to THE ASSOCIATHON will
bz skle 10 ghare in the recovery.

F. HOMEOWNER sad THE ASSQCIATION desire for THE ASSOUCIATION t6 have the right
to assert the individual claims that the HOMECWNER has against D R. Horlon Ine., 43 well &5 any other
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, sepply of materals, or sals of
the iowrihome project sodfer HOMBOWER s unit.

G. 1t is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construsd 1o obiigate THE
ASEOQCIATION, o any way o undertake o7 pay for eny partcular repairs to any individual unit,

MOW, THEREFGRE, and in exchange for valuzble consideration,

HOMBDWNER hereby assigns to THE ABSOCIATION all of the cizims and causes of sction
that HOMEQWNER possesses agamst DR, Horton, Tre., and any and slf of the designers, conirastors,
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, censtruction or supply of
materials for construction of the fownhome project end/or HOMBOWNER'S yuis, for defactive
construction. Such susigned clabms and causes of sctinn expressly inslude, but are not Hmited o, sl
claiing and ceuses of sction that arise out of (1) The contrast for sale of the subject property from DLR,
Harton, Iac., (23 Any express or implied warranties: {3} Any an all commen law claims, imcluding but not
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equiteble claims; (4) Any and all claims relsting to or arising
out of NRS Chapter 40, ef seq.; and {S} Any and a]i claims relating to or arising ouwt of Chanter 116, o
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGHNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmznt is made by the undersigned homeswnex(s) rt High Noov At Arlmgion Ranch
(FHOMEOWNER”) in order to ingure that the High Noon At Arlington Rench Homeowners Aaspciation
(heresfier “THE ASSQCLATION™) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defests in the project.

RECITALE

A. Significant defects have been discoverad in the indivicusl units at the High Nodn A1 Arlington
Ranch townlomes.

B. THE ASBOCIATION has brought & lawsuit against DR, Horion, iv High Npos At Arlington
Reneh Homeowhers Aszocfapon v, DR, Horon, Bighth Tudicial Distrist, Clark County Nevada, Case No,

AS542616. DR Horton hes D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defscts,

€. The Mevada Supreme Court, in ite ruling entitled DR, Horton v. Bighth Jodicial District Court,
215 P34 697 {2009, held that a hameowners association has the right 1o sue the builder for claims arising
from the individudl units if' it can meet the requirements {or clsss action ceriification.

B Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will b grasded staoding to pursue the ciaims of
the individual unit opmers under this analysis, it {5 not & certainty.

E. 1 THE ASSOCIATION is determined By the Cowrtnot to be ailowed to sue the builder for some
defets, only these HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims fo THE ASSOCIATION will be abie
to share {n the recovery.

F. BOMBOWNER and THE ASSOCTATION desire for THE ASSOCTATION (o have the ghite
assert (he individuel claims that the HOMEQWNER has against DR, Horton Inc., 25 well a3 sny other sniity
that contribeted o fhe defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or als of the
townhone projset and/or HOMEQWER’s unit.

G. It is enderstood fhat nothing in this Assigroent shall be consireed tn ubligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in sy way to underizke or pay for any particular repaire to any individual i,

i
NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuahle consideration,

HOMEQWNER hereby sasigns to THE ASSOCIATION el of e claims and cavses of action that
HOMBOWNER. possesses against DR. Horlon, Ine., and any and o of the designers, contractors,
subconixactors and material suppliers that partisipated in aoy way in the design, canstriction or suppy of
matenals for construgtinon of the townhome projest and/or HOMBOWNER’ S unit, for defective construction,
Suck assigned claimg and canses of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and sauses of
zetion that arise out of (1) The sontmact for sale of the subject property from DR Horior, Inc., (2} Any
express or implied warranties; (2} Any an all common law olsims, ineloding but not Hmited to olaims in
negligence, fizud and equitable clatms; (4) Any and 8!l claims reluting 1o or ari sing out of WRS Chapier 40,
et seq.; and (53 Any and el elaims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq.

Dated: £330 105 Print Name(s}§ Lw;g é . S,LLW 2 ;/ Prireio ¢ ane g

oy,

N

ﬂ ; Qg”:/ﬂ by i ey e |
Signrsturels) {%—Jfami_@ ~"*j ’l‘-f?‘g f!/ o w:—‘ti J@&f/

g C e - S ey .
Unit Address 5 748 7o Koo Auz ! 23, LaaNueas W, RAI7R
; NEEns

'-‘-‘ Teienhione # £7 i 1{3 S28 - L{é}‘i{

ot ¥

070



RICH NODN AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignmen! iz rade by the undersigned bamneownerfs) at High Noon A Arlington Raneh
CHOMEOWNER") i ordar to {nsurs thes the High Noon Al Arlington Ranch Homsuwhare Azsoaintion
(hereafier "THE AZSOCIATION®) has the power to recover fhe sost of repairing defeots is the proioor,

RECITALS

&, Significant defunts heve been discovaced in the sndfvisual units st the High Noon At
Artingios Ranch tourthores,

B. THE ASSOCIATION bas brought a Tewsuil against ILR. Horton, in High Mooy At Ardingtan
Rancl Homsowners Association v, DR, Harton, Bighth Judicial Diistrist, Clark County Nevads, Case Mo,
AS542618, D.R, Hortan has DLR. Horion hes rafused ia repair the defacts.

C. The Mevade Supreme Court, in #s refing entitied [ R. Horten v, Eiabth Indieist Distria

CouLT 215 PL3d 63T (2009}, held that 8 homeownars assccittion has the ight to sue the builder for cluims
arising from the ingividus! unite iFi can meet the requirsrents for class extion verification,

. Although THE ABSOCIATION believes thet it will be wenlsd standing to pumue the claims
of the Individusl unil owners under this analysis, # is nat 2 cartainty.

E. HTHE ASEGCIATION is detrrmined by the Court not fo bz aljowad o sue the buildes for
seme defectr, anly those HOMEOWNERS whe have sgsigned their sfaims to THE ASSOCIATION will

be able o share in the reonvery,

¥. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSCCLA TION deaire for THE ABSOCIATION to huve the right
ta assert the individea! claims that vhe HOMEOWNER has againgt IR, Horan nc., a5 wel a3 any sihey
enttity that contribuled to tha defbative development, design, constreetion, supply of maigrials, or sale of
the townkome project andlor HOMEOWER's unit

G. it is upderstood that nothing in this Assignment shall ba constried to obiigate THE
ASSOCLATION, in any way to undertake or pay for eny parviouler repairs 1o any individual und,

MNOW, THEREFORE, and is exchenge for valuable coseideration,

HOMEOWNER hereby oysigng to THE ASSOCIATION afi of the olaims and pauses of action
that HOMEOWNER posseses against LR, Horton, Inc., and sy and ali of the designers, contractors,
subeontiactans and materini suppliers that participaied in any way in the design, construction or supply of -
materials for consiruction of the townhome project andfor HOMEOWRER'S unit, for defborive
eonstruztitn, Sech assigned claims and causes of sciion exprassly inclhide, but ere not Mrsled 1o, sl
winims nad couses of aetion that srise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject praperty from DLRL
Horton, fue., (23 Any express or implied warenties; (3) Any sn 2ii common law claims, incloding but not
timited 1o clulmng in neglipenee, frand and equitable claims; {4} Any and al! claims relabing to or arizing
ot of NRS Chapter 40, et veq.; and {53 Any and ail elaimg relating to or erisig out of Chapter {15, of
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HIGH NGON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment {5 made by the undersigned homeowner(s) af High Noon At Arfington Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER”) in order to Insure thar the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assooiation
{herezfter “THE ASSOCIATIONT™) hias the power lo recover the cost of repairing defects in the prajsct.

RECITALS

A. Bignificant defocts have been discoversd in the individual units at the High Noon At
Srlington Raoch wwihomes,

B THE ASSOCIATION has brf;ﬁgm a lewsui agatns DR Hoerton, in High Noon 8¢ Arlinglon

Rapeh Bumeowners Assosistion v, DR, Horton, Siehth Judiclsl Diswict, Clark County Nevads, Case No.
A342616. D.R. Hoston has LR, Horton has refused te repair the defects.

L. The Nevads Buprerae Coort, in ity ruling erditled DR, Horton v, Eigbth Judicial District

Court, 215 P34 697 (2009), held that a bomeownars association has the right to sue the builder for claims
ariging from the individusl unite if it can meet the requirements for class action centification.

D, Alihough THE ASSOCIATION believes thet i will be granted standing o purese the olaims
of the individual uni ovwners under this analyais, it i not 4 cerainty.

E IFTHE ASSGCIATION §s determined by the Court niot to be allowed to sue the buildsr for
some defests, only thuse HOMEQWNERS who have assigned thelr claims to THE ASSOCIATION will

be able io share in the resovery.

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
te assert the individual claime that the HOMEOWNER has azamst D.R. Horton Ine., as well as gy ofher
eufity that contribured to the defective developroent, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of
the townhome priject andfor BOMEBOWER s unit,

. It is understood that nothing i this Assignment shall be canstrued to abligats THE
ABSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any parsicular repairs to any individual unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEGWNER hereby assipng to THE ASSOCIATION alf of the claims and causes of action
thet HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R, Horion, Ine., and any and all of the desizners, contractors,
subtontractons and materisf suppliers that participsted in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for construetion of the townhome project and/or HOMEBOWMER'S unlt, for defsctive
construction. Such assigned slaims and censes of actfon expressly include, but are not limited to, all
claims and causes of action that arize out of (1} The contract for sale of the sabject property from .12,
Horstor, Ine, (2} Any express of impliad warranties; £3) Any an all common faw claims, inciuding buf not
limited to 2lnims in negligence, faud sod aquiteble olatms; (4) Any and sl elaims relating (o or arising
out of NRS Chapter 44, et seq; and (3) Any and af] elafos relating to or arising out oF Chapter 116, et

seq.
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigament is msde by the undersipned homeowner!s} at High Noon Al Arlington Ranch
(“ROMEGWNER"} in order to insure that the High Noon Al Arlington Raneh Homeowners Asgocistion
(heresfier “THE ASSOCIATION"] has the powsr {o recaver the oost of repairing defecs in the project.

RECITALR

A Significant defents have been discovered in the individuel units 2t the High Neon At Arlinpten
Ranch ownbomes,

8. THE ASSOCIATION has brought 5 Jawsuit against DR, Hoston, in High Moon At Arlington
apeh Homsowners Associstion v, DR, Horten, Fipith Judicial District, Clack County Nevada, Case Ne.

AS42616. D.R. Horton hes 1R, Hovton has refised 1o repair the defects.

U, The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entiled D.R. Horlan v, Eighth Judiciel Distriot Court,
215 P.3d 897 (264%), held that 2 homeowners association has the right to see the bulider for vlnims arising
from the individual units if it can mest e requirements for class acion certification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION belipves that it will be granted standing o pursuc the olaims of
the individual unit owners under this analysis, i is not 3 cortaingy.

£ IITHE ASSO{.‘:I},TI{}N 36 dettrmined by the Cowrt not to be allowed 1o sue the hullder for s4rne
dedects, only those HOMEOWNERS who bave assigned thelr cluime (o THE ABSOCIATION will be able
to shave in the recavery.

F. BOMEOWHNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right io
assert the individuz! clabms tha the FOMEQWNER haz against D.R. Horton Inc., as well a5 sy other gty
thet contribuded to ghe defective develo pusent,-design, sonstrction, supply of miaterials, or wale of the
mwnhome prajest epd/er HOMEOWER'S unit, .

i 't
G, It is understood that nothing in this Aszignment shall be constiued 30 obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any pasticular repairs to any ndividual unit,

NOW, TI—IE%.:{EFGRE, and in exchange for valusble consideration,

HOMEOWNER heveay assigns to THE ASSOCTIATION all of the chairs and cuuses of action that
HOMBOWNER ppssesses sgainst DR, Horton, Ine., and any and all of the designers, soniTactons,
subconiractors and material suppliers that perticipated in iny way in dis design, sonstruetion or supply of
materizls for construgtion efthe lowshome prajestand/or HOMECGWNER'S unit, for defactive sonstruction.
Such assigned claimg and causes of action expresely include, but are not limited 1o, all elaims and causes of
astion that arise out of (1) The vontract for sale of the subject prapesty from D.R. Harton, Tne., {2) Any
exprest of impiied warranties; (3) Any an 2! common jaw ciaims, inciuding but not limited o clafiins in
negligence, fruud and equitable claims; (43 Any and all eluims relating to or arising ot of NRS Chapter 40,
etseq.; and (3} Any gnd all cluims relating fo or arf.s-iz}g out of Chapter 116, et seq,
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RIGH HOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment i made by the undessigned homeownen(s) i High Noon At Axlington Hanch
{THOMEOWNER™) in order to Insure that the High Noon At Arlingion Ranch Homeowners Association
{hervafier "THE ASSOCTATION") has the power to resover the cost of repairing defecls i the prujest,

RECITALS

A. Significant defects have been discovered ip the individus] units at the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ABSCCIATION has brought a fawsait ageinst D.R. Horior, in High Moon A
FETIED ers Association v L3R, Hortox Eighﬂl Judicial Dristrict, Clak {oumty Nevada,

; AL | 3 2
A542616. D.R, Horton has D.R, Horton has refused 1 repair the defects,

©. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruting entitled D.R. Hortos v, Eighth Judic
215 P.3d 687 (2009), held that 2 homeowners association has the right 1o sue the builder
from the individual units il i cen mest the requirements for class action cenification,

LAk .l.lf ALELY
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for claims arising

D. Although THE ABSOCIATION beleves that it will be pranted standing to pursue the claims of
the tndividual unit owners under this acalysls, It it not a cenainty.

E. ITHE ASSQCIATION is determined by the Court not to be aliowed to sue ths builder for some
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS whe have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be abie

to share in the recovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSGCIATION w have the right 1o
assert the individuat claims thet the HOMEBO WNER has rgainst D.R. Horton Inc., as well 2s any other entity
that conttibuted to the defective development, design, constmiction, supply of materiale, or sale of the
townhome project andfor HOMEOWER"s unit.

G. It i understond Ulal nothing in this Assigmment shail be construed to obligste THE
ASSOUCIATION, {n any way 1o undertake oF pay for any partioular repsirs wo any individual unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, and in euchange for valuable consideration,
HOMEOWNER berchy assigns to THE ASSOCTATION sif of the claims and eouses of action that

ROMEGWNER  possesies againgt D& Horon, Ine., snd any and all of the designers, conttaciors, .

subcontractors snd material suppliers that participated in any way i the design, sonstruction or supply of
materials for construction of the townhame projest and/or HOMEDWNER S unit, for defective construction,
Such assigned cluims and causes of sction expressly include, but are not limited to, 8il cisims uod crises of
action that arise out of {1 The contract for sale of the subjest property from D.R. Horton, inc.. (2 Any
express or implied warrenties; (3) Any an aif common law claims, ineluding but not limited 1o claims in
nsgligence, frand and equitable cluims; (4) Any and &l claims relating to or atising out of NRS Chapier 40,
el seq.; and {5) Any and all claims elating 10 or arising ot of Chapter 116, st seq.

o " - v . f
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HiGH NOON AT ARLINGTON BANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF AlTION

This Assipnment i msde by the undersigned homeownerfs) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon Af Arlington Kaoch Homeowners Associztion
(bereaftar "THE ASSOCIATION"] hag the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the praject,

RECITALS
A Significant defects have heen dissovered in the individual units 2t the High Noon At Aclingion
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSQCIATION has brought 2 lewswit sgmnst DR, Horion, in Hish Noon At Arlingtor
Ranch Bameowners Assaciation v DR, Horton, Eighth Judivial Distriet, Clurk County Nevada, Case Mo,
A543616. DR Horton has DR, Horton has refused to repair the defects,

. The Nevads Supreme Cowt, In s ruling entitled 1 R, Horton v, Fighth Tudicial Disrrict Court
215 P34 687 (2009}, held that 3 bomeowners association has the right fo sue the builder for claims arising
from the individual unifs if #t oan meet the requirements for olass action certification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION bafisves that it will be granted standing i pursue the claims of
the individual unit owmers under this analysie, it js naf 2 ceriainty.

B UTHE AQSOCIATI{}N iz determined by the Courtnat 6 be allowed to sue the builter for some
defects, ondy those HOMEQOWNERS who bave agsigned ihedr claims to THE ASSQCIATION will ke able
to shate in the recovery.

E. HOMEQWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION 1o have the ri zht to
assertihe individual elaims that the HOMBOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well 2s any other entity
that coneibuted to the defective development, design, construction, supoly of materiais, or sale of the
townhoms project and/or HOMEOQWER's unit,

G. It is understood that nothing in this Asgignment shall be construed fo obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, i goy way to undertake or pay for any partieular repairs to any individual unit,

:,
NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMEGWNER. hereby assigns to THE ASSQCIATION alt of the claims and causes of action hat
HOMEBOWHNER  possesses againgt DR Horon, Ine, and any and all of the designers, contractoss,
subcontractors and meterial suppliers that partivipated in any way in the design, constraction o supply of
materials for consirugtion of the towrhome projectandfor HOMBOWNER®S unit, for defective constructon,
Such sesigned cleims and causes of action expressly fpchude, bod are not limited to, 2} claims and nsuses of
action that arise out of {1} The centract for sals of the subject property from D.R. Herlon, ine, {2) Any
express or implied warmsnties; {3) Ay mn all common law claims, including but not Bralted to claims in
neghgence, fraud and equitable clates; (4) Any end all claims relating o or arising out of NRS Chapster 40,
et seq; and {3} Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, stseg,
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HIGH ROON AT ARLINGTON RaNCH
ASSIGNMERT OF CAUSES OF AUTION

This Assipnment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) st Migh Noon At Arlington Ranck
(“HOMECOWNER"} in order to inzore that the High Nooan At Arfingron Rapsh Fomeowners Association
{hergafter “THE ASBOCIATION™) bas the power to resover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECTYALS
A. Significant defects have heen discavered in the ndividual units at the High Noon Al Arlington
Ranch townhomzes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brovght a lawseit against D.R. Horton, in Hish Noon At Arlineton
Raoch Homeowners Associndon v, DR, Horgon, Bighth Judicial Distrct, Clark County Nevada, Case No.
AS42616, DR Horton has D.R. Horton hay refised to repaie the defocts,

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitfed DR, Horton v, Fiehth Fadicinl Dis
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowsers associztion has the right 1o sue the bullder for claims arising
from the individual unity if if can mest the requirements for class action rertification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION belivves that it will be granted standing to pursne the claims of
the individual ynit ownors under this analysis, it is pot 2 certainty.

E, HTHE ABBOCIATION ix determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some
defects, ouly those HOMBOWNERS who have sssigaesd their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be 2ble
1o share in the recovery.

k. BOMECWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right io
assert the mdividual claims that the HOMEOWNER has egeinst D.R. Hortom Inc., as well 23 avy other enfity
that contrivuted to the defective development, design, cosstruction, supply of maierials, or sale of the
townhome project and/lor HOMEBOWER s uxnit,

G. It is uaderstood the! sothing in this Assignment shall be censimed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, In any way fo undertake o1 pay for any pasticular repalrs to asy iadividua) wit,

NOW, THEREFORE, aad in exchange for vahiehie considerntion,

HOMEBEQWNER hereby assiges to THE ASSOCIATION sl of the cleims and czvses of action that
HOMEOWNER  possesses againgt ILR. Horten, ¥nc., and aoy and all of e desiyners, contrecioss,
subrontractors and materal suppliers that participsied in any wey in the design, construction or supply of
materials for consiruction of the townhome profect and/or HOMEBQWNER'S unki, for defective construstion.
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and cauger of
action that arise oul of (1 The contract for sale of the subject property from DK, Honton, Ine., £2) Any
express or implied warranties: {1} Any av all commen law clalms, inchuding but not limdited o cladms in
negligence, fraud and eguitebiv clatms; (4} Any and sil elaims relating to or arising out of KRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (5) Any and alf claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, 21 seq.
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HICH NOOGN AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSEENMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

Thiz Asstgnment 13 raade by fae uadersigned homeowner(s) of High Noos At 4 ingion fanch
{"HOMEOWMER™) i order to inswre that the High Noon At Arlinglon Ranch Homenwners & $soziation
(hareatier “THE ASSOCIATION®) has the pawer to reeever the cost of repaiving deforty in the projeat,

RECITALS
A. Significant deficts have boen disooverad in the individus] units st the Bigh Noon At
Ariingion Ranch townhomay,

B, THE ASSOCLATICN bus brought & lawsult against DLR. Horton, in Hich Neoo AL Arkineion

Ranch Homeowsers Agsociation v, DR, Honen, Eighth Fudicial Distrier, Olark County Mevads, Cees Na,
AZM2E16. DR Homon has DR Hortan hes refised to repait the defscs.

C. The Nevede Supreme Courl, In its ruling covided DR, Horfon v, Elebtl) Jodietsl Districs
Coust, 215 P.3d 887 {2009), held that » homepwnears sszocistion has the fzhl 1o sus the buiider for elafins
arlsing from ihe individunl units f it can meet the requirerents Tor class activn cenification.

B Although THE ASSOCTATION befieves that it will be granted standing % pursee the olaims
of the individual umit owoers under this analysis, # is not » sermaingy,

B 3THE ASSOUTIATION iz determined by the Conrt not 1o be afloveed ta soe the bailder for
sarae defeots, only thase HOMEOWNERS whe bove assipned their claims to THE ARSOCIATION will

b abla 1o shace in the revovery,

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASEOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right

1o gssert the individual elaims that the MOMEDWHER has seainst DR, Horton Inc., as well as any cthar
entity that contribuied 1o the defective development, dasign, construction, supply of maizrisle, ar sale of

the townkome projec! endior HOMEOWER's vuit,

G. It is understood that nehing in this Axsignment shail be construed to obiigats THE
ASEOCIATION, in any wey 1o undertake o pay for any particulac repairs o eny individeal oyt

NOW, THEREFQRE, and In exchange for valuabiz consideration,

HOMEOWNRER hereby assizns i THE ASSOCIATION all of the clizims and causes of actian
hat HOMEOWNER possesses againsi DLE. Honon, Ine., and any and all of the designars, contractars,
subeontraciors and materinl supplices that periicipated in any way in the design, sonstrietion or supply of
materials for onsiruction of the townhome project andéor HOMEGWNER'S unit, for defective
congtruction. Such sasigned <laims and caeses of action expressly inelude, Hut wre not Bmitegd to, 2l
cleims ard mauges of metion that arise cut of {17 The contract for sale of the subject property frem DR
Moo, Ine,, () Any express or imphied warrandes; {3} Any un all conriman bw oleims, including but nat
firaited o nlaims in negligence, fraud and squitable olalms; (1) Any and ulf claims refating o or artsing

out of RS Chepter 40, = sary; and (5) Any and 811 claims relafing to or arisSng oul of Chapter 116, 2t

R4,

. L T

Dinted: _’%fﬁm Priry Name{s) w/gé/,éﬁé &f&,ﬁm
Sipnature(s), [ Ladd (e, ;

Unit Address ?}f{ffﬁf?;’;é’fﬁf ge’f{?
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HIGE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSYGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigmment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch
{"HOMBGOWNER™) 1n order to insure that the High Noon At Arbngton Ranch Homeowmers Association
(hereafter “THE ASSGCIATION") has the power to Tecover the cost of repairing defects in the project,

RECTTALS

A. Signifieant defects bave been diseovered in the individual units at the High Nooa At Ariington
Ranch townhomes.

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsult agsinst DR Horton, in High Woeon At Arkingion
Ranch Homeowners Association v. DR, Horton, Eighth Tudicial District, Clask County Mevada, Case No.
AS42616. DR Horton bas DB, Horton hag refused lo repair the defonts,

. The Nevada Bupremes Court, in its ruling entitied IR Horlon v. Bighth Judinial Bistrict Court.
215 P34 697 (2009), held that 2 homeowners association has the 1ight to sue the bullder for clains arisis i
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action cerfification,

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursve the claims of
ihe individual unit swners under this anslysiy, itisnot 2 serinty,

E. IfTHE ASSOCIATION js determined by the Court ot to be allowed to zue the boilder for some
defects, only those HOMEGWINERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able
ta share in the recovery, ’

¥, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSQCIATION to have the right to
assert the individual cluims that the HOMEBEOWNER hagsa painst DR, Horfon Inc., 55 well as any ether entity
that contributed 1o the defective development, design, construction, supply of materizls, or sale of the
towmhome project andlor FOMEOWER s unit,

G. It is wnderstood that nothing in this Assipnment ghall be construed to obligate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way fo underiake or pay for any pariieular repsins o any individus! unit,

NOW, THEREFORE, and in cxchange for valusble consideration,

HOMBOWNER herehy assigas to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of zetion that
HOMEQOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Inc., angd any and all of the designers, oontractors,
subconiractors and material suppliers thet participated in any way in the design, construstion or supply of
toberiats for construction of the townhome project andfor HOMEOWNER'S vait, for defective construciion,
Such sseipoed claims and causes of getion expressly include, but are not Yimited to, 2l claims and causes of
action that arise out of (1) The cortmct for sale of the subject property from LR, Horton, Inc., (2) Any
exprese oF implied wansnties; (3) Any an sl common law claias, incheding but not limited to claims ic
neghgenoe, fraud and squitable claime; (4) &ny and ail olajms relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40,
et yeq,; and (3) Any and all claims relating o er arising out of Chapter 116, ef seq. .

Dated: Q&;fﬁ?/ﬁf?f O PriotNenel) RTIET TRAVELING BRECTE Tworicr
ZIVORAD NIROLIL « PRy reg
Signature(s) : A //: ik

Unit Address 8 798 7pavrsime REEERe AVE # &%
Telephone # GO}~ &5 20w fo bt &7
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HIGH ROON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASBIGNMENT (F CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigument is mads by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arliegton Ranch
("HOMBCWNER”) in order 1o ingure dat the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homesowners SAssociation
{hoveafier “THE ASSOCLATION™) has the powsr 10 recover the cost of repairing defects in the project.

RECITALS

A, Sigeificaut defeets have been discovered in the ndividual units o the High Hoon At Arlington
Ranch trwrhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought a lewssit against DR, Horton, in Hish Noop At Ariington

Raneh Homeowners Association v, DR, Horton, B ghth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Nevads, Case No.
AG42516. I1R, Horon has LR, Horton has refused 1o repair the defecs.
C. The Nevada Suprame Coux, ie its raling entitied DR ) v, Elghth Judisis] Distrier Court,

213 P.3d 897 (2009), heid that z homeowners assoeiztion has the rigght to aue the builder for claima #rising
from the {ndividua! units if it can meet the requirements for slass sction certification,

D, Althougk THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of
the individus! wnit owpers wnder this analysis, it is pot a certainty,

E. HTHE ASSOCIATION s determined by the Court not 16 be allowed 1o sue the builder for some
defects, onby those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their elaims o THE ASSOUTATION will ba abls
ta shars in the recovery,

F. BOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desive for THE ASSOCIATION (o heve the right ty
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has againgt DR, Horton Inc., as well a5 any other aatity
that contrituated to the defective development, design, construetion, supply of materials, or zale of the
ovmboroe project and/or HOMEBOWER s unit,

G It is understood that sothing in this Assignment shall be construed io chligate THE
ABSOCIATION, in any way ‘o undertabie or pay for any particuiar repairs (o any individea) uni,

MNOW, THEREFORE, 304 in exchangs for vaiuable consideration,

HOMBCOWNRER hereby assigas to THE ASSCCIATION all of the claims and canses of action that
HOMEOWNER  posssasses against D.R. Horton, Toc, and any and all of the designers, contractors,
subcontraciors and maderial suppliers that participated in =ny way in the design, construction or supply of
misterials for constroetion of the townhome project and/or HOMBOWNER 'S umit, for defective coustrustiog,
Such assigned vlaims and causes of action expressly ineluds, but are not Bmited to, ali claims and causes of
setioy that arise out of {1} The contrast for sale of the subjeet property from D.R. Horton, In¢., (2) Any
express or implied warrantizs; (3} Any 2n all commoen law claime, inciuding but not Umited o claims In
aegligence, frand and equitsble claims; {4) Any and ol claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapier 40,
et seq; and (3} Any end alf claies relating 1o or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq.

Pated: €3 :’Q?» ;520,!’ £ Priat Name(s) “75:’”1»!“") g é/f;‘é‘ ¢ OX,
T B
Signatire(s) Aﬁ%ﬂ?ﬂ g Z/jfﬁiﬁvﬂ;{i

Unit Address &7 70 T Noond AU )17 %ny
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Asségnmcrsf: ig made by the undersignsd homsowner(s) wt High Noon At Arlington Ranch
(“HOMEQWNER®) in oeder to insire that the High Noon At Artington Ranch Roreswners Assoclation
{hereafier “THE ASBOCIATION®) has the power o recover the cost of repairing defents n the profect,

RECITALS

A, Zignificant defects have beon discoversd in the individusl units a8 the Bigh Noos At
Avlington Ranch tewnhomes.
B, THE ABSOCIATION bhas iamugh; a lawsuit against DR, Hooon, in High Noon AL Adngion

Ranch Homieownsre Association v, DR Hovtor, Bighth Tudisiad District, Clark County Wavads, Cage Mo,
AL42614. DR, Honen ke DR, Horton has reBpzd fo rapair the defests,

€. The Wevnds Suprame Cotwrf, B its raling eatitled DR ary v, Elrheh Indicial
Court, 215 P3d 697 (2005), held that & homsowners gesociation has the right o sue the builder for clainss
arising from the individual wiits if it cas mect the 1eguirements for oless action certiffestion

0. Atthowgh THE ASSOCEIATION belinves that it will be prented stunding to pursue the claims
of the tadividual usit owners under this analysis, it is not 2 certainmy

E, i THE ASROCIATION i determined by the Court net to be slfowed to sue the bullder for
some defecis, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned thaly olzimg to THE ASSOCIATION will

b abls te sharn in the rocovery,

F. HOMEQWNER sud THE ASSOCIATION degice for THE ASSOCIATION to have the righy
to axanrt the individual siaims that the HOMEOGWNER has againgt DR, Horlen Inc, ae well m aoy other
antiry that coniributed to ths defeative developmeny, design, sonstruction, supply of matecisls, or sale of
the wwwnhomae projeet andfor HOMEOWER s uniz.

3. 1t is understond that aothing is this Assigrinent shell bs construed to oblipsis THE
ASSXTATHON, in any way o underlake or pay Tor any perticular repairs 1o any individual unit,

MOW, THEREFORE, and In exchange for valushle consideration,

HOMEGWNER horeby assigns 0 THE ASSOCIATION alj of the olaims and esuses of sztion
that HOMBEQWNER possesses «g&iust 0LR. Hones, Inc., and ey nnt #if of the dzsigners, roniractors,
subcontrasiors and matariad sueplicrs thai pmicapuied in any way in the design, constricilon or snpply of
rraterialy for construetion of the townhome profect andior HGM}:{}\WQER‘S‘ unit, for defoctive
construction, Such assigned claims and cavses of action expressty include, byt are nod Hmited 1o, 2B
claims snd anuses of acfion that arise out of {17 The sontract for sale of the subject property from DLR.
Horwn, Inc., {2} Any express or implled warragtize: (3 Ay an sl tommon law claine, eleding bt not
B nnfed 1o cisims in neghipence, fraud and equituble cleims; (4} Any and il clsims relating io or seising

sut of MRS Chapser 40, et zeq. and (3) Any and all clals rafating to or srising out of Chapter 116, ot

soq.
L}ﬁeﬁ'j!’g ot f’ﬁ /03 print Wante(s} Mﬁﬁw Af wf vﬁ’*‘?"%ﬁ

Signanwe{s) be/ ;ﬁ‘ Lzl{('ﬁf’f

Unit Aodress 8;7/; /jﬁ{“éﬂw JL%,H f/{‘" &:“ﬁ /
Jdo Vs, mots $9
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RAKCH
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assigmment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noou At Arlinplon Ranch
CHOMZOWNER") fn arder 1o nsure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
{(hereafier “THE ASSBOCIATION™) hias the power 10 recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest.

RECITALS

A Significant defects bave been discoversd in the individual vnits ot the High Noon At Arlington
Ranch townhomes,

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought & lawsuit against DR, Harton, in Iiich Neopn At Artinammy

Ranch Homeowne, igtionv, torton, Eighth Judicial District, Clack Covwnty Nevada, Case New

AS42616. DR, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects.

C. The Nevada Supreme Cowrt, in its ruling entitled DL Horton v, Biehth fudicial District Court,
215 P.34 657 (2005), held that s homeowners essoeiation has the right to sue the builder for claims arising
from the lndividual units i it can moet the requirements for 2lass action centification.

2. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will b granted starding {6 pursve the clgimy of
the indivicual wait owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty.

E. WTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Covrt not 1o e allowed o sus the buildar for some
defeots, oaly those HOMBCOWNERS who have sssigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be ahie

1o share in the recovery,

F. BHOMEOWNER and THE ABSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to
assert the individual slaims that the BEOMEQOWNER has againg DR, Horton Inc., 25 well as any other antity
that contributed to the defective development, desien, construction, sepphy of materials, or sale of the
townhoms project and/or BOMECQWER s unit.

Gt 35 understood that sothisg in this Assigmment shall be conshrued to chiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to underiake or pay for any partisular repairs to argy individual unit.

NOW, THEREFORE, 20d in exchange for valuable consideration,

HOMBEOWNER hereby sssigas to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims 2nd canses of action St
HOMEBOWNER  possesses against DR, Horton, Toe., and aoy and alf of the designers, contractors,
subcontmactors and material suppliers that participated o apy way in the design, construction or supnly of
meierials for construction of the townhomes project and/or BOMEOWNERS unit, for defective constritction,
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressiy include, but ave not Fmited to, all claims and causes of
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Hortow, Ine., (2} &uy
express or inplisd werrenties; (3) Any an 2lf commos law clzims, including bui not imited to claims i
negligence, frand and equitable elaims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising ont of NRS Chapter 40,
et seq.; and (3} Any aod ail claims relating lo or arising out of Chapter 114, et seq.

Dated; (7 -~ ‘?‘* V7 Print Namsds) fw\ ,Q-(QP/ 4;__ Casi b 5o
Signature(s) %\E’L’A’Aﬁff‘" {7\49 ?,-L) . v&ﬁwﬂ_wx

Unit Address Y4 7.9 Tomon, Viowm feonp - j27F
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
ABSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION

This Assignment is mads Iy the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Ardingion Ranch
("HOMEOWNER™) in order fo insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homsowners Assogiation
{hereafier “THE ASSOCIATION™) hay the power fo recover the cost of repairing defects in the projest,

RECITALS

A, Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At
Ariington Ranch townhomes.

B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought & lawntit against IR, Horton, in High Noasn At Atlington

Ranch Homeowners Assosiation ». B.R. Horton, Eightk Tadicial Dhstriet, Clark County Nevada, Caze Ne Mo,

A342616. LR, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects,

C. The Nevadz Supreme Cotrt, in its ruling entitled DR, Hortoo v, Eighth Judicial Distriet
ot 215 PL3d 697 (200%9), held that 3 homeowners association has the right fo sus the builder for claims
arising from the individual unitz if 1t can mee! the remrirements fur olass action certification.

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that # will be granted standing fo pursue the claims
of the individual unft pwners under this analysis, it is notl & certainty.

E. W THE ASSOCIATION 5 determined by the Court act to be allowsd (o sus the builder for
some defects, only those HOMECQWNERS whe have assigned their claims 1o THE ASSOCIATION will

be zble to share in the recovery,

F. HOMECOWNER and THE ASBOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right
to assert the individual slaims that the BOMEQWNER haz against DR, Horton Inc., a5 well ag anty other
entity that contributed to the dafective development, design, construstion, supply of materials, or sale of
the iowihome project gndlor HOMECQWER s unit.

3. It 15 understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed o obiigate THE
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual anit,

MNOW, THEREFORE, and i exchange for valvable consideration,

HOMBOWNER herehy assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the elaims 2nd causes of action
that HOMEGWNER possesses against ILR. Horton, Ing., and any and ail of the designers, comractors,
subcontractors and materiz! suppliers that pamupate;i in any way in the design, construction or supply of
materials for constrsction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective
sonstruction. Such assigned claims and sauses of action expressly instude, but are not imited to, alf
claims and causes of action thay arise out of (13 The contrac{ for sale of the subject property from DR,
Horton, Inc., (2} Any express or implied warranties; £33 Any an ail common law claims, including but not
limited to clabms in negligence, Fraud and equitable cleims; (4 Any and all olatms relating fo or arising
ot ¢f MRS Chapler 40, of seq.; and (5} Any and all claims relating to or arlsing out of Chapter 116, &t

582G,

Drated: %/E”?/A‘:@ Prinf Mame{s} ”‘\4{"'&‘: ‘fﬂi /4)%;}
S:gratmc{< (‘-\\-ﬁf\ /I') /Avfl&-—@

; , \ e
Unjt &ddress@] Fjﬂf’ 120 ff;fm{; } 1&/ {/ /“,
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Supreme Court No.:

District Case Court No. 07A542616 . .
Electronically File

ne 10 DN A 44-3

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIA TI05e,
a Nevada non-profit corporation, Clerk of Suprems

Petitioner,

V.

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
of the State of Nevada, in and for the COUNTY OF CLARK;
and the HONORABLE SUSAN H. JOHNSON, District Judge,
Respondent,
D.R. HORTON, INC.

Real Party in Interest.

APPENDIX TO PETITIONER, HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION’S PETITION FOR WRIT OF
PROHIBITION OR MANDAMUS VOLUME I OF V

Paul P. Terry, Esq. (SBN 7192)
John J. Stander, Esq. (SBN 9198)
Scott P. Kelsey, Esq. (SBN 7770)

ANGIUS & TERRY, LLP
1120 N. Town Center Drive, Ste. 260
Las Vegas, NV 89144
Telephone: (702) 990-2017
Facsimile: (702) 990-2018
pterry@angius-terry.com
istander@angius-terry.com
skelsey@angius-terry.com
Attorneys for Petitioner, HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

1

d
2 a.m.
AN

Court

Docket 65456 Document 2014-12576
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No. Document Description Filed | Vol. Bates
Date

1 | Plaintiff’s Complaint 06-07-07 | 1 |0001-0012

2 | Order re: Plaintift’s Standing 11-12-13 1 1 10013-0022

3 | Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsiderationon | 01-08-14 | I |0023-0250
Order Shortening Time

3 | Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsiderationon | 01-08-14 | II | 0251-0501
Order Shortening Time

3 | Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration on | 01-08-14 | TI | 0502-0531
Order Shortening Time

4 | Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Opposition | 01-13-14 | III | 0532-0598
to Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration
on Order Shortening Time

5 | Plaintiff’s Reply In Support of Plaintiff’s | 01-14-14 | HI | 0599-0603
Motion for Reconsideration on Order
Shortening Time

6 | Court Minutes on Plaintiff’s Motion for 01-16-14 | I | 0604-0605
Reconsideration on Order Shortening
Time

7 | Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Motion for | 01-24-14 | [II | 0606-0750
Partial Summary Judgment

7 | Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Motion for | 01-24-14 | IV | 0751-0884
Partial Summary Judgment

8 | Third-Party Defendant OPM, Inc. dba 01-29-14 1 IV | 0885-0886
Consolidated Roofing's Joinder to D.R
Horton, Inc.'s Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment

9 | Third-Party Defendant National Builders, |01-29-14 | IV | 0887-0889
Inc. Joinder to D.R. Horton, Inc.”s Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment

10 | Third-Party Defendant, Efficient 01-29-14 | IV | 0890-0891
Enterprises, LLC dba Efficient Electric’s
Joinder to D.R. Horton’s Motion for
Partial Summary Judgment

11 | Third-Party Defendant Circle S. 01-30-14 | IV | 0892-0894

Development Corp. dba Deck Systems’
Joinder to Defendant/Third-Party Plaintiff
D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment

2
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12

Third-Party Defendant Firestop, Inc.’s
Joinder to D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Motion for
Partial Summary Judgment

01-31-14

1Y

0895-0896

I3

Third-Party Defendants, Quality Wood
Products, Inc., Summit Drywall & Paint,
LLC, and United Electric’s Joinder to
D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment

02-03-14

IV

0897-0898

14

Plaintift’s Opposition to Defendant, D.R.
Horton, Inc.’s Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment and Joinders Thereto

02-10-14

1Y

0899-0909

= e e T = ST ¥ B N

15

Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Reply to
Plaintiff’s Opposition, and in Further
Support of D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Motion for
Partial Summary Judgment

02-20-14

1A%

0910-0930

16

Transcript of Proceedings: All Pending
Motions

02-27-14

1Y

0931-0966

17

Court Minutes on D.R. Horton, Inc.’s
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment

02-27-14

IV

0967-0968

18

Order in the matter of Balle v. Carina
Corp., Case No. A557753

09-09-09

IV

0969-0984

19

Order Granting Defendant D.R. Horton,
Inc.’s Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment

03-18-14

v

0985-0995

20

Order Regarding Plaintiff”s Motion for
Reconsideration

03-20-14

IV

0996-0998

21

Plaintiff’s Motion for Stay of Proceedings
on Order Shortening Time

03-24-14

0999-1006

22

Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc.’s Non-
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Stay
of Proceedings on Order Shortening Time

03-26-14

1007-1008

23

Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for Stay
of Proceedings on Order Shortening Time

03-31-14

1009-1010
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T HEREBY CERTIFY that on the Zg day of April, 2014, T submitted for
electronic filing and electronic service the foregoing APPENDIX TO
PETITIONER’S PETTTION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION OR MANDAMUS,

VOLUMEI OF V.

T HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /5 of April, 2014, a copy of APPENDIX
TO PETITIONER’S PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION OR

MANDAMUS, VOLUME I OF V was hand delivered to the following:

Honorable Judge Susan H. Johnson
Regional Justice Center, Department XXTI
Eighth Judicial District Court

200 Lewis Avenue

Las Vegas, NV 89101

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /£ of April, 2014, a copy of APPENDIX
TO PETITIONER’S PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION OR

MANDAMUS, VOLUME I OF V was hand delivered to the following:

Joel D. Odou, Esq.

| Victoria Hightower, Esq.
| WOOD, SMITH, HENNING & BERMAN LLP

7674 West Lake Mead Boulevard, Suite 150
Las Vegas, NV 89128-6644
Attorneys for Real Party in Interest
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COMP

QUON

and for

lv.

2330 Pasea Del Prado, Suite C101
Las Vegas, NV 89102

(702) 942-1600

Attorneys for Plaintiff

D.R. HORTON, INC., a Delaware
Corporation POE INDIVIDUALS 1-100,
ROE BUSINESS or GOVERNMENTAL,
ENTITIES 1-100, inclusive,

® ORI @

Nevada Bar No. 6099

JASON W. BRUCE, ESQ. J

Nevada Bar No. 6916 W p

JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, ESQ. 4 5 Pu -
Nevada Bar No. 3861 /74

NANCY QUON, ESQ. ', £ F / L E 0

7\
BRUCE CHRISTENSEN LAW FIRM s 5
/

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF NEVADA

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH CASE NO.: A 51‘}
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a
Nevada non-profit corporation, for itself

DEPT. NO.: X)([ |

COMPLAINT

all others similarly situated,

Plaintiff,

RECEIVED
JUN 072007

LIRT
Defendants. CLERK OF inc v

COMES NOW Plaintiff, HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS

ASSQOCIATION, a Nevada non-profit corporation, by and through its counsel, Quon Bruce 0001

| Christensen, and upon information and belief, hereby complains, alleges, and states as follows:




-l

7' . .

I. PARTIES

1. Plaintiff, High Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (“Plaintiff™), is a
non-profit corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of
Nevada, and has its principal place of business within the County of Clark, State of Nevada.

2. The Association’s members are collectively the owners, in fee simple, of the
Common Areas of the Subject Property commonly known as High Noon at Arlington Ranch.
The Common Areas of the Subject Property include the entire property, except the separate
interests therein, as well as all facilities, improvements, and landscaping located within the
Common Areas.

3. The Association has the responsibility to maintain the Common Areas of the Subject
Property. Additionally its members have the duty, responsibility and obligation to paint,
mainlain, repair and replace all structures and appurtenances, including but not limited to,
buildings, outbuildings, roads, driveways, parking areas, fences, screening walls, retaining walls,
iandscaping, exterior air-conditioning components, including, but not limited to, paint, repair,
replacement, and care of roofs, exterior building surfaces, building framing, and other exterior
improvements within the Subject Property.

4. Plaintifi’s members are the individual owners of units within the Subject Property.
Plaintiff brings this suit in its own name on behalf of itself and al} of the High Noon at Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Association unit owners. The constructional deficiencies and damages
resulting therefrom are matters affecting the High Noon at Arlington Ranch Common Interest
Community. If it is subsequently determined that this action, and/or any claims within the scope
of this action, should more properly have been brought in the name of each individual unit owner
or as a class action, Plaintiff will seek leave to amend this Complaint to include unit owners
andfor Class Representatives.

3. Atall times relevant hereto, Defendant, D.R. HORTON, INC., was and remains a

business entity doing business in the County of Clark, State of Nevada.

6. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant D.R. HORTON, INC., a Delaware Corporgggnz

(“Defendant”), was engaged in the business of planning, developing, designing, mass producing,
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building, constructing, and selling residential real property in the County of Clark, State of
Nevada, and was the owner, developer, general contractor, and seller of the Subject Property.

7. Asthe owner, developer, general contractor, and seller of the Subject Property,
Defendant was directly responsible for the planning, design, mass production, construction,
and/or supervision of construction of the Subject Property and, therefore, is responsible in some
manner for the defects and deficiencies in the planning, development, design, and/or construction
of the Subject Property, as alleged herein, and Plaintiff’s damages related to such defects and
deficiencies. _

8. The true names and capacities of Defendants sued herein as DOE INDIVIDUALS 1-
100, ROE BUSINESS or GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES 1-100, inclusive, and each of them, are |
presently unknown to the Plaintiff and therefore are sued under fictitious names.

9. The DOE INDIVIDUALS 1- 100, and ROE BUSINESS or GOVERNMENTAL
ENTITIES 1-100, inclusive, and each of them, are responsible for the planning, development,
design, mass production, construction, supervision of construction, and/or sale of the Subject
Property and, therefore, they are responsible in some manner for the defects and deficiencies in
the planning, development, design, and/or construction, inspection and/or approval of the Subject
Property as alleged herein, and Plaintiff’s damages related to such defects and deficiencies.

II. GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

10. The Subject Property is located in the County of Clark, State of Nevada. A site map
of the Subject Property is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The Community is composed of 342
residences contained in 114 buildings. Sales of residences began in 2004 and continued through
2006. |

11. At all times relevant herein, Defendants, including DOE and ROE INDIVIDUALS 1-
100 or ROE BUSINESS ENTITIES 1-100, were the officers, agents, employees and/or
representatives of each other in doing the things alleged herein and in so doing were acting in the
scope of their respective authority and agency.

12. Defendants, and each of them, (excluding, however, ROE GOVERNMENTAL 0003 |

ENTITIES 1-100 unless hereinafter specifically included), undertook certain works of
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improvement upon the undeveloped Subject Property, including all works of development,
design, construction and sale of the Subject Property, products, and individual units therein to the
general public, including the Plaintiff, its members and/or their predecessors in interest,

13. Defendants were merchants and sellers with respect to the Subject Property, non-
integrated products, and all individual units therein, which are the subject of this action as
described above,

14. By reason of the sale, transfer, grant and conveyance to Plaintiff and its members,
Defendants impliedly warranted that the Subject Property and all individual units therein, were of
merchantable quality.

15. Defendants failed to properly and adequately investigate, design, inspect, plan,
engineer, supervise, construct, produce, manufacture, develop, prepare, market, distribute, supply
and/or sell the Subject Property, non-integrated products and all individual units therein, in that
said Subject Property, non-integrated products and individual units therein have experienced, and
continue (o experience, defects and deficiencies, and damages resulting therefrom, as more
specifically described below.

16. The defects and deficiencies include, but are not necessarily limited to, structural
defects, fire-safety defects, waterproofing defects, civil engineering/landscaping, roofing, stucco
and drainage defects, architectural defects, mechanical defects, plumbing and HVAC defects,
sulfate contamination, acoustical defects, defects relating to the operation of windows and sliding
glass doors, and electrical defects.

17. The Subject Property may be defective or deficient in other ways and to other extent
not presently known to Plaintiff, and not specified above. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend
this Complaint upon discovery of any additional defects or deficiencies not referenced herein,
and/or to present evidence of the same at the time of trial of this action.

18.  Due to the failures of Defendants and the defects, deficiencies, and resulting
damage, the Subject Property has been adversely impacted so as to dirninish the function of the
Subject Property and individual units thereon, thereby affecting and interfering with the heal@)04

safety and welfare of the Plaintiff and its members, and their use, habitation and peaceful and

4




quiet enjoyment of the Subject Property.

19. Plaintiff alleges generally that the defects and deficiencies as described above are,
among other things, violations or breaches of local building and construction practices, industry
standards, governmental codes and restrictions, manufacturer requirements, product
specifications, the applicable Building Department Requirements, Chapter 523 of the Nevada
Administrative Code, and the Uniform Building Code, National Electrical Code, Uniform
Plumbing Code, and Uniform Mechanical Code, as adopted by Clark County and the City of Las
Vegas at the time the Subject Property was planned, designed, constructed and sold.

20. The deficiencies in the construction, design, planning and/or construction of the
Subject Property described in this Complaint were.known or should have been known by the
Defendants, including the ROE GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES at all times relevant hereto.

21. All of the claims contained in this Complaint have been brought within the

| applicable Statutes of Repose and/or Limitations.

22. Plaintiff alleges generally that the conduct of Defendants, including the ROE
GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES, was and remains the actual, legal and proximate cause of

general and special damages to Plaintiff.

I1. FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Breach of Implied Warranties of Workmanlike Quality and Habitability)

23. Plaintiff hereby incorporates and realleges Paragraphs 1 through 22 of the Complaint
as though fully set forth herein.

24, Defendants expressly and impliedly warranted that the Subject Property, components
and associated improvements, were of workmanlike qualiiy, were safely and properly constructed
and were fit for the normal residential purpose intended.

25. Further implied warranties arose by virtue of the offering for sale by Defendants of

| the Subject Property to Plaintiff and its members, without disclosing that there were defects

associated with said property, thereby leading ail prospective purchasers, including Plaintiff and

its members, to believe that there were no such defects.

0005

26. Defendants gave similar implied warranties to any and all regulatory bodies who had
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to issue permits and/or provide approvals of any nature as to the Subject Property, which were at
all relevant times defective and known by Defendants to be so defective.

27. Defendants breached their implied warranties in that the Subject Property was not,
and is not, of workmanlike quality, nor fit for the purpose intended, in that the Subject Property
was not, and is not, safely, properly and adequately constructed.

28. Defendants have been notified and have full knowledge of the alleged breaches of
warranties and Defendants have failed and refused to take adequate steps to rectify and/or repair
said breaches.

29. As a proximate legal result of the breaches of said implied warranties by Defendants
and the defective conditions affecting the Subject Property, Plaintiff and its members have been,
and will continue to be, caused damage, as more fully describe herein.

30. As a further proximate and legal result of the breaches of the implied warranties by
Defendants and the defective conditions affecting said Subject Property, Plaintiff and its
members have been, and will continue to be, caused further damage in that the defects and
deficiencies have resulted in conditions which breach the implied warranty of habitability.

31. Plaintiff incarporates by reference, as if set forth herein, the particular statement of
damages described in the prayer for relief.

32. Plaintiff is entitled to recover damages pursuant to NRS 116.4114.

33. Plaintiff has been required to retain the services of Quon Bruce Christensen to
prosecute this matter and is entitled to an award of attorney’s fees based thereon,

34. Plaintiff is entitled to recover its attorney’s fees, costs and expenses pursuant to
NRS 116.4114,

35. The monies recoverable for attorney’s fees, costs and expenses under NRS 40.600 e

| seq. and NRS 116 et seq., include, but are not limited to, all efforts by Quon Bruce Christensen

|
1 on behalf of Plaintiff prior to the filing of this Complaint.
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IV. SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
{Breach of Contract)

36.  Plaintiff reatleges and incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 35 of the
Compilaint as though fully set forth herein.

37.  On various dates, each of the Plaintiff’s members and Defendants entered into a
written contract pursuant to which Plaintiff’s members would purchase a unit in the Subject
Property and Defendants would sell a code-compliant and habitable unit to purchasers,

38. Plaintiff and its members have at all times performed the terms of the contract in
the manner specified by the contract, except those terms which could not be fulfilled without
fault attributable to Plaintiff or its members.

39. Defendants have failed and refused, and continue to refuse to tender its
performance as required by the contract in that said units were not and are not in a habitable and
code-compliant condition.

40.  Said contracts contain a provision that if the subject of the contract should go to
litigation, the prevailing party is entitled to attorneys’ fees and costs.

V. THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Breach of Express Warranties)

41.  Plaintiff incorporates and realleges paragraphs 1-41 hereof by reference as though
fully set forth herein.

42, When marketing and selling the residences and improvements and appurtenances
thereto to the general public and to Plaintiff and its members, Defendants, with the exception of
ROE GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES 1-100, by and through their agents or employees, expressly |
warranted by verbal, written and demonstrative means, that the design and construction of said
residences and improvements and appurtenances thereto, were designed and constructed free
from defect or deficiency in materials or workmanship in compliance with applicable building
and construction codes, ordinances and industry standards, and are fit for human habitation,

43. By designing and constructing the residences, improvements and appurtenances
incident thereto in a defective and deficient manner violating building and construction code®007

ordinances and industry standards then in force as described herein above, Defendants breached

7




-~ O W B

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
I8
19

21
22
23
24
25
26

28

@ @
said express warranties made to Plaintiff and its members, As a proximate cause of Defendants’
conduct, Plaintiff and its members have and continue to suffer damages which include, without
limitation, the cost to repair the defects and deficiencies in the design and construction of the
residences and improvements and appurtenances thereto, which are now and will continue to
pose a threat to the health, safety and welfare of Plaintiff, its members, their guests and the
general public until such repairs are effected. Said damages are in excess of $40,000.00 (Forty
Thousand Dollars) and continuing.

44,  Plaintiff is entitled to damages pursuant to NRS 116.4113.

45.  Asaresult of Defendants’ breaches of express warranties, Plaintiff has been
compelled 1o retain the services of the Quon Bruce Christensen Law Firm in order to comply
with statutory requirements prior to litigation and to institute and prosecute these proceedings,
and to retain expert consultants and witnesses as reasonably necessary to prove their case, thus

entitling Plaintiff to an award of attorneys fees and costs in amounts to be established at the time

of trial.
VI. FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Breach of Fiduciary Duty)
46.  Plaintiff incorporates and realleges paragraphs 1-45 hereof by reference as though
fully set forth herein.

47.  Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereupon alleges that Defendants, with the
exception of ROE GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES, inclusive, were the promoters, developers and
creators of the Association. In said capacities, Defendants served as directors and officers of the
Association, exercising direct and indirect control over the administration, management and
maintenance of the Association and its property, including but not limited to the Common Areas of |
the Subject Property. As such, Defendants were obligated to maintain and repair said Common
Areas and the improvements and appurtenances incident thereto as the fiduciaries of all Association
members.

48. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereupon alleges that, as regards the sale of

0008
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owed a fiduciary duty to disclose material facts pertinent to the condition and desirability of said
property which were neither known to nor reasonably discoverable by Plaintiff or its members at the
time of purchase, including the costs of maintaining and repairing same. Said fiduciary duties were
continuing in nature, including the duty to disclose to Plaintiff”s members the nature and existence

of any defects of deficiencies in the design or construction of the Subject Property, the Common

- Areas thereof and the improvements and appurtenances incident thereto.

49.  Defendants breached their fiduciary duties by failing and refusing to disclose the
existence and nature of such defects to Plaintiff’s members, by failing and refusing to repair said
defects, and by failing and refusing to take necessary action to have those responsible for the defects
and deficiencies in design and construction repair, or pay to repair, said defects and deficiencies.
Because Defendants and each of them were in some manner directly responsible for the
development, design and construction of the Subject Property, the Common Areas thereof and
improvements and appurtenances incident thereto, Defendants knew or should have known of said
defects and deficiencies therein at or before the commencement of sales to the public, and their
failure to disclose, repair or pay to repair said defects and deficiencies constitutes an act of self-
dealing in reckless disregard for the health, safety and well-being of Plaintiff and its members.

50.  Plaintiffis informed and believes and thereupon alleges that Defendants have further
breached their fiduciary duties by (1) entering into agreements, contracts and financial arrangements
contrary to the best interests of the Association, (2) entering into unauthorized transactions resulting
in losses to the Association, {3) maintaining conflicts of interest with the Association and failing to
disclose said conflicts, (4) negligently and recklessly handling of Association revenues, income and
accounts to the detriment of the Association, (5) promoting a marketing scheme that directly
benefitted Defendants to the detriment of the Associaiton, and (6) failing to collect adequate
assessment income and prepare adequate operating budgets to meet the reasonable repair and
maintenance needs and related Association needs.

51.  As a proximate cause of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff and its members have

suffered and continue to suffer damages, including without limitation, the cost to repair the d4J8§9
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and deficiencies in the design and construction of the Subject Property, the Common Areas thereof
and the improvements and appurtenances incident thereto, which are now and will continue 1o pose |
a threat to the health, safety and welfare of Plaintiff, its members, and their guests and the general
public until such repairs are effected. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereupon alleges that
said damages are in excess of $40,000.00 (Forty Thousand Dollars) and continuing.

52.  Defendants’ breaches of the fiduciary duties owed to Plaintiff and its members were
was at all times malicious and undertaken with the intent to defraud and oppress Plaintiff and its
members for Defendants’ own enrichment, thus warranting the imposition of punitive damages
sufficient to punish and embarrass Defendants, and to deter such conduct by them in the future.

53. As aresult of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff has been compelled to retain the
services of the law firm of Quon Bruce Christensen in order to comply with statutory requirements -
prior to litigation and to institute and prosecute these proceedings, and to retain expert consultants
and witnesses as reasonably necessary to prove their case, thus entitling Plaintiff to an award of |

attorneys® fees and costs in amounts to be established at the time of trial.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants as follows:
1. For general and special damages all in an amount in excess of $10,000,00;
2. For such other relief that the Court deems just and proper, including, but not

limited to equitable relief.

Dated this 15 day of June, 2007.

QUON BRUCE CHRISTENSEN

> ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 6099
JASON W. BRUCE, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 6916

JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 3861

2330 Paseo Del Prado, Suite C-101

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 0010
(702) 942-1600

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a
Nevada non-profit corpoeration, for itself
and for all others similarly situated,

Plaintiff,
Ys.
D.R. HORTON, INC., a Delaware
Corporation; DOE INDIVIDUALS 1-100;
ROE BUSINESS or GOVERNMENTAL
ENTITIES 1-100, inclusive,

Defendants.

D.R. HORTON, INC,,
Third-Party Plaintiff,
Vs.

ALLARD ENTERPRISES, INC, d/b/a
IRON SPECIALISTS; ANSE, INC. d/b/a
NEVADA STATE PLASTERING;
BRANDON, LLC d/b/a SUMMIT
DRYWALL & PAINT, LLC; BRAVO
DRYWALL & PAINT, LLC; BRAVO
UNDERGROUND, INC.; CAMPBELL
CONCRETE OF NEVDA, INC.; CIRCLE
S DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
d/b/a DECK SYSTEMS; EFFICIENT
ENTERPRISES, LLC, d/b/a EFFICIENT
ELECTRIC; FIRESTOP, INC.;
HARRISON DOOR DOMPANY;

INFINITY BUILDING PRODUCTS, LLC; |

INFINITY WALL SYSTEMS, LLC;
LUKESTAR CORPORATION;

)
o

SUSAN H. JOHNSON

DISTRICT JUDGE
DEPARTMENT XXII

Case No. 07A542616
Dept. No. XXI1

Electronic Filing Case

ORDER
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SUSAN H. JOHNSON

DISTRICT IUDGE
DEPARTMENT XXII

NATIONAL BUILDERS, INC,; O.P.M.,,
INC. d/b/a CONSOLIDATED ROOFING;
QUALITY WOOD PRODUCTS, LTD.,
RCR PLUMBING AND MECHANICAL,
INC.; REYBURN LAWN & LANDSCAPE
DESIGNERS, INC.; RISING SUN
PLUMBING, LLC d/b/a RSP, INC,;
SOUTHERN NEVADA CABINETS, INC.;
SUNRISE MECHANICAL, INC;
SUNSTATE COMPANIES, INC. d/b/a
SUNSTATE LANDSCAPE; THE
SYLVANIE COMPANIES, INC. d/b/a
DRAKE ASPHALT & CONCRETE;
UNITED ELECTRIC, INC. d/b/a UNITED
HOME ELECTRIC; WALLDESIGN,
INC.; WESTERN SHOWER DOOR, INC.;
DOES 1 through 159,

Third-Party Defendants.

ORDER

On or about January 25, 2013, the Supreme Court of Nevada issued a Writ of Mandamus to
JUDGE SUSAN H. JOHNSON of Department XX1I of the Eighth Judicial District Court, in and for
Clark County, Nevada, with respect to the aforementioned matter, Specifically, the high court
instructed the judge to “conduct further proceedings in light of this order and this court’s recent
decision in Beazer Homes Holding Corp. v. District Court, in the case entitled High Noon at
Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association vs. D.R. Horton, Inc., case no. A542616.” In its Order
Granting Petition for Writ of Mandamus or Prohibition filed January 25, 2013, the Nevada Supreme
Court noted the district court did conduct a full NRCP 23 analysis as to the claims assigned by the
| homeowners to Plaintiff HHIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS
| ASSOCIATION~that being the alleged constructional defects located within the individual units—
however, the lower court “failed to perform a full and thorough NRCP 23 analysis as to the claims

involving the building envelopes.” It further noted this Court interpreted the Supreme Court’s
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SUSAN H. JOHNSON

DISTRICT JUDGE

DEPARTMENT XXII

holding in First Light II' as applicable only to the alleged interior defects of individual units located
within a common-interest community, and thus, found, without performing a NRCP 23 analysis, that
Plaintiff had standing to litigate representative claims based upon building envelopes as “building
envelope claims affected the common-interest community.” In its view, such ruling was in error,
and the Supreme Court directed this Court to determine whether “building envelope™ constructional
defect claims conformed to class action principles.

In light of the Nevada Supreme Court’s mandate, this Court rendered its analysis within
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and Order issued April 29, 2013. There, this Court again
found Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEQWNERS ASSOCIATION could

| not satisfy the commonality and typicality requirements of NRCP 23(a), or the more demanding
predominance prong of NRCP 23(b)(3) with respect to the myriad of constructional defects located
within the individual units. It also so found with respect 1o the “building envelope,” which
encompasses the roof and stucco systems, fire walls/stops and exterior openings, such as windows
and doors. Further, Plaintiff had not met its burden to show proceeding in a class action fashion
would be the superior method for adjudicating the claims of the purported class, i.e. the 194
townhouse owners, the second prong of NRCP 23(b)(3).

While this Court found Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION had not met its burden under NRCP 23 to support its position the
homeowners’ claims should proceed as a class, it also noted its position was not conclusive,

Further, it was evident this Court needed to determine how certain individual homeowner claims

will proceed in a manner other than as a class action. This Court, therefore, ordeted Plaintiff HIGH

*Lawyers and judges have referred to the case, D.R. Horton, Inc, v, District Court, 125 Nev. 449, 215 P.2d 697
(2009) as the Firse Light If decision.

’As previously noted, the community consists of 114 buildings, each containing three (3} individual homes, for
L a total 342 units. This Court understands Plaintiff has obtained the assignments of 194 townhouse owners, and thus, is
proceeding on behalf of these owners only,
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SUSAN H. JOHNSON

PISTRICT JUDGE
DEPARTMENT XXI1

NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION to report what constructional
defects, if any, are suffered by two or more owners within both the “building envelope” and
individual units. Once the question was answered, this Court noted it would determine how or
whether it is appropriate for the Association to bring claims for constructional defects on behalf of
such homeowner-members, in a class format or otherwise, or alternatively, whether the owners’
causes of action should proceed in another way,

In response to this Court’s April 29, 2013 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order,
Plaintiff filed its voluminous Errata to Notice of Plaintiff*s Matrix Outlining the Defects Alleged and
Locations of Defects Pursuant to Court Order on September 17, 2013. Unfortunately, this
approximate 1,000-page document was difficult for this Court to follow, which prompted Plaintiff to
file a condensed Supplement to Notice of Plaintiff’s Matrix Outlining the Defects Alleged and
Locations of the Defects Pursuant to Court Order on October 23, 2013, This Court has reviewed
Plaintifl”s Supplement, and after hearing the attorneys” oral arguments, it took the matter under
advisement on October 24, 2013.

Plaintiff’s Supplement to Matrix identified all defects found within the 194 units, including
their “building envelopes.” It grouped them into categories: Roofs, Architectural, Electrical,
Plumbing’ and Structural. While, in some instances, this Supplement did not identify where the
particular defect was located, ! it did state, in summary fashjon, the total number of units inspected,
| those containing the defect and then the percentage found deficient. For example, in reviewing
| “01.01.00 Roof Field Area — General,” 114 units were inspected for “01.01.01 Broken Field Tile,”
and 111 of the homes were found to contain that defect. Plaintiff then extrapolated that figure,

111/114, to project this defect exists in 97 percent of all 194 units. Defect “01.01.03 Slipped or

*As some of the defects are identified with an “M™ within the “Plumbing Matrix,” this Court assumes some of
these defects are “mechanical.”
*“The location of the particular defects is identified within the “Electrical” and “Plumbing” Matrices.
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SUSAN H. JOHNSON
PISTRICT HIDGE

DEPARTMENT XXII

| Unsecured Field Tile” was found in 46 of 114 inspected units. Plaintiff again extrapolates that
figure, 46/114, to project this constructional defect exists in 40 percent of all 194 units. There were
constructional defects, such as “01.06.03 Z-Bar Counterflashing Not Used” found in all 114
inspected units, which Plaintiff projects to exist in all 194 homes.

In its experience, this Court has observed staggering testing costs for constructional defects.
For that reason, it is not surprised Plaintiff elected to visually inspect and/or destructively test less
than 100 percent of the homes. In fact, Plaintiff and its homeowner-members are not necessarily
required to have every single unit inspected or destructively tested to determine whether a particular
constructional defect exists in order for the Association to send a notice of constructional defects
under NRS 40.645, or ultimately, to bring an action under NRS 40.600, ef seq. on behalf of all
homeowners in its representative capacity.” In light of the aforementioned information, this Court
concludes Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
may represent its 194 homeowners, in a representative capacity, with respect to constructional
defects found in 100 percent of the number of residences inspected. That is, Plaintiff may act on
behalf of the 194 homeowner-members in a representative capacity with respect to the following
defects:

Roofs:

01.06.03 (“Z-bar Counterflashing Not Used”) (Confined Rakes)
01.07.04 (*Z-bar Counterflashing Not Used”) (Headwalls)

Architectural:

07.02 (“Failed water test) (SGD’s)
07.03 (“Gap between frame and EPS”) (SGD’s)

’As this Court has noted in other unrelated cases, if homeowner associations were required to destructively test
every single member’s home, the risk to both plaintiffs and defendant contractors wouid substantially increase. Shouid
plaintiff associations not prevail, the costs of such destructive testing would be borne by not only the homeowners
association, but also the individual owners through special assessments. Should plaintiff association prevail on behalf of
the homeowners, such costs could be assessed against the defendant developers as damage under NRS 40.655.
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08.02 {*Door water intrusion during testing Entry™) (Exterior Doors)

08.05 (“Water intrusion during testing French Door”) (Exterior Doors)

10.01 (“Garage Shear fastener too short™) (Fire Resistive)

10.02 (“Garage No Shear fastener too short™)

10.06 (“Unit Party Walls fastener too short™) (Fire Resistive)

10.07 (“Attic Walls fastener too short™) (Fire Resistive)

10.09 (“Fasteners not coated with joint compound”™) (Fire Resistive)

15.04 (“Garage door weather strip not attached”} (Miscellaneous Architectural)
15.07 ("Attic insulation out of place™) (Miscellaneous Architectural)

15.09 (“Excessive dryer vent length-Plan Type 102 and 103”) (Miscellaneous Architectural)
16.03 (“Gap at EPS board/window frame™) (Windows)

16.10 (“Stacked frame joint improper, discontinuous”) (Windows)

16.12 (“Unsealed holes in single hung window jamb”) (Windows)

16.13 (“Horizontal sliding window unsealed alarm contact”) (Windows)

Electrical:

4 (“The grounding electrode system is not effectively bonded together as required under the
Code. The grounding electrode bonding jumper was not present, or not visibly located, at the hot
and cold water piping connection at the hot water heater to assure the secondary path to ground as
required by the Code. The standard method of reliance upon the metal water piping underground
system for a grounding electrode has been augmented in the Code in Articles 250-80, wherein all

interior metal piping systems are to be bonded to the electrical system™)(“Location: The hot and
cold water lines and exposed sections of metal piping systems™)

Pla, P4, P3a, P6, P10a, P10b, P10c, P11, P14, P15, P16, P17, P18, M1, M2

Structural;’

2.1103,2.2101, 3.1104, 3,2102, 4.1208
Plaintiff may establish liability and entitlement to relief through the use of generalized proof with
respect to the constructional defects found in 100 percent of the units inspected as identified above,
Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEQWNERS ASSOCIATION may
extrapolate such information by way of statistical proof to show such constructional defects exist or

may be present within the 194 residences of owners it seeks to represent. In this Court’s view,

*These defects were identified by symbol, or combination of numbers and letters, only. Presumably, these
defects are better identified within the 1,000 Errata filed September 17, 2013,
"See Footnote 6 supra.
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| presenting statistical or extrapolated proof does not negate admissibility, but may affect the weight
the jury gives to the evidence.

This Court notes there are numerous defects suffered by a large number of homeowners,
although not Jocated in all the units inspected. For example, as noted above, forty-six (46) of 114
homes inspected contain Constructional Defect 01.01.03, or “slipped or unsecured field tile.” Fifty-
five (55) of 114 inspected units have Defect 01.03.02, or “over exposed open rake trim tile.” One

hundred ten (110) of 114 inspected homes contain Defect 01.03.07, or “’tiles not secured as
required.” In cases where the homeowners suffering constructional defects number forty (40) or
more, this Court concludes the deficient NRCP 23 elements of “commonality,” “typicality,”
“predominance,” and “superiority” are met, meaning Plaintiff may represent those homeowners, and
present such claims by generalized proof, or in a class-action format.®

This Court disagrees with Plaintiff’s assessment it should be permitted to bring suit on behalf |
of all194 homeowner-members in its representative capacity with respect to constructional defects
existing in only some or a few of the limited units inspected. That is, Plaintiff will not be permitted
to extrapolate constructional defects found in only some homes io infer these deficiencies exist in a
corresponding percentage of all units. Plaintiff cannot pursue such claims on behalf of all
homeowners when the defects affect only a few. While there is no doubt NRS 116.3102(1)(d)
accords Plaintiff authority to institute litigation for constructional defects suffered by certain owners,
it is not appropriate for the homeowners association to seek recover for the entire “class,” by way of

statistical and generalized proof, when the number of constructional defects may exist in only 6, 11

*While this Court has provided examples, it notes within this Footnote which defects Plaintiff can pursuc on
behalf of the homeowners suffering them as their representative and in class-action format:

Roofs 01.01.03 (46 owners); 01.03.02 (55), 01.03.07 (110), 01.04.01 (60) 01.04.04 (79), 01.06.01 {62),
01.06.02 (41) and 01.07.02 (58), Architectural 02.05 (73), 02.06 {68), 04.01 (119}, 04,02 (66), 07.01 (44), 08.03 (45,
10.10 (119), 10.11 (100), 11.01 (128}, 14.01 (125), 15.01 (40), 15,02 (132), 15.03 (70}, 15.06 (142}, 16.01 (40,
Electrical 1 (36), 2, (65), 3, (74}, 6, (76}, 9, (75), 10 (41), 11 (39), 13 (60), 14 (52) and 15 (83), Plumbing P1b (46), P2a
(46) and P7 (109), Structural 5.1401 (40), 5.1501 (49) and 7.11 (49).
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ot 15 percent of the limited number of units inspected. In other words, the entire class of 194 unit
owners should not be permitted to recover monies when the constructional defect allegedly is found
in only seven (7) of 114 homes inspected, as such could resuit in precluding the damaged
homeowner in seeking his remedies in the same or different forum at another time, obtaining full
relief within the instant lawsuit, and further, it would allow homeowners not suffering a particular

| defect from reaping a benefit.

With the aforementioned said, Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HCMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION may institute and/or maintain litigation on behalf of two or more
individual owners suffering the same constructional defects. See NRS 116.3102(1}(d). For
example, Plaintifl may institute and/or maintain litigation on behalf of owners of 8647 Tom Noon,
Unit 2, 8668 Tom Noon, Unit102, 8679 Tom Noon Unit 103 and others listed on Plaintiff’s
- Supplement, Bates P000217, who suffered Electrical Defect 5. Plaintiff may institute and/or
maintain litigation on behalf of owners suffering Plumbing Defect P2b. However, if the number of
homeowners suffering from the same constructional defect does not meet the “nurmerosity”
requirement of NRCP 23(a), the Association cannot present evidence by waf of generalized proof as
it would in a typical class action.

However, given the language of NRS 116.3102(1), which expressly grants standing to the
common-interest association to institute litigation on behalf of two or more unit owners on matters
affecting the community, it follows Plaintiff cannot bring suit on behalf of just onc member. Thus,
Plaintiff cannot represent the one homeowner suffering Roof Defect 01.07.01 {Overexposed
Headwall Tiles), or the one experiencing Architectural Defect 04.06 (Horizontal membrane
missing). Further, Plaintiff cannot represent the homeowner suffering Structural Defect 3.2101,
Plaintiff does not have standing to “[i]nstitute, defend or intervene in litigation” on behalf of

individual owners suffering one isolated or unique defect. Claims for such constructional defects
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must be brought by the real party in interest, which, in this case, are those homeowners. This Court
accords Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
leave to file an amended complaint only for the purpose of including claims of homeowners suffering
the constructional defect not encountered by their neighbors to prosecute their individual claims.
Given the limited time before trial, such an amendment must be filed within fifteen (15) days of this
Order. Should such an amendment not be made, this court concludes the Association has no
statutory or other authority to represent these homeowners for the individual defects suffered only by
them, and such claims may be dismissed without prejudice.

Accordingly, based upon the aforementioned,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT
ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION may prosecute the claims of its 194
homcowner-members with respect to constructional defects that may exist in 100 percent of the
homes. It may also use statistical proof to extrapolate or show such constructional defects found in
| 100 percent of the homes inspected also exist within all 194 homes. Such constructional defects are
itemized above.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED where the NRCP 23(a)
“numerosity” element is met concerning claims of homeowners numbering more than 40, but less
than the total 194, Plaintiff may prosecute those claims as their representative in a sub-class format,
meaning the Association may use generalized proof to demenstrate such claims, The Association,
however, may not infer such claims are suffered by all 194 homeowner-members.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT
ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION may bring and maintain claims on
behalf of two or more homeowners who actually suffer certain constructional defects that may not

have been experienced or encountered by their neighbors pursuant to NRS 1 16.3102(1)(d).
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, however, Plaintiff may
not institute or maintain a lawsuit on behalf of those homeowners who along suffer certain
constructional defects. Those claims must be brought by the individual owners, and this Court
accords Plaintiff leave to amend its Complaint to include these homeowners as plaintiffs pursuant to
NRCP 10(a} within fifteen (15) days of the date of this Order,

DATED this 12" day of November 2013,

)
DGE

OURT JU
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Paul P. Terry, Jr., SBN 7192
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Aaron C. Yen, SBN 11744
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Facsimile: (702) 990-2018
rsaturn{@angius-terry.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff

Electronically Filed
01/08/2014 02:04:54 PM

e

CLERK OF THE COURT

FILE WITH
MASTER CALENDAR

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF NEVADA

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a Nevada
non-profit corporation, for itself and for all

| others similarly situated,

)
)
)
)
}
)
Plaintiff 3

. )
)

D.R. HORTON, INC. a Delaware Corporation )
DOE INDIVIDUALS, 1-100, ROE )
BUSINESSES or GOVERNMENTAL %
ENTITIES 1-100 inclusive )
)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

Defendants.

And Related Third Party Actions, Cross
Claims, and Consolidated Actions.

Case No. A542616
Dept. No. XII
Oral Argument Requested

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION ON

ORDER SHORTENING TIME
HEARING REQUIRED

Date:  pyate:, 1 /1t f (4

Tme: s Q000 o,

(zrLectROm e Punve cASE]

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION ON ORDER SHORTENING TIME

COMES NOW Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS
ASSGCIATION (hereinafter “HIGH NOON” or “Plaintiff”), a Nevada non-profit mutual

benefit corporation, by and through its attorneys, hereby applies to and moves this Honorable

Court for an order shortening time for Plaintif’s Motion for Reconsideration, pursuant to

EDCR 2.26. This application is made upon the attached affidavit pursuant to EDCR 2.26.
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Plainfiff’s request for shortened time for hearing on its motion for reconsideration is
watranted and brought in the furtherance of justice and judicial efficiency. As will be further
discussed in Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration, good cause exists for reconsideration, and
an order shortening time to hear Plaintiff’s motion will ensure that no prejudice will befall any
non-moving parties, relating to the resolution of Plaintiff’s motion. Specifically, an order
shortening time would allow the motion to be heard and decided before expert depositions
advance. For instance, Plaintiff’s expert Tim Valine is scheduled to proceed in the next few
weeks. For the reasons stated above, and in the affidavit attached to this application, Plaintiff
respectfully requests this Court to issue an order shortening time for the hearing of Plaintiff's
Motion for Reconsideration. Plaintiff proposes that the hearing date for said motion be set

within ten (12) days from the Court’s decision on this application for shortened time.

Dated: January ? 2014 ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

Paul P.{grry, Jr, SBN 7192

Rachel Saturn, SBN 8653

Aaron C. Yen, SBN 11744

ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

1120 N. Town Center Drive, Suite 260
Las Vegas, NV 89144

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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| IT IS SO ORDERED this (P"'day A - , 2014,

ORDER SHORTENING TIME
(Good cause appearing therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the time for the
hearing of Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION's Motion for Reconsideration shall be shortened to the Md&y of

January, 2014, at the hour of q 00 cg'a?ééon thereafter as counsel can be heard, this motion

Oppositiopg shall be filed and served by gtsimile on or before

th
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STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK )

AARON C. YEN, ESQ., being first duly swomn, deposes and states that:
1.

i

/]

AFFIDAVIT OF AARON C. YEN ESQ.

) ss:

[ am an attorney duly licensed to practice law before all courts of Nevada and am a
Partner with the law firm of Angius & Terry LLP, attorneys of record for Plaintiff
HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION.

Fam personally familiar with this case and can testify based on personal knowledge of
the facts of this case.

This affidavit is made pursuant to EDCR 2.26 and NRCP 6(d), and in support of
Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration.

Good cause exists for the Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration to be heard on
shorted time because Trial in this matter is currently set for April 21, 2014. The
deposition of Plaintiff’s expert Tim Valine is scheduled to commence on January 14,
15 and 16, 2014. Defendants experts are scheduled to commence thereafter. Given
the impending Trial and the commencement of expert depositions, the prompt
resclution of Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration will ensure that the ends of justice
and judicial efficiency are met by allowing all parties, including the Special Master, to
plan and prepare for further discovery and trial,

Good cause also exists because the granting of an Order Shortening Time will operate
to minimize, rather than creating, prejudice to the affected parties. In particular, the
prompt resolution of Plaintiff"s Motion for Reconsideration will allow the maximum
amount of remaining time to be devoted to additional discovery certain defendants

may claim is needed in the preparation of their defense.
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6. This application is made in good faith and not for the purposes of delay,

Further, Affiant sayeth not.

S

AARON UEN, ESQ.

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to
before me this T ™ day of January, 2014,

MN&WV

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said County and State

n  MARCELLA L. MCCOY
Motdry Public Stote of Nevoda

y Ma. 04-108225-1

" My oppt. axp, June 4, 2014
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
L. INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff, by clear application of the law, has standing to pursue a representative action

| on behalf of its members for all 342 units where a defect affects two or more units. That is

the definitive pronouncement of the Nevada Supreme Court in Beazer Homes Holding Corp.
v. The Eight Judicial District Court, 291 P.3d 128 (2012). Beazer cogently observed that
“{f]ailure to meet any additional procedural requirements, including NRCP 23’s class action
requirements, cannot strip a common-interest community association of its standing to
proceed on behalf of ifs members under NRS 116.3102(1)(d).” Id, at 134. Prior to the
Nevada Supreme Court’s clear direction in Beazer, the state of the law as to association
standing was muddled and ambiguous, as shown by the confusion caused by First Light II.

Indeed, prior to First Light II, there existed strong disagreements as to whether associations

| even had standing to pursue representative actions on behalf of its members beyond common

areas.

It was during these uncertain times that HIGH NOON adopted the “belt and
suspenders” and “cover-your-bases” approach by obtaining assignments of claims, as a
prophylactic measure, in the event that the Nevada Supreme Court issued an adverse ruling on
the standing issue. However, at no point did HIGH NOON ever abandon, waive, or surrender
its standing claims pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d). HIGH NOON is sympathetic to the
plight of the District Courts who are burdened by the weight of hundreds of cases, pending

trial dates, and sometimes apparently ambiguous directives from the Nevada Supreme Court.

| HIGH NOON believes that it is within this frenetic state of affairs that this Honorable Court

simply misunderstood the scope, direction and coverage of HIGH NOON’s claims.

In sum, HIGH NOON never relented in asserting that it was pursuing a representative
action on behalf of all 342 urits at the Project, and its “belt and suspenders” prophylactic
measute in securing 194 assignments was intended as a “safety net” for standing — it was
never intended to, represented as, or argued to be the limits of Plaintiff’s action. There is
nothing in the record to the contrary.

Finally, notwithstanding the disingenuous claims of some defendants, the defense has

| known all along that Plaintiff intended to pursue damages for defects in all 342 units. 'r?voé'028
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mstance, in the hearing transcript for Plaintiff’s motion for declaratory relief re: standing,
dated November 10, 2010", Mr. Terry clearly set forth that position in no uncertain terms’. In
a subsequent motion to determine the alternative procedure for NRS 116.3102(1)(d) claims,
dated April 19, 2013, HIGH NOON clearly reiterated its claims for defects found in two or
more units pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1}(d)°. The title of that motion expressly references
“All Members’ Interests”.

II. LEGAL ARGUMENTS

A, Reconsideration of the Standing Issue is Appropriate Where
Circumstances, Facts and Issues Justify a Revisiting a Prior
Pronocuncement that is Clearly an Exror

The Court has the inherent authority to reconsider its prior orders. 7rail v. Faretio, 91

 Nev. 401, 536 P.2d 1026 (1975) (“[A] court may, for sufficient cause shown, amend, correct,

resettle, modify or vacate, as the case may be, an order previousty made and entered . . . ).
Indeed, EDCR 2.24(b) specifically authorizes reconsideration of prior orders upon the filing
of an appropriate motion. Rehearing is appropriate where substantially different evidence is
subsequently introduced or the decision is clearly erroneous. See Masonry & Tile Contractors
v. Jolley, Urga, & Wirth, 113 Nev. 737, 941 P.2d 486 (1997). Finally, this Court “remains
free to reconsider and issue a written judgment different from its oral pronouncement.” Rus?
v. Clark City School District, 103 Nev. 686, 688, 747 P.2d 1380, 1382 (1987).

Here, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Honorable Court exercise its inherent
authority to reconsider its prior belief that this action is limited to 194 units where

assignments have boen issued, The assignments were a prophylactic measure but subsequent

| rulings by the Nevada Supreme Court has shown that assignments of claims by homeowners

! Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Plainiiff’s Motion for Declaratory Relief Re: Standing Pursuant to

Assignment and Pursuant 1o NRS 116.3102(1)(d}, dated November 10, 2010, attached as Exhibit 1,
2 1d. at 3:14-6:14.
* Plaintiff's Motion for Determination that the Superior Alternative Procedure to Proceed with Claims Pursuant

to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) is as a Representative Action for All members’ Interests With Regard to the Buikding
Envelope Issues, and as a Representative Action of the Assignee’s Interests with Regard 1o the Firewall and

Structural Issues, dated April 19, 2013, attached as Exhibit 2. 0029
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1 |jdoes not affect, one way or the other, the application of NRS 116.3102(1}(d)*. Therefore, if
2 |jassignments do not confer standing, it may not restrict it either. Moreover, during oral
3 |largument on December 12, 2013, this Honorable Couwst specifically and repeatedly invited
4 | Plaintiff to move for reconsideration on the issue of standing for all 342 units’.
5 As noted earlier, this Honorable Court’s extremely heavy case load likely contributed
6 |ito the confusion as to the number of units at issue in this action — a situation that defendants
7 || enthusiastically exploited in subsequent motions to strike. However, NRS 116.3102(1)(d) and
8 1lits interpreting decisions categorically grants standing to HIGH NOON to pursue claims for
9 || construction defects found in two or more of all 342 units and any limitation of this action to
10 11194 units is clearly crroneous. Finally, this Honorable Court has yet to issue a written
11 |l judgment from the December 12, 2013 oral argument on defendants’ motion to strike and thus
12 1! further retains the right to modify its ruling to reflect HIGH NOON’s right to pursue claims
g g P
13 1t for all 342 units.
14
15 B. High Noon’s Prior Motions Regarding Standing Never Waived Standing
to Pursue Claims for 194 Units Nor Represented that the Association
16 Would Restrict the Action to Only 194 Units, and the Association’s
17 Actions Must be Viewed Within the Context of Good Faith Efforts to
' Comply with Evolving Nevada Law on this the Standing Issue
18 This Motion for Reconsideration must be analyzed within the historical context of not
19 only the facts specific to this action, but the evolving state of Nevada law on common-interest
20 | association standing issues. The “pre-First Light 11 era was characterized by the erroneous
21 position of the defense bar that common-interest associations had no standing to sue for
22 defects existing beyond “common areas” of a common-interest development. It was during
23 this era that Chapter 40 plaintiffs, especially associations, would as a matter of practice,
24 obtain assignments of rights from individual members as a “belt and suspenders” approach
25 while the standing issues were decided in the District Courts and eventually the Nevada
26 Supreme Court. The practice of regularly obtaining assignments was to ensure that common-
27
28 || Nevada Supreme Court Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandamus or Prohibition dated J anuary 25, 2013,
oms & Terey Lop || AtRched as Exhibie 3.
H . Town (—“.emer 61‘. i
V’SUitE§$)59144 ® Recorder’s Transcript Motions in Limine, dated December 12,2013, at 43:10-44:8, attached as Fxhibit 4. 0030,
15 Vegas,
8
(702} 990-2017
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interest associations had a “fall-back” position in case the law evolved against standing for
associations.

However, on September 3, 2009, the Nevada Supreme Court filed its opinion in First
Light II which clarified for the first time that common-interest associations, under NRS
116.3102(1)(d), had standing to assert constructional defect claims in a representative
capacity on behalf of individual units. The language of that opinion led some legal observers
to conclude that a strict application of NRCP 23 was required as well. It was during this

“First Light IT” era that HIGH NOON continued to pursue its “belt and suspenders” strategy

by obtaining assignments from individual members as the case law continued to evolve.

Indeed, in its reply brief on its Motion for Declaratory Relief Re: Standing Pursuant to

| Assignment and Pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d), dated November 3, 2010°%, HIGH NOON

cogently summarized its position on the matter: “With regard to all buildines in the

development, Association asserts standing pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to pursue claims

for all defects in the building envelope (roofs, decks, windows, doors, stucco), the fire

resistive system, and the structural system . . . because those defects by their “building wide”

 nature affect two or more unit owners, and affect the common interest community.”’

Therefore, HIGH NOON continued to assert that it had standing under NRS 116.3102(1)}(d) in
a representative capacity for issues affecting two or more units.

After the Nevada Supreme Court’s decision in Beazer was filed on December 27,
2012, HIGH NOON once again asserted its claim that it had standing for all of its members
pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) in a motion entitled Plaintiff’s Motion for Determination that
the Superior Alternative Procedure to Proceed with Claims Pursuant to NRS 116.3 102(1){(d) is
as a Representative Action for All Members® Interests with Regard to the Building Envelope

Issues, and as a Representative Action of the Assignee’s Interests with Regard to the Firewall

® Plaintiff's Reply to Opposition to Motion for Declaratory Relief re: Standing Pursuant to NRS 116.3102 (1)(d),
dated November 3, 2010, attached as Exhibit 5.

T1d 8t 5:21-5:22.
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and Structural Issues, dated April 19, 2013%, In Section ITI(A) of the Motion, HIGH NOON

.categorically asserts that it has standing pursnant to NRS 116.3102(1}d) to pursue a

representative action on behalf of all homeowners at the Project, where defects affect two or
more units, Indeed, HIGII NOON stated by way of example, “[wlater intrusion into the
envelope anywhere on the building affects all homeowners of the building. Each of the
alleged building envelope claims, by their very nature concern two or more homeowners.™

In sum, HIGH NOON’s reference to 194 assignees was simply a “belt and suspenders”
approach to asserting standing for constructional defects for all homeowners and uniis at the
Project. Although the Nevada Supreme Court subsequently ruled that assignments cannot, in
and of themselves, confer class action status pursuant to NRCP 23, it did not and could not,

limit HIGH NOON’s standing under NRS 116.3102(1)(d). Metaphorically, even though the

| Nevada Supreme Court ruled out the “suspenders™ aspect of HIGH NOON’s standing, the

“belt” does not fall away and thus all 342 units are in play in this action whete it is shown that

constructional defects are found at two or more units.

C. The Nevada Supreme Court in the Beazer Decision Established that
Irrespective of Class Certification, Associations Possess Statutorily
Granted Standing Under NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to Pursue Claims Existing in
Individual Member Units

HIGH NOON believes it has identified the source of this Honorable Cowrt’s

confusion: the Nevada Supreme Court Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandamus or

 Prohibition dated January 25, 2013 (hereinafier referred to as “NSC Order™). Although

Plaintiff never abandoned its NRS 116.3102(1)(d) standing claims as to all 342 units, it sought
a writ of mandamus challenging this Honorable Court’s denial of class action certification as
to the 194 units where assignments were obtained. The gist of Plaintiff’s claim was that the

assignments for 194 units created a self-defined class and therefore the Association had

* Plaintiff’s Motion for Determination that the Superior Alternative Procedure to Proceed with Claims Pursuant
1o NRS 116.3102(1)(d) is as a Representative Action for ALl Members’ Interests with Regard to the Building
Envelope Issues, and as a Representative Action of the Assignee’s Interests with Regard to the Firewall and
Structural Issues, dated April 19, 20132, attached as Exhibit 2.

“ld. at 10:21-10:24. 0032

10




p—

L I I o T T o L N T T N
MO\M#WNMO\DW‘JQ\W&WMNQ

28

NGHS & TERRY LLP
20N, Town Center Dr.

Suite 260

as Vegas. NV 80144

{702} 990-2017

Rl N - U ¥ S O S N

standing to pursue all defects associated with those units in a class action format, using
generalized proof and extrapolation. The Nevada Supteme Court rejected that contention and
denied the writ,

The critical consideration is that HIGH NOON’s writ focused on 194 “assigned” units
for purposes of class certification, but no party has challenged that HIGH NOON retains its
standing to pursue claims for all 342 units where NRS 116.3102(1)(d) standing is applicable.
Indeed, Plaintiff understands that another matter on this Honorable Court’s docket involved
similar circumstances. In the matter of Dorrell Square Homeowner’s Association v. D.R.

Horton, Inc., the plaintiff association requested that this Honorable Court reconsider its prior

{ order that failure to satisfy NRCP 23 meant the association could not represent its members

for defects existing within individual units. This Honorable Court reconsidered and withdrew
that order. In response, D.R. Horton sought a writ to perform an NRCP 23 analysis and
reinstate the reconsidered order. The Nevada Supreme Court declined to order reinstatement
of the order of standing because it was inconsistent with the holding of Beazer which clearly
held that failure to satisfy NRCP 23 prerequisites does not strip a homeowner association of
its standing rights under NRS 116.3102(1)(d).

Here, notwithstanding the Nevada Supreme Court’s rejection of HIGH NOON's “self-
defined” class action contentions as to 194 units, nothing in that rejection modified or limited
the clear mandates of the Beazer decision_. HIGH NOON’s pursuit of construction defect
claims found in two or more of the 342 units at the Project is in addition to the categories of

defects where this Honorable Court has deemed that class treatment and generalized proof is

| appropriate.  Pursuant to the rationale and holding of Beazer, the question is not whether

HIGH NOON may proceed to trial as to construction defects found in two or more of all 342
units, it is how it will proceed to trial and the manner of proof reguired. In sum, the Nevada
Supreme Court in Beazer settied the standing issue in favor of standing for common-interest
commuaity associations and therefore HIGH NOON is entitled to pursue claims for defects in
all 342 units in the Project pursnant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d).

This Honorable Court has already resolved the manner and method of proof for the

defects that are not entitled to class treatment or generalized proof pursuant to its Novembeg, .,
11




1 1112, 2013 Order, and thus the resolution of this specific confusion will expediently allow the

2 || case to move forward to trial. Indeed, in that Order, this Honorable Court endorsed the basis
3 || of Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration with the following observations:
4l
5 “In fact, Plaintiff and its homeowner-members are not necessarily
required to have every single unit inspected or destructively tested to
G determine whether a particular constructional defect exists in order for
the Association to send a notice of construction defects under NRS
7 40.645, or ultimately, to bring an action on behalf of all homeowners in
8 its representative capacity. ... [{]
9| With the aforementioned said, Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT
' ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION may institute
10 and/or maintain litigation on behalf of two or more individual owners
11 suffering from the same construction defects. See NRS 116.3102(1 Xa)r”
12 Id. at 5, 8. This Honorable Court’s reference to “all homeowners in a representative capacity”
13 recognized the application of Beazer and NRS 116.3102(1)(d). Finally, the Order expressly
14 stated that “IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED Plaintiff HIGH

15 [INOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION may bring and
16 ||maintain claims on behalf of two or more homeowners who actually suffer constructional
17 ||defects that may not have been experienced or encountered by their neighbors pursuant to
18 {INRS 116.3102(1Xd).” Id. at 9. This Honorable Court correctly omitted any limitation to 194
19 || units in that statement, and thus it is a recognition of HIGH NOON’s right to pursue claims
70 || for all 342 units where the construction defect has been found in two or more units — defect
21 ||claims that are in addition to those authorized for class treatment under NRCP 23,

o7 D. Defendants Will Suffer No Prejudice,

73 The Court’s ruling on this motion will not prejudice defendants. This motion does not
24 ||s¢ck to expand the number or nature of the defects that must be addressed by the defense. It
25 ||simply seeks to expand the number of units that are in the litigation. There have been no
26 || settlement discussions to date, and defendants have made no settlement offers. Therefore, the
27 ||only change for the defendants would be a simple mathematical one. Moreover, plaintiff has

28 |jalready deposited and served its cost of repair based both 194 units and 342 units.

NGIUS & TERRY Lip
30 W, Town Cender Dy,
Suite 269 (034

18 Vegas, NV 85144
{702} 990-2017 12
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Dated: January 2, 2014 ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

IiIY. CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated above, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Honorable Court to

reconsider its prior order related to the right of HIGH NOON to pursue claims on behalf of all

of'its members and all 342 units located at the Project.

By: %/\ s

Paul P. Teity, Jr., SBN 7192

Rachel Saturn, SBN 8653

Aaron C. Yen, SBN 11744

ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

1120 N. Town Center Drive, Suite 260
Las Vegas, NV 89144

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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WEDNEDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 2010 AT 9:44:35 AM.

THE COURT: Okay. Let's go ahead and start with High Nocn at Arlington
Ranch Homeowners Association versus D R Horton, case number 07-A-542616.

MR. TERRY: Good morning, Your Honor. Paul Terry appearing on behalf of
the Plaintiffs.

MR. ODOU: Goed morning, Your Honor. We we're sitting in the cheap seats.

1.Joel Odou and Tom Frojan on behalf of D R Horton, and David Jennings from D R

Horton is with us.

MR. JENNINGS: Good morning.

THE COURT: O_kay. And, counsel, | have gone through your paperwork, |
understand the issues. And have you all had a chance to review my decision in —
oh gosh, it was the Henderson one -- the Mountain --

MR. TERRY: View of Black --

THE COURT: -- well, Black Mountain --

MR. TERRY: - View of Black Mountain.

THE COURT: View of Black Mountain case.

MR. TERRY: I'm very familiar with it, Your Honor.

MR. ODOU:; We've reviewed it.

THE COURT: Okay. Aliright. With that said, | am prepared to hear
argument.

MR. TERRY: Weli, thir Honor, since | know that you read the papers I'll be
brief and then respond to any issues that happen to rise.

THE COURT: | do have a question. You indicated that the Homeowners

Association wants to -- they've been assigned certain claims | guess by certain
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| homeowners --

MR. TERRY: Correct.
THE COURT: -- but don’t they have different issues dealing with respect to

| defects in their units? | mean, | can understand your position with respect to

| possibly a joinder acﬁoh‘ but | don’t know that -- | mean, have you satisfied the class

allegations with respect to the assignments with respect to units?
MR. TERRY: I'm not aware of any nor did | see any in any of the papers of a

requirement of satisfying class action allegations where there is in fact an

assignment.

THE COURT: Well, | know but we’d have to treat it as a joinder as opposed
to a class. Would you agree?

MR. TERRY: Absolutely.

THE COQURT; Okay.

MR. TERRY: No question about it, it would be --

THE COURT: all right. :

MR. TERRY: -- it would be a joinder case; we would have to treat it as such.
That is correct.

THE COURT: Okay. I'm listening.

MR. TERRY: All right. So, what -- the gist of our motion is that there are
three separate and distinct basis for a jurisdiction that the Association is asserting.
The first as the Court already noted, is that with respect to an assignment the
Association steps into the shoes of those individual homeowners and therefore has

the right for standing purposes -- which is what we're here for today, for standing

'purposes to assert any claims whether they're inside or outside of those units

because they step into the shoes of the homeowner so they can make the same

0039
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claim that the homeowner would make. So that applies to right now approximately
199 of the 342 units.

The Association has authority to represent what we believe are claims
similar to what would exist under 31.02(1) (d), but really kind of a separate and

independent basis and that because the Association has the rights of at least one

| homeowner and 107 of the buildings then it has the right to bring any claims that

would impact that owner and for the same reasons frankly as exists in — under 3102

and your decision in View of Black Mountain. Because the Association steps into

 the shoes of the homeowner the homeowner would have under traditional principles

:o,f proximate cause, nothing fancy, would have a right to bring the claim with respect

to any defect in their building which impacted or affected their unit whether or not it

was physically located within their unit. And that -- again, that's a -- that's a simple

proximate cause analysis. So that would -~ to take sort of a -- one example, if

there’s a broken countertop in a neighboring unit clearly that doesn't affect another
units - it doesn’t affect the other units. However, if there’s a structural defect some
place in the building or there’s a defect in the fire resistive systems somewhere else
in the building that does affect all the units in the building and therefore under, |

again, basic principles of proximate cause that individual owner would have a right

to bring the claim whether or not it physically existed within the confines of their unit

or existed some place else in the building because it affects their unit under
proximate cause.

So the second basis for the Association’s standing which would apply to

the 107 buildings in which the Association has at least one unit owner who has

‘assigned the claim would apply to the building envelope, it would apply to the

structural system, and would apply to the fire resistive system but would not apply to

0040
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'any of the individual defects that were within the neighboring units because they
didn’t affect that unit and therefore proximate cause wouldn't allow them to bring that
claim. So that's the second basis. Then we have a third basis for jurisdiction - a
little bit of belts and suspenders here, a third basis and that's the one that's the
 subject of this Court’s ruling in the View of Black Mountain and that's that under
116.3102.1 (d) the Association has standing to bring claims that affect common
property in other words property that's shared with other owners in the same
building; in thié case in View of B.Iack Mountain they were duplexes, in this case it's
even clearer because they're triplexes. And again contrary to the assertion in D R
Horton’s opposing papers, these are not separate and distinct buildings that are
stuck together. It's even more | think compelling than in view of Black Mountain
because in fact the units are stacked. And we've put in the affidavit of Tom Sanders
who's the architect we've retained when the assertion was made in the opposing
papers. In fact they were complete, separate and disﬁnci buildings that were - units

that were stuck together. That's in fact architecturally incorrect they’re not and

The one difference really between the assertions that we're making in
this case and the findings of this Court in View Black Mountain is that we have
included in the Association’s standing -- or in our request for declaration of standing

the structural systems and the fire resistive systems. And that is based on the -- on

those are the dividing lines between the units. And again for the same reason as
under proximate causation, if there's a defect in the firewall or what we found
missing firewalls in one unit and it's in the same building it necessarily affects every

other unit in t?;e building. The same thing is true with respect to structural defects. If

0041
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there's a structural defect somewhere in the building it affects everybody in that

building (1). And (2) you have a very practical problem which is that if there's a

structurat defect in one part of the building and my unit is in another part of the

building how do | get access to get in there and do those repairs? So, as a practical

matter the Association is in the best position to do that and in fact that's why we
assert 3102.1(d) those claims are suitable for handling by the Association. Of
course if there's any defect that's within a unit that doesn’t affect the other units then

clearly the Association doesn't have standing under either proximate causation or

‘under 3102(d).

So where we differ, or if you will, expand upon this Court's ruling in

View of Black Mountain is that we’ve included the structural systems and the fire

| resistive systems because we believe they directly impact all the units in the

building. So, that's the basis for the Association’s request for a declaration of
standing.

THE COURT: Thank you. Mr. Odou?

MR. ODOU: Good moming, Your Honor. | have a prop. If you'll bear with mel

I'd like to prop it up. We're gonna do a little Whee! of Fortune, and Mr. Trojan is

THE COURT: You might win with just one letter.
MR. ODOU: Or at least be able to guess it.

MR. TERRY: Unless this is a -- one of the exhibits, | haven't seen this before |

180 -

MR. ODOU: It was one of the exhibits.
THE COURT: Do you want to look at it real quick before | see it?
MR. TERRY. Well --
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THE COURT: Why don't you show it to counsel.
- MR. ODOU: It was attached to our pleadings.

MR. TERRY: All right. Then | have no objection.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. ODOU: Thank you, sir.

You know, Your Honor, this case has had a very long and tortured

'history beginning in 200? with a complaint rather than a Chapter 40 notice, that has

lead to D R Horton fighting for its rights to see the units. D R Horton has been
fighting for those rights now for three years just to get Chapter 40 started. What I've|

placed before you is a blow up of an exhibit attached to our pleadings which is the

| 189 units we've never seen. We've been fighting for three years to find out what the

ctaims are in those units,

So, just taking a stép back for a moment and discussing -- where we

 began our discussion today or where the Court's began its discussion today about

'BIack Mountain. This case is significantly different from Black Mountain, This case

is significantly identical to two cases this Court’s already decided, Dorrell Square
and Court at Aliante both involving the same cc and r's, both involving virtually the
identical same claims. We heard a minute ago counsel for the Plaintiff say if it
doesn't affect two or more units and we're not making a claim forit. That's not true |
at all, Your Honor, in looking at their defect list which is attached to their moving

papers they have sliding glass door claims. [n their sliding glass door claims they

say ninety-one percent of the units are affected. You don't need to go into an

adjoining unit to fix a sliding glass door, that doesn’t affect the common interest.
Moreover, the person \;vho is in the best position to know of their sliding glass door

to leak is all of those people with a red dot. Any one of those people could have
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| do that for you, we're not going to let you into those 189 units.

hundred percent of the windows leak. Again, 189 units we've never been into. They

| called up D R Horton just a few weeks ago and said, hey, I've got a problem with an

picked up the phone and called D R Horton and said my sliding glass door leaked.
That didr’t happen here. Instead a Plaintiff attorney went out, signed up those
people and said, hey, you want to sue D R Horton? They did. Then we said, okay,

show us where the sliding glass door leaks. Oh no, that’s too burdensome, we can't
Your Honor, if you look at the claims for the windows they say one

say, well, that doesn't matter because we've got assignments. Of the assignments
that they have - they have 193 by the way not 199 or -- whatever they had, it's 193
we counted. Of those assignments 72 of those homeowner never let us in to see

what was going on in their unit. Of those assignments one of those homeowners

electrical defect can you come fix it? The homeowners don't know what those
assignments say. Why do the homeowners not know what those assignments say?
Because they're very deceptive. If you look at the exact language of the assignment
it says they're assigning all claims. Well, that sounds fine but then they say --

THE COURT: What page are we on?

MR. ODOU: This is the big stack of exhibits from the Plaintiff. They have
attached 199 or 196 --

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. ODOU: -- assignments,

THE COURT: And they all say --

MR. ODOU: They're all --

THE COURT: -- about the same -- _

MR. ODOU: -- the same thing. If you take any one of those they're all the
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same. Look at paragraph G. “It is understood nothing in this assignment shall
consirue to obligate the Association in any way to undertake or pay for any
particular repair to any individual unit”. So then you recover the money supposedly
for these units that no one is allowed to see but they're not obligated to fix them.

They told the homeowners that. Well, what else did they tell the homeowners?

| Well, they told the homeowners, hey, sign this piece of paper because only those

homeowners who sign this piece of paper can share in the recovery. Well, if you go |

'to @ homeowner and say, hey, you want to share in the récovery, sign this little piecel

of paper. Absolutely they're gonna sign,
So, D R Horton challenges the validity of those assignments just as a
ves;y threshold issue, we challenge what was been assigned. We also note that if

this is an assignment and this is a joinder case now we again as we've had in this

entire case have the cart before the horse, where’s Chapter 40 been for these

assignments? Where have these homeowners been about providing us notice?
What window in your home leaks? What sliding glass door in your home leaks?

What other issues do you have in your home that you want us to fix? We don't have

that. What we have is a defect list on an extrapolated basis that says one hundred

percent of the windows leak and we're not gonna let you see those units. That's
what's happened in this case in the last three years.

We've brought two motions before this Court on motions to compel to
get into these units. One of those motions was rendered moot because we had the

summary judgment, another one of those motions was also rendered moot because

of that, and the third motion that we filed on this issue - | mean, | know we’re

beating a dead horse here, was to just get access to do the common areas which

we’ve fought for. Then they tell the homeowners in their assignment, ahh well, DR
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Horton doesn’t want to do repairs. Really? We've been fighting for three years to
just get out there to look at the units. These assignments are very, very deceptive,
these assignments don't actually reflect what's happened which is the Homeowners
Association has kept us away. -

And another thing about these assignments, no where in them do they

|| tell the homeowners gee, if you don't prevail in this case what happens. Or better
yet gee, did Qou know that Nancy Quon and company racked up a million dollars on

this case already? You're joining this case but you owe Nancy Quon a 40 percent

contingency fee or $350 and hour whichever is greater for her work on this case,

you owe Nancy Quon expert fees and costs. And they say, oh well, you know,

these expert fees and costs were incurred before these people assigned. Oh really?
iYou’re now using these same expenrt reports to justify moving forward in this case.

| There's a quantum meruit argument at a minimum that Nancy Quon and company

can make a claim on this case. Why is all this relevant? Well, the same attorneys
who are representing the Association against Nancy Quon are now representing the
Homeowners Association in this case. There’s a clear conflict of interest that they
don't then tell their homeowners who are joining this case ch by the way, we're

representing your Homeowners Association and it's your Homeowners Association,

our client’s best interest, that you join this case. It's not necessarily in your best

:interest; you just bought yourself a million dollars in debt. It's absolutely ridiculous

this case has been so backwards for so long and we've been fighting for our right to
just even see the units let alone do repairs.

Turning to the very issues between Black Mountain, Arlington, Aliante

‘and Dorrell Séuare, all of those issues were raised on appeal before the Nevada

Supreme Court. Those issues were fully briefed. The Nevada Supreme Court didn't
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| High Noon to determine whether or not those claims conform 1o class action

| dragging their feet, going door to door handing people a piece of paper and say,

sending the subcontractors a notice and they're telling us, well, what are we

claimant commences a claim or amends a complaint to add a claim for

see them. We need an accurate notice to tell us where the defects are. That's step

carve out an exception in First Light if and said, okay, we're gonna take anything on
the exterior and maybe you have standing for that but you don’t have to do a Rule
23 analysis you just go forward. Anything on the interior then you do a Rule 23
analysis. That's not what the Supreme Court did. When the Supreme remanded
this case in this Court it said. “In accordance with the analysis set forth inthe D R

Horton/First Light I, we direct the District Court to review the claims asserted by

principles”. That's what we are supposed to be doing, that's what we're supposed to

have done a year ago in this case. Instead for the last year the Plaintiffs have been

hey, you want fo share in the recovery sign right here. And that's what's gotten us
here today. |

This case has a trial date, D R Horton hasn't even answered or filed a
third party complaint because we have no way of knowing (1) who the Plaintiffs are

(2) what the claims are and (3) who are the subcontractors implicated. We keep

supposed to do with it? We can't go do repairs; no one will let us out there to do
repairs,
The cart has been before the horse too long. What D R Horton is

asking this Court to do is to start at the beginning and look at Chapter 40. Before a

constructional defect there are certain requirements that they have to conform to, is
to provide us a notice, okay? The notice that we've got is an extrapolated notice, it

doesn’t telt me where the defects are in each one of those red dots that won't let me
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one. Step two, they either need to let us into those units or dismiss those units from

the case.

Now this Court didn’t have an opportunity to address that because the
prior motion became moot when this thing went up on appeal, so the Court has an
opportunity to address that now. They're not letting us into the units, they can’t

make a claim. It's no different than a personal injury case where the Plaintiff doesn't

| want to provide their medical records and they don't want to tell you what part of

their body is injured. It's the exact same thing. We say just trust us, just pay us.
That doesn’t work in Chapter 40 and it shouldn't work here.

Lastly, the whole issue about, you know, let's take Black Mountain and

| segregate it out from Dorreli Square and Courts at Aliante, it doesn’t make any

sense it's the exact same cc and r's, it's the exact same claims. The Plaintiffs
experts are virtually the same, they can’t take what they've given us which says one
hundred percent of the windows leak we’re not gonna let you see it oh, and by the
way, this is a class action case now and shift the burden of proof to the Defendants
to now prove they're innocent. That's exactly what they're asking this Court to do.
They're saying find this case as a class action and we'll deal with it later. Well, find
the Defendants Quilty and we'll deal with it later, they can prove they’re innocent,
that's not the way Chapter 40 works, that's not the way the law works and that's not
the way this case should work.

THE COURT: Mr. Terry?

MR. TERRY: Yes, Your Honor. A couple of things. (1) This is not a motion

not the Chapter 40 notice -- Chapter 40 process has been concluded. This Court

issued a stay, that stay remains in effect. This is a motion for a declaration of
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standing. And ! would point out to the Court as the Court is probably aware D R
Horton argued extensively in prior cases that a resolution of the standing issue
should be achieved prior to the conclusion of the Chapter 40 process.

So, we're here asking for a declaration of standing and it's a little odd
that in other cases D R Horton has stood up and said, well, we want to resolve the
standing before we move forward with Chapter 40 but now it seems like they're
saying we want to resolve Chapter 40 before we move forward with standing.

Really that's not before the Court. What's before the Court it's fairly simple and
straight forward and that is what does the Association have standing for? And we've
asked for a declaration of that. Any issues with respect to the Chapter 40 notice and
whether or not they've seen enough units or not enough units, those are issues to
be resolved, you know, on a different day with a different motion presumably in front
of a special master as the Supreme Court directed in First Light [ the standards for
what's an adequate Chapter 40 notice. All of those issues were addressed in First

Light I and | think the conclusion of the Court was we're gonna defer to the special

| master to get them access. And so, if they need access to more units in order make

a decision tha’t’s really a question for another day.

The only issue before the Court today is what is the standing of the
Association. The only really substantive argument that | heard was that somehow
the assignments are in;falid, Now, First Light If actually addressed an issue with
respect to vaiidity of the Association standing and at page 701 it made clear a

builder has the right to chalienge the adequacy of the Association’s standing. A

builder does not have authority to challenge the internal method by which the

Association achieved ifs standing. That's only for individual owners of the

Aésé&iation to réise. Now, if you really want to I'd be happy to address these
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different issues because | think they're all red herrings.

THE COURT: Well, let me ask you this. | am concerned -- | mean, I've got a

| trial date in July and what I'm hearing from the defense is that we haven't even

completed the Chapter 40 process yet. |- mean, has that been accomplished in your
view?

MR. TERRY: In my view yes. Yes. There's a pending issue which frankly |

| don’t think has been resolved by the courts yet and that is that does a builder or a

 subcontractor for that matter have a right to inspect every single unit in a common

interest development when there's been notice for the purpose of frankly, from our
view, conducting discovery or do they have a right to a sufficient number of those
units that they can form an opinion as to whether or not defects exist and therefore
whether or not they’re going to propose some kind of a repair?

THE COURT: Well, under 'Chapter 40 if the developer elects can't they see
every unit?

MR. TERRY: In a common interest development | don't think that's correct,
no.

THE COURT: Because | don't know that -- it's my understanding that they
did. That -- that's what -- the concern that | have. | mean, if -- this is what my
thinking is. If | were inclined to say, yeah, the Homeowners Association has
standing with respect to the envelope, the building envelope, they can represent

homeowners on a joinder basis with respect to assignments whether they're good or

| not good depending on whose view you're looking at. | am concerned about if they

want to look at every unit with respect to the interior or with respect to the structural |

as you're trying to say, | think they've got a right to do that. | mean, and looking at --

MR. TERRY: But, Your Honor, if | may?

0650
Page - 14




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17 |

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25 llwhere the class action analysis fails in this case.

THE COURT: Yes. Please.

MR. TERRY: That's not really the issue before the Court today. And I'd be
happy to brief that carefully and we can - and get a ruling from the Court and we
can proceed on that basis but that's not what's before this Court right now, all that's
before this Court right now is the issue of standing. |

THE COURT: Well, I'm just concerned that this is an '07 case and we don't

| even have Chapter 40 completed yet. And | know that these issues are not briefed,

| but | am concerned about that.

MR. TERRY: I understand.
THE COURT: | mean, | don't know that | agree with you, Mr. Terry, that if --

they are only allowed to see so many of these units. That if they want to see every

 unit they're entitled to see every unit for which you're making a claim, whether it's

the homeowners making a claim or whether the HOA is making the claim on their
behalf. That's a concemn that | have. I'm concerned about whether or not we're
going to be disturbing this trial date and this is an '07 case.
Ckay. I'm gonna let Mr. Terry finish, but your response, Mr. Odou?
MR. ODOU: Your Honor, the standing issue is incredibly critical. The
standing issue and the reason why we haven't seen these units is because the

Association isn’t the proper vehicle to pursue this claim. The Association made a

claim for the whole place; they couldn't get us into those 189 units, That's where the

standing issue shines brightly. it's not a red herring at ali. That's where Chapter 40
shines brightly. That's not a red herring either. That's why the Association is not the
proper Plaintiff if there are going to be claims for those 189 red dots out there.

That's where the class action analysis needs to happen in this case and that's
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THE COURT: Well, | don't think we're at a class action, | think we're at a
joinder situation is what 'm understanding with respect to the alleged defects within |
the interiors of the units. |

MR. ODOU: But they've asked for it for both. They've asked for a class
action sfanding to pursue ali of those windows that we've not been allowed to see.
That's part of Bruce Mayfield's coined building envelope yet we're not allowed to see

those. And then if we save this for a later date what's gonna happen is the

Association is geoing to Qo gee, we're sorry, but these people didn't sign assignments
| therefore we can’t compel them to let you in but we're still gonna take the

| information and do an extrapolation and stick you with that extrapolation at trial and

say, well, we inspected a hundred windows and ninety-nine of them leaked. Well,

yeah, you may have but you only got into ten units or twenty units because the other

 unit owners said no way and the Court may say, well, in that case we'll just not let

them recover for those other units. Well, now we've got an extreme problem
because now we've got the problem of all these homeowners who think, okay, the
Association is:'taking care of this. Wait, they're not taking care of this? Waell, they're

going to repair it. Well, they’re saying they're not going to repair it. That's why this

| case is so upside down, that's why this motion should be denied. Standing should

be denied for the Homeowners Association. It's their burden to come forward and
show that they can adequately represent all of the homeowners on the building

envelope. They can't, the proof is right there in nice red dots everywhere. That's

'why the motion should be denied.

As far as the trial and the - we've been crowing about that problem for |
a while now which is we don’t know who the plaintiffs are, we don't know what the

claims are, we sure as heck can't figure out who the third party defendants are.
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There’s no way this case can go to trial next year.
THE COURT: These sliding glass windows are they on the balcony or -

MR. ODOU: The sliding glass doors are -- these are triplexes, so it's the first

floor sliding giass doors. They can't affect anybody else’s unit. If you've got a leak

in your sliding glass door it's leaking into your unit.

THE COURT: Okay. So that only affects the first floor not the second or
third?

MR. GDU: In many cases.

THE COURT: Okay. Well if -

MR. ODOU: And it's the same with a iot of the other claims too. if - the
window claims, they don't leak from one window -- one unit into another. If they do
they should pﬁt that evidence before the Court. There’s no evidence of that. Yeah,

they're not stacked on top of each other these are triplexes. So, one unit owner

owns a first floor and a second floor. These are triplexes.

THE COURT: Okay. Now with respect to the assignment of the interior, if
you're not allowed to get into certain units - let's say that | were to grant the HOA's |

standing with respect to these assignments with respect to the interiors but you're

not able to get into let’s say fifty percent of the units --

MR. ODOU: That's what it's been.
THE COURT: -- because -- whatever it is, then wouldn't it be right for you to

file a motion to dismiss with respect to that fifty percent because if they don't get

 cooperation then you -- | mean, in my view I'm looking at Chapter - Chapter 40, |

%don’t know that | agree with Mr. Terry that you only get to get into certain amount of

units, If you want to go into all of them, | think you can go into all of them. And if

there’s no cooperation with respect to the fifty percent - and I'm just throwing that
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| They can represent them with respect to those homeowners,

 making our experts wait around day after day after day. That's all documented in

out there | don't know what the percentage is, then you got a motion to dismiss.

MR. ODOU: We did exactly that in May of 2008, we brought before this Court
that exact motion and not only --

THE COURT: And | denied it?

MR. ODOU: - was it -- no, it was moot at that point because summary
judgment had been granted but we brought that exact same motion. Moreover, that
really highlights the prdbiem that they did to us back in 2008. They'd scheduled an
inspection of Mr. Smith’s unit at 8:00 a.m. and inspected Mr. Jones unit at 5:00 p.m.
And, oh by the way, stick around all day because we may be able to let you into

some other units. They stuck it to us for thirty days out there at an exorbitant cost

our. May, 2008 motion and it's one of the other reasons why this case has been so
upside down for so long. It just highlights the fact that this Association is not the
proper vehicle to be pursuing a representative claim in this case and it really
 underscores the fact that if a homeowner has an issue under Chapter 40 and what
our legislature intended was for that homeowner to pick up the phone and cail the
developer. If the developer is unresponsive to ahead and file suit, but you don't file
suit first and then figure it all cut now three years later going on four.

This case has been upside down since the beginning then on top of that
there’s a million dollars in claims from these experts and other prior attorneys and
none of thesé‘homeowners have any idea that they're getting into.

THE COURT: Well, that's a different issue | think then what we're talking
about here. | mean, that gets into the va!idity of the assignments and so forth than

MR. ODOU: If tﬁey're gonna do a joinder action and they want to put their
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refused to let me - or let my clients rather and my client's subcontractors who are

really looked carefully at the law and how extrapolation might work or not work. But

malpractice carrier on a risk for the fact they didn't advise these people of that, that's
right, | don't have standing to crow about that. [ do have standing to crow about the
fact that none of these assignments ever issued a Chapter 40 notice, | do have

standing to crow about the fact that 72 -- 71 of those assignments of those 193

monitoring into their home.
THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Terny?
MR. TERRY: Yes. Oh boy, that's a lot of stuff -- a proverbial bucket thrown at
the wall.
Again, | think the issues that are before this Court are pretty simple,
does the Association have standing? We can -- at some point later on we can get
down to, okay, if their - if a portion of the case is based on joinder and they didn't

get into a unit can they move to dismiss? And the answer is probably. | haven't

ultimately there is other ways of dealing with that, it doesn’t really have anything to
do with this -- the fundamental standing issue which is that if a homeowner is given
standing to sqmebody else whether it's the Association or Joe Smith, you know,
around town it really doesn't really make any difference, the law -- and we cited it in
our brief, the law in Nevada is very clear you're aliowed to assign a cause of action
to somebody else. |
Now, one of the issues that sort of sits around here and | think it's
something of a red herring, and that's the issue of the -- for the procedural model
that Quon, Bruce, Christensen used to use and that was because they had some
notion that if they didn't file a law suit then a Chapter 40 notice might not protect

their client's rights. Their standard practice was to file a law suit and then
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| immediately move for a stay and then go through the Chapter 40 process. And so

when this Court talks about this being a 2007 case although technically that's

correct, | think it's a bit of a misnomer because it just really had to do with how

:proceduraliy Quon, Bruce, Christensen handled their cases. It's not typical | think

for really any of the Gthker construction defect firms in town to be operating that way.
S0, really what's going on as we're within the Chapter 40 process or the
standard Chapter 40 process and we're at that particular point where you say okay
we're asking for a declaration of standing, and that's really all that's going on here
and it may be that a trial date has to be moved because of the fact we've been up
and down to the Supreme Court and there’s some unigque aspects to these cases.
THE COURT: Well, you know, and I'm concerned too because unless the
stay -- and | don't recall it saying that —- basically it says we're staying the Rule 41(e)

tolling as well. I have to get you a trial date within five years of the filing. Of course

there is the tolling of course whenever things went up to the Supreme Court which | |

.probab!y need you to figure all that stuff out too, but | will tell you | do entertain as

you well know motions to dismiss when Chapter 40 has not been adhered to. So, |

get concerned about these things. And now I've gotta get you a trial date before

12012, You know, if -- of course I've got you a trial date right now in July and I'm

concerned now because I'm hearing Chapter 40 still has not been taken care of.
Let me ask you this, Mr. Terry, if | were inclined to grant your motion

with respect to the assignment of those - of the interiors are you gonna be abie to

cocrdinate so that we're not having a situation where the developer goes out at 8:00

o'clock then he has to wait for the next unit at 5:00 and so forth, | mean -- because |

think that the Chapter 40 process has gotta be adhered to.

MR. TERRY: | -- first off, Your Honor, again, | wasn't there --
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THE COURT: | know.

MR. TERRY: -- when these events allegedly occurred.

THE COURT: You're the new kid on the block. | know.

MR. TERRY: And ! would suggest with all due respect for everybody in the
courtroom that just because a builder makes an allegation doesn’t mean that the
other side agrees with it or that the mere fact the builder made the allegation makes
it correct regardless of how many times you repeat it.

So, the real question is wilt we cooperate with D R Horton irrespective
of what may have happened between Quon, Bruce and D R Horton, | mean, | don't
know, | wasn't there. | don't think we have a reputation in the community for trying

to keep builders out of units. In fact, if they want -- we'll get them in there. Of the

I understood he says there’s 187 they haven't seen but of the assigned claims it's

only 72 they haven't seen. So, they've already -- they've seen like almost 2/3 of the

assigned claims already so it sounds like we only have like 72 or so that we need to

get them into with respect to the assignments. So, that doesn’t really seem like
that's, you know, too great of burden.

And then, you know, then it really is incumbent upon us to come back io%

this Court and say okay we want a lifting of the stay. To the extent that there’s

issues with respect to ga'ining access, | think the Supreme Court, you know,
indicated that the very accomplished special masters fhat we have available to us
throughout the state are very good at issuing orders and providing directives to
counsel as to what they need to do in order fo satisfy compliance with Chapter 40.
And again, 1 think we have a very good track record of doing that and we will do

what we can to get them, you know, everything we can to get them in. And to the
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extent that we can’t then they clearly have a right to make a motion to have those
claims dismissed and we'll deal with that issue when and if it arises.

THE COURT: Okay. This is what I'm going to do. | want to ook at the issues

| with respect to the building envelope. | think | need to look at this issue a little bit

more. With respect to the joinder action, | am going to allow the Homeowners
Association to represent the homeowners that have assigned their claims, however,
you're going to have to coordinate with the developer to get this Chapter 40 stuff

taken care of with respect to the 72 or the half or whatever the number of units. And

1 if you've got some uncooperative homeowners, you know, then it gets down to then

are you going to be able to show, you know, prove your claim whether you're

representing the homeowner or the HOA, and | would expect a motion to dismiss by
the developer with respect to the uncooperative homeowners. You've gotta be able |
to bet a chance to look through those units if you exercise that right to do so.
S0, | am gonna go ahead and grant the motion with respect to the
joinder. And that is a joinder action, it is not a class and -- you know, until we
determine whether or not it should be a class. | don't know if we've got that but

that's not the basis of your motion. With respect to thé structural -- you're talking

about the interior walls like the firewalls and things -- I've gotta look at that a little bit

more.
MR. TERRY: | understand.
THE COURT: And | am gonna look at the building envelope thing a little bit
more so I'm taking that part under advisement.
MR. ODOU: Can | ask a couple of questions, Your Honor?
THE COURT: Sure.
MR. ODOU: Just real briefly. | assume the Court will ook at the motion for
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re-hearing that was filed in the companion cases because this is the building

envelope --

THE COURT: Are you talking about the Dorrell Square and --
MR. ODOU: The building envelope issue —
THE COURT: -- | think -~

MR. ODOU: -- was raised and it was Dorrell Square’s motion for re-hearing.

| All the cases were grouped together and sent up to the Supreme Court and those

issues were grouped together, sent up, the Court issued its ruling. The plaintiff's

petitioned in Dorrell Square for a re-hearing arguing this very issue, the Supreme

Court declined to hear that. Now, | know obviously read inte that whatever you want
but it's still --

THE COURT: Yeah, because -- it's been a while

MR. ODOU: - it's an issue.

THE COURT: - since | did the decisions on Dorrell Square and Courts at

 Aliante, but those are the only two that | had done actually evidentiary hearings on

the adequacy of the extrapolated notice. And so what was cool about those two

cases is that, i'mean, all the defects were hashed out in those seven hour hearings

| or whatever they were, and from what | -- | went back and reviewed it and it wasn't

| just a building envelope case, it was -- they were looking at everything and | just

went through the class <action analysis. Of course the building envelope idea was
not brought up in those cases so | saw that those were a little bit different, but | wili
be looking at the motions for re-hearing on those. But, | want to look at this one
because it looks like these are very ciosely related --

MR. ODOU: And then --

THE COURT: --in terms of issues.

0039
Page - 23




10

11

12

13

14

15

18

17

18

18

20 |

21

22

23

24

25

MR. ODOU: They are, Your Honor. And then the second problem that we're
gonna have is the notice that we originally got, the Chapter 40 notice from the
Homeowners Association, it's not unit specific. There's no way for me to go into any
of those units where they wouldn’t let us in before and find out, okay, which one did

you claim leaks. What they did is in their notice they said we inspected twenty units

| or whatever the numbers are. | don't -- well, | did have --

THE COURT: Well, they should be doing at least twenty percent | would
think. '
MR. ODOU: But my point is for us to now comply with Chapter 40 on a

joinder action, just taking the joinder part of the case separately, we - D R Horton

 believes that those homeowners have an obiigation to do a proper Chapter 40

notice. Now, we could —

THE COURT: Well, wait a minute --

MR. ODOU: - be back before you on that --

THE COURT: -- are they using the extrapolated notice? Then it gets down to
whether or not that notice -- that extrapolated notice is adequate.

MR. ODOU: Exactly.

THE COURT: Are you --

MR. ODOU: So --

THE COURT: -- teliing me we need a hearing on that?

MR. ODOU: Wé are going to. If we need to file a motion on that we certainly

| can, but the problem is gonna be that when you teli me, okay, my windows leak and

you're joining this case | have a right and my client has a right to know, okay, which
windows so we're not a wild goose chase, what are the claims that you're joining?

What are the claims that you are making, you Mister Homeowner or you Miss
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critical for the reason - for the inspection, it's also critical for us to know that so we

| They weren't happy to get that notice but that's the facts of life. Now it's a joinder

'again including the guy who was lucky enough to drive by the place? It just - we

| hearing on the -

that you're supposed to describe the nature and extent of the defects within the

Homeowner are making against D R Horton and against the subcontractors? it's

can put the correct subcontractors on notice.

When this case arose three years ago we put everybody on notice.

action on behalf of these people who have signed assignments. That's fine but what

am | -- who am | putting on notice for those things? Do | put on notice everybody

have a Chapter 40 notice that's not going to work in the joinder part of the case is
what I'm saying. So, | believe that the Court should instruct the homeowners that
are joining the case to give a clear and adequate description as required by Chapter
40 what their claims are and then we can go forward.

THE COURT: Well, | think first of all we have to look at the extrapoiated
notice which was originally given on whether or not that is adequate because they
can use an extrapolated --

MR. GDOU: Sure.

THE COURT: -- notice. So, are you telling me we need to schedule a

MR. ODOU: We --
THE COURT: -- adequacy?
MR. ODOU: -- absolutely will because the exact language of Chapter 40 says

home. This notice does not describe the nature and extent of the defects in any of
these joinder homes.
THE COURT. When --
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.she has. And there's where -- if it's a joinder action that's fine but it's gotta be a

1 40; she has to give us a list of her claims whatever --

| example if - let's say twenty percent of the units were reviewed and in one hundred

percent of the cases or let's say eighty percent of the cases there was something

| fixtures in the downstairs bathroom, well -- well, that gives enough notice in my view
to the developer that you know what if it’s in eighty percent of the cases you know
that in eighty percent of the unit that maybe you might want o look there. That's up

to you if you want to, if you don’t want to that's up to you too. But, | mean, you've

MR. ODOU: If you inspect Mrs. Jones unit and say there’s a defect in Mrs.

Jones unit that doesn’t help us at all with Mrs. Smith’s unit as to what defects if any |
joinder action that complies with Chapter 40. Mrs. Smith has to comply with Chapter

THE COURT: But --
MR. ODQU: -- they are.
THE COURT: -- she can rely upon an extrapolated notice though. For

wrong with, oh gosh, | -- let's just say that there was something wrong with the

seen my orders with respect to the extrapolated notices 1 think on both —

MR. ODOU: We have, Your Honor, but what our point is is NRS 46.452(c)
requires the claimant to describe in reasonable detail the cause of the defects if
known, the nature and extent that is known of the damage or injury resulting from
the defects and the location of the defect within each residence. We're saying -

THE COURT: And they can rely upon an extrapolated notice.

MR. ODOU: It doesn't help us to tell the subcontractor where to go look. It
doesn’t comply with the statute in D R Horton's view

THE COURT: Okay. You're revisiting stuff we dealt with years ago, counsel.
And | --
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1 anticipating a full blown evidentiary hearing where 'm putting --

MR. CDOU: I'm really trying not to.

THE COURT: But if you're challenging the notice then what we can do is |
can go ahead and set a day aside like on a Friday for us to discuss the adequacy of
the extrapolated notice, we can do that. When would you be ready to do this?

MR. ODQU: Pretty much in two weeks with the exception of Thanksgiving.
Three weeks. ’

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Terry?

MR. ODOU: First week in December maybe.

THE COURT: I'm looking at --

MR. TERRY: Well, | mean, to the -- I'm just trying to think. To the extent that
we're -- | mean, | have all the expert reports, | already have all the matrices showing

exactly where the testing took place, etcetera. So, in that respect is this Court

THE COURT: | did before. | mean, because they're challenging the
sufficiency of the hearing -- | mean, of the notices and where they -- you know, and
so forth. | wiii-tell you —

MR. ODOU: Can we make a recommendation on that so we don't -

THE COURT: Pardon me?

MR. ODOU: Could | make a recommendation on that?

THE COURT: Sure.

MR. QDOU: Perhaps we could brief the issue, discuss amongst ourselves
whether an evidentiary hearing is required --

THE COURT: That's perfect.

MR. ODOQU: -- and then try and narrow the issues to whatever they are.

MR. TERRY: Yeah, | would --
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THE COURT: Thatd be fine.

MR. TERRY: -- | would say probably a submission by affidavit and maybe
one witness on each side, you know -

THE COURT: That would be fine. Just to give you an FYI, it looks like if

you're looking for a Friday afternoon -- now | do have trial so those are going to be

|intermixed and my secretary will probably kill me, but | do have the 10 and the 17

 of December it looks like available and then I've got just about every Friday it looks |

like in January --

MR. TERRY: | could --

THE COURT: -- except for the 7",

MR. ODOU: Counsel, would you prefer to brief those?

MR. TERRY: I could do December 17", | couldn’t do the 10™.

THE COURT: Okay. Why don't you get together and tell us what would be
good for you and we will do our best to accommodate you. | mean, but i think -

MR. ODOU: Yeah, we can meet on that, |

THE COURT: -- we better get this adequacy of this notice taken care of and
get this and get this Chapter 40 stuff taken care of like asap because ! don't like to
disturb trial dates. And I'm a little concerned because I'm locking at the numbers of

cases that the cd judges have to get set for trial and we've got a ton that were filed

in 2008. Not as quite as many as 2007 but we -- | think we had 113 filed in 2007; in

2009 we had 110. We've got to get all these things set for trial. And then we've got |
the 2010 that we've got to get set for trial and we're dicking around with the 2007
and we're going {o be abutting a five year rule problem. I've got concerns about
that. So --

MR. TERRY: Your Honor, what we'll also do is we’ll submit a brief on the five
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reply and then we will try and work with the Plaintiff's counse! as to whether or not

year statute and hopefully it can be a joint brief but if not -- that sort of lays out
what's happening in this case so we —

THE COURT: If you --

MR. TERRY: -- at least have that information,

THE COURT: If you both agree even to - if there’s an issue there and you
both agree to extend it that's an issue. Although | don't like old cases but it is what
is, but we've got to get it done right.

MR. ODOU: Yeah. We can't speak on behalf of the subcontractors is gonna
be the problem. We could certainly accommodate the Plaintiffs and come to some
understanding, but then the question is the subcontractors and the insurance
carriers.

Just so | understand and just so we're all clear then, what we're gonna
propose is thét we will get with Plaintiff's counsel and come up with a briefing
schedule as to the adequacy of the notice. And since we're the one's challenging

the nofice I'm presuming we would be the moving party, they will then oppose, we'li

an actual evidentiary hearing is going to happen.
THE COURT: And then figure out when you want to do it.
MR. ODOU: And then when we -- okay.
THE COURT: And let's see if we can't do it on a Friday.
MR. TERRY: Well, why don't -- why don’t we reserve the 17" now just so that
THE COURT: The 17" of December?
MR. TERRY: Yeah.
THE COURT: We can do that.

0065
Page - 29




10

11 |

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. ODOU: That's fine.

THE COURT: Is that good for you?

MR. ODOU: Yeah.

THE COURT: December 17",

THE COURT CLERK: Is that at 8:30, Your Honor.

MR. ODOU: And then Your Honor is going to --

THE COURT: When do you want to -- what time in the moring? | usually
start court at 8:30.

MR. ODGU: Fine.

THE COURT: 8:307

MR. TERRY: 8:30 is fine with me.

THE COURT: Okay.

‘MR. ODOU: And then Your Honor is going to take under submission the
standing issue for the Association to pursue the common area claims or what
common claims and then there'll be a ruling on that --

THE COURT: And I'm gonna warn you right now -- and [ think | can speak on
behalf of the all cd judges; we're starting to get buried with a lot of these motions.
And it's not just the cd cases that we've got; we've got under advisements in other
cases as well. So, | mean, 'm starting to fall behind and | know I'm not the only
judge.

MR. ODOU: Now, we have one that's been pending for about eight or nine
months now which kind of --

THE COURT: In front of Judge -

MR. ODOU: -- the reason why | raise --

THE COURT: - Earl?
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MR. ODOU: Yeah. The reason why | raise it only is because of with our triat

date -- eight or nine months from now we’re in trial trying to figure out who's --

actually we wouldn't be in trial because we haven’t answered. So, | think our trial

| date needs to be moved. | know we're here for éweeps next week but | just wanted

to alert the Court that we need to have that discussion.

THE COURT: Okay. Il discuss it with you next week.

MR. ODOU: Thank you, Your Honor.

MR. TERRY: Thank you, Your Honor.

MR. JENNINGS: Your Honor, Dave Jennings on behalf of D R Horton, bar
number 6694.

There’s just one issue | wanted to address briefly. | know you're going

to take under advisement the building envelope issue and | wanted to -- | know Joel
has touched on this already, but all the defects that are alleged -- that are included

in the building envelope list of defects, those defects were all alleged in the

|underlying cases in First Light, Courts at Aliante, this one here, those all went up to

the Supreme Court. Now, they did not segregate the interior defects versus the
building envelope defects. | understand that, but all of those defects went up to the

Supreme Court and the Plaintiff's argued a number of times both in the original

 briefing and on the motion for re-hearing that NRS 116.3102 did not require -- or

does not require the HOA to go through a Ruie 23 and Shuette analysis to

determine whether or not they’re allowed to represent them in a class action or
representative capacity. And in both cases, both in the main briefing and the oral
argument and in the motion for re-hearing the Supreme Court rejected the argument

that the Plaintiffs put forth regarding 116.3102. And I've read the Black Mountain

case, the ruling on that, and my understanding of that ruling -- and if I'm incorrect
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Issues.
MR. TERRY: Ckay.
MR. ODOU: The Plaintiffs will prepare that order and run it past us.
MR. TERRY: Of course.
MR. ODOU: In the meantime --
- THE COURT: Perfect.

'schedule. We could even incorporate that if we want.
THE COURT: Perfect,
MR. TERRY: Great. Thank you, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Thank you.
MR. ODOU: Thank you, Your Honor,
[Proceedings concluded at 10:35:50-a.m.}

* N £ % %

ATTEST: Ido hereby certify that | have truly and correctly transcribed the
 audio/video recording in the above-entitled czs;/@the best of my abitity.

NORMA RAMIREZ O
Court Recorder

District Court Dept. XX
702 671-0572

Page - 33

MR. ODOU: - 'l ship off a letter to them with the briefing -- proposed briefing
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MOT

't Paul P. Terry, Jr. {(Nev. Bar 7192)
| John Stander (Nev. Bar 9198)

Melissa Bybee (Nev. Bar 8390}
ANGIUS & TERRY LLP
1120 N. Town Center Dr., Suite 180

' Las Vegas, NV 89144
 Telephone: (702) 990-2017

Facsimile: (702) 990-2018
mbybee@angius-terry.com

| Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Electronically Filed
04/19/2013 01:24:21 PM

R

CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

HIGH NOON AT AREINGTON RANCH
HOMEQOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a Nevada

1 non-profit corporation, for itself and for al}
| others similarly situated,

Plaintiff
V.

)

)

}

),

);

)

)

)

)

)

D.R. HORTON, INC. a Delaware Corporation }
DOE INDIVIDUALS, 1-100, ROE )
BUSINESSES or GOVERNMENTAL ;
ENTITIES 1-100 inclusive )
i

J

;

)

Defendants.

And Related Cross-Actions

Case No. 07A542616
Dept. XXI1

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR
DETERMINATION THAT THE
SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
PROCEDURE TO PROCEED WITH
CLAIMS PURSUANT TO NRS
116.3102(1)(d) IS AS A
REPRESENTATIVE ACTION FOR ALL
MEMBERS® INTERESTS WITH
REGARD TO THE BUILDING
ENVELOPE ISSUES, AND AS A
REPRESENTATIVE ACTION OF THE
ASSIGNEE’S INTERESTS WITH
REGARD TO THE FIREWALL AND
STRUCTURAL ISSUES

Date:
Time:
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PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR DETERMINATION THAT THE SUPERIOR

| ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE TO PROCEED WITH CLAIMS PURSUANT TO NRS

116.3102(1)(d) IS AS A REPRESENTATIVE ACTION FOR ALL. MEMBERS’
INTERESTS WITH REGARD TO THE BUILDING ENVELOPE ISSUES. AND AS A
REPRESENTATIVE ACTION OF THE ASSIGNEE’S INTERESTS WITH REGARD
TO THE FIREWALL AND STRUCTURAL ISSUES

COMES NOW Plaintiff, High Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association
(“Association”) by and through its attorneys, Angius & Terry LLP, respectfully seck a
determination that the superior means to proceed with the Association’s construction defect
litigation, pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d), is as a representative action for members’
interests with regard to the building envelope issues, and as a represeniative action
concerning the 194 assignees’ interests with regard o the firewall and structural issues.

This Motion is made and based upon the attached Memorandum of Points and
Authorities, together with all papers and pleadings on file herein, which arc hereby
incorporated by this reference, as well as any oral arguments that may be heard at the time of

the hearing of this matter.

Dated: April 19, 2013 ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

By:

Paul P. Terry, Jr.| SBN 7192
Jobn J. Stander, $BN 9198
Melissa Bybee, SBN 8390

1120 N. Town Center Dr., # 260
Las Vegas, Nevada 89144
Attorneys for Plaintiff

0071



[ = L e - S VA

D

i0
11
12
13
14
I5
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23

24
25
26

-~
§

28

13318 & TERRY LLP
4N, Town Center D,
Suite 260
15 Yegas, NV 89144
(70239902017

NOTICE OF MOTION

TO:  All Interested Parties and,

TO:.  Their Respective Attorneys of Record

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR DETERMINATION
THAT THE SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE TO PROCEED WITH CLAIMS
PURSUANT TO NRS 116.3102(1)(d) IS AS A REPRESENTATIVE ACTION FOR ALL
MEMBERS’ INTERESTS WITH REGARD TO THE BUILDING ENVELOPE ISSUES,
AND AS A REPRESENTATIVE ACTION OF THE ASSIGNEE’S INTERESTS WITH
REGARD TG THE FIREWALL AND STRUCTURAL ISSUES will be heard in Department

XXIt of the above entitled Court on the 2 1 day of MAY e, 2013 at
. N

8:3 Qn\m\%p.m_ or soon thereafter as counsel may be heard.

Dated: April 19, 2013 ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

Paul P. Terry, JIEE}N 7192
John J. Stander, SBEN 9198
Melissa Bybee, BN 8390
Angius & Terry, LLP

1120 Town Center Dr., # 260
Las Vegas, Nevada 89144
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1. INTRODUCTION

This case has been on an appellate roller-coaster up to the Nevada Supreme Court and
back several times on a journey to achieve clarification regarding the standing of the Plainti(f

homeowners association, High Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (hereafter

 “Association”), to assert claims for various defective components in the development. After

much confusion, we now have a measurc of clarity from the latest direction provided by the
Nevada Supreme Court. The Nevada Supreme Court has now made clear that that purely
representative actions brought by homeowners associations on behalf of twe or more
members for issues that affect the common interest development are permitred pursuant (o
NRS 116.3102(1)¢d). Moreover, and notWithstanding the languape to the comtrary in its
carlier decision, D.R, Horton, Inc. v. Eighth Judicial District Court, 215 P.3d 697, 699 {(Nev.
2009) (hereafter “First Light II"), the Association’s representational action under NRS
116.3102(1)(d) is not precluded by failure to meet NRCP 23's class action prerequisites,

Rather than dismiss the representational action for failure to meet the criteria of NRCP
23, the Nevada Supreme Court clarified:

We clarify that, while purely representative actions brought by

homeowners' associations are not necessarily prechuded by failure to meet

NRCP 23's class action prerequisites, the district court is required, if

requested by the parties, to thoroughly analyze and document its findings

to support alternatives to class action for the case to proceed, such as

joinder, consolidation, or some other manner.
Beazer Hames Holding Corp. v. Eighth Judicial District (View of Black Mouniain
Homeowners' Association, Inc), 291 P.3d 128, 231 (2012) (hereafter “View of Black

Mountainj. The NRCP Rule 23 analysis is a tool the District Court must use to help
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determine what the best alternative procedure to utilize, such as joinder, consolidation or
some other manncr. Ibid.

Here, plaintiff Association does not seck class certification under NRCP Rule 23.

Rather plaintiff moves the Court to determine the best alternative means of proceeding with
the representative claims.

Plaintiff suggests that the best manner of proceeding is for the Court to allow the
Association to proceed to represent the members’ interests with regard to the defects in the
“building envelope.” With regard to the firewall and structural issues, the Association can
proceed to represent the interests of the assignees, and assert claims with regard to the 107

buildings in which there are assigned claims. Any member who does not wish to participate

1 | can have the option to “opt out™ of the proceedings, and the claims of that particular
I 3

homeowner will not be asserted.

This approach is superior in that it complies with the rulings of the Nevada Supreme
Court in this case, and its decision in View Of Black Mountain, Also, it obviates the concem
of involving in the litigation members who do not want to be involved—if they do not wish to
be involved, they can opt out of the proceedings.

. STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. Procedural History

On June 7, 2007, Association filed a Complaint against D.R. Horton alleging
constructional defects in the common areas and in the residential buildings. D.R. Horton
brought a motion for partial summary judgment, based upon the argument that the Association
lacked standing to pursue claims with regard to the buildings which are owned and maintained
by the homeowners. On July 9, 2008, the Court entered an order granting D.R. Horton’s

Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, stating that the Association is precluded from
2
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pursuing claims related to the individual units, On November 20, 2008, Association filed a
Petition for Writ of Prohibition or Mandamus in the Nevada Supreme Court.

On September 3, 2009, the Nevada Supreme Court issued an Order Granting Petition,
stating that in accordance with the analysis set forth in the companion case First Light II, the
District Court was to review the claims asserted by the Association to determine, based upon
the guidelines set forth in that opinion, whether Association may file suit in a representative
capacity for constructional defects affecting the individual units.

Plaintiff then brought a Motion for Declaratory Relief Re: Standing Pursuant To
Assignment and Pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1}(d) which was filed September 30,2010, and

heard on November 10, 2010. The District Court issued an order dated February 10, 2011

13 | granting plaintfT™s motion in part and denying it in part.' Both Association and D.R. Horton

brought writs regarding portions of that order.

On January 25, 2013, the Nevada Supreme Court issued a ruling granting the petition
for writ brought by D.R. Horton,” and a separate ruling denying the petition for writ brought
by Association.®
i
1

i

"'A copy of the Court’s Order regarding Plaintiffs’ Motion for Declaratory Relief Re:

| Standing Pursuant To Assigoment and Pursuant to NRS 116.3102( 1)(d} is attached hereto as
| Exhibit 1.

2 A copy of the Nevada Supreme Court’s Order granting the petition of D.R. Horton, dated
1/25/2013 is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 (hereafter “Order Granting Petition.”)

A copy of the Nevada Supreme Cowit’s Order denying the petition of Association, dated
1/25/2013 is attached hereto as Exhibit 3 (hereafier “Order Denying Petition.”)

3
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B. General Facts

This matter concerns a plammed townhome development® known as High Noon at
Arlington Ranch (hereafler “Association™). Plaintiff Association is a Nevada non-profit
corporation with an elected Board of Directors which governs the development and the
Association is comprised of 114 buildings with three units per building, for a total of 342

units. The development construction type is wood framed walls, with concrete tile roofing,

land a one-coat stuceo system. Association was developed, constructed and sold by D.R.

Horton in or about 2005.

C. Assignments

To date, Association is the assignee pursuant to executed Assignment of Claims, of the

 claims of 194 unit owners (out of a total of the 342 units).” The assigned units are located in

107 of the 114 buildings.

D. Inspection And Testing

Association, through its refained experts, has conducted extensive testing and

mvestigation of the buildings. The building envelopes and firewall systems were inspected by

* Association refers to the development as a “townhome development.” However, with the
stacked configuration of the multiple residences within the buildings, one would expect the
units at High Noon at Arlington to be condominiums. They are not classic “condominiums”
because D.R. Horton drafted the CC&Rs in such a way as to virtually strip the Association of
all of the maintenance and ownership responsibilities over the common areas of the buildings

that a condominium association would normally have. Where a condominium association

would have maintenance responsibilities over, for example, the building envelope-—here D.R.

{ Horton has assigned that responsibility to the wnit owners. This was done solely in an effort

to strip the Association of standing to pursue such issues should constructional defects arise,

* The assignments are attached hereto as Exhibit 4. A spreadsheet of assigned units is
attached hereto as Exhibit 5. A map of the buildings containing assigned units is attached as
Exhibit 6.
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1 ||RH Adcock & Associates.® The structural elements were mspected by Marcon Forensics,

2 e’
3 1. Building Envelope
4
a. Roofs
5
p Association’s expert, RH Adcock and Associates has visually and destructively
D

= 11inspected 51 of the 114 building roofs—which is 44.7 percent of the roofs. Defects in tile and
8 || roof component installation were identified at 100% of the roofs inspected. While the exact

9 || configuration of defects varied somewhat from roof to roof, the extent and location of the

1o defective components vary from roof to roof, the same patterns of defective conditions were
H observed throughout the development. Each of the roofs is defective, and the repair
5

i; recommendation for each of the roofs is the same.®

14 b. Decks and Balconies

15 Mr. Adcock and his inspectors visually imspected 52 private balconies, and

16 |l destructively tested seven. The defects found at the privacy balconies were uniform—the
same defects were identified at 100% of the decks inspected.” Those defects include use of

inappropriate sheet metal nails, incomplete and inadequate sheet melal {lashing laps; lack of

23 |1°The CV of the architectural expert is attached hereto as Exhibit 7. Their report is attached
hereto as Exhibit 8.

25 |7 The CV of the structural engineer is attached hereto as Fxhibit 9. Their report and matrix of
locations is attached here as Exhibit 10.

26
S +
27 Ibid.
28 || See Adceck Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 63-73.
161US & TERRY LLP | 5
3 N. Town Center Dr. 0077

Suite 260
as Vegas, NV $07144
{702} 9907057




fou]

L T N VS

10
I
12

13 |

14
15
16
17

18 |
| door frame sealing and at head flashing. Not every door exhibited every defect, but each door

19
20
21
22
23

24 |
| # Sce Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 74-85.

25
26
27
28

IGIUS & TERRY LLP
‘0 M. Towa Ceater Dy,

Suite 260

a3 Vegas, NV 89144

(702) 0942017

sealant at same; and inadequate sloping of the deck surfaces.’®  The repair recommendation
for each balcony is the same.!
¢. One Coat Stucco System
Mr. Adcock and his inspectors visually inspected 65 of the 114 building exteriors to

date. The same defects were observed at 100% of the buildings inspected. These defects

| include cxcessive cracking; penetrations not sealed; missing backing at horizontal surfaces;

improper sheathing at such surfaces; defects in the waterproof membrane at horizontal

 surfaces; and foam plant-ons notched to accommodate shutters. Again, each of buildings did

not exhibit each of these defects--but all of the buildings exhibited some or all of these
defects, and the repair recommendation is the same in each building, "2
d. Doors
R.H. Adcock visually inspected 57 sliding glass doors, and invasively tested 11 of
them.” They visually inspected 32 main entry doors, and destructively tested nine, They
visually inspected 28 French doors, and destructively tested five. Again, R, H. Adcock found

defects at each of the doors inspected, including water intrusion at the doors, defects in the

mspected was defectively installed with regard 1o one or more of the defective conditions

observed.'* The repair recommendation is the same for each of the defective doors.>

" Ibid.

W Ibid,

"* Sliding glass doors only exist in unit types 102 and 103. French Doors exist in unit types
101 and at some unit types 102 and 103,

1" See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 86-96.

0078



R =~ T =L T ¥ S N ¥ - I

e I O O T Y O
S = = R . T - O - T U N N

3
L

24
25
26
27

28

SGIUS & TERRY LLP
20 . Town Center Dr.
Sutle 760
43 Yegas, NV 80144
{702) 950.2017

e. Windows
R.H. Adcock visually inspected 719 weather exposed windows at 91 wunits, and
invasively tested 25 windows. Every window inspected was found defective. The main
defects identified include: Leaking window during spray tests, EPS not sealed at frame,
missing or incomplete sealant behind nail fin, flashing improperly installed, shear panels at
windows short of window fin,, improper penetrations through nail fin, and alarm contacts
drilled at sill of windows.'® Although every window did not exhibit every defect identified,
every window observed was defective in one or multiple ways. The repair recommendation is
the same for each window."”
2, Fire Resistive Construction
Defects were found in both the unit to unit fire separation walls, and the garage to unit
fire separation walls. Adcock destructively tested 13 fire walls. Defects in the firewalls were
identified at 100% of the locations inspected.'®
3. Structural
Structural engineer Felix Martin of Marcon Forensics, inspected the structural systems
of the building, and discovered serious structural deficiencies at each of the locations

inspected. For example, they identified insufficient nailing at the shear wall, insufficient

| width of shear wall, nailing at foundation hold down strap missing, floor to floor hold down

Y Ihid.

' See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 134-160.

7 1bid.

"* See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 107-121.
7
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strap and sill nailing misses rim joist at exterior walls.'® Each of the locations inspected
revealed structural insufficiencies and defects. These defects by their very definition, affect
the entirety of the buildings in which they exist, and therefore by definition affect two or more
homeowners.
INI. ARGUMENT
A. As Confirmed By Recent Rulings Of The Nevada Supreme Court,
Association Does Have Standing Pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to Bring A

Representative Action

1. Notwithstanding the Outcome of 2 NRCP Rule 23 Analysis, Association
Does Have Standing To Assert Claims On Behalf of its Members

After much confusion in the District Courts arising from the First Light If decision,
the Nevada Supreme Court clarified its ruling in Beazer Homes, Inc. v. Distriet Court (View of
Black Mountain HOA), 291 P.3d 128 (2012) ¢hereafter “View of Black Mountain”.} In that
decision, the Supreme Court clarifies that NRS 116.3102(1)(d) does in fact confer standing to
the Association to assert claims on behalf of its members for matters affecting the common-
nterest community.

We clarify that, while purely representative actions brought by
homeowners' associations are not necessarily precluded by failure to
meet NRCP 23's class action prerequisites, the district court is required, if
requested by the parties, to thoroughly analyze and document its findings to
support alternatives to class action for the case to proceed, such as joinder,
consolidation, or some other manner.
View of Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at 131 (emphasis added.)
The Supreme Court further clarifies that this is true even if the Association cannot

satisfy the requirements of NRCP Rule 23.

Accordingly, so long as a common-interest community assoeciation is acting
on behalf of two or more units’ owners, it can represent its members in

" See Marcon Forensics Report and Matrix, attached as Exhibit 10,

8
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actions concerning the community. This statute affords the comman-interest
comnunity association not only the right to come into court, but also the
right to obtain relief solely on behalf of its members. [Citations.] Failure te
meet any sdditional procedural requirements, including NRCP 23's
class action requirements, capnot strip a common-interest commuanity
association of its standing to proceed on behalf of its members under
NRS 116.3102(1)¢d). [Citations],

View of Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at 134 (emphasis added.)

2, Clarified Role of NRCP Rule 23 Analysis In Determining
Representational Standing

In View of Black Mountain, the Nevada Supreme Court clarifies its holding in First

Light II, requiring that 2 NRCP Rule 23 analysis be performed in connection with NRS
116.3102(1)¢d) standing analysis. The Supreme Court clarifies that, notwithstanding
language to the contrary in First Light II, representative standing under NRS 116.3 102(1){d)
is not dependent upon satisfaction of the NRCP Rule 23 criteria. Rather, the Court states, the
Rule 23 analysis must be performed not to deterimine whether there is standing {there is) but
rather to assist the District Court in determining the best method of proceeding with the
representative case. The View of Black Mountain Court stated:

We now clarify that, notwithstanding any suggestions in First Light II to the

contrary, failure of a common-interest community association to strictly

satisfy the NRCP 23 factors does not automatically result in a failure of the

tepresentative action.

Nevertheless, analyzing the factors when requested to do so is necessary for

a variety of reasons, and the analysis will help guide both the court and the

parties in developing a meaningful and efficient case management plan. In

analyzing the factors, district courts are not determining whether the

action can proceed; rather, they are determining how the action should

proceed, i.e., whether it is treated like a class action, a joinder action,

consolidated actions, or in some other manner.

View of Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at p. 135 (emphasis added.) The Court g0es on to

clarily further the roll of the NRCP Rule 23 analysis in this context:

0081



28

1G1US & TERRY LLP
W0 N, Town Cerder B,

Suite 260

as Vegas, NV 39144

{702) 996-2017

If the association meets all of NRCP 23's requirements, it may then proceed
with the litigation in a class action format. If not, the district court must
determine an alternative for the action to proceed such as a joinder action,
consolidated action, or in some other manoner,

View of Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at p. 136.

Here, it is important to note that Association is not moving for certification of a class.
Therefore, in this case an NRCP Rule 22 analysis is necessary—but not to determine whether
or not a class action can be certified, but rather, as set forth in View of Black Mountain, to
assist the court in determining the best alternative method in which to proceed,

3. Since The Defects Here Affect Two Or More Units Owners On Matters
Affecting The Common-Interest Community, The Association Does Have
Representational Standing Under NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to Pursue Those
Claims

Here, there is no doubt but that the constructional defects at the High Noon at
Arlington Ranch development affect two or more units owners on matters affecting the

common-interest community.

The building envelope, for purposes of this motion, is defined as the roof system,

stucco system, and exterior openings (windows and doors). The building envelope is a

monolithic strycture, and can only be repaired as 2 whole. It would be absolutely ridiculous
for one homeowner on his or her own to undertake a repair of their one third of the roof, or

their one third of the stucco or emvelope openings. Water intrusion into the envelope

anywhere on the building affects all of the homeowners of the building. Each of the alleged

building envelope claims, by their very nature concern two or more homeowners.
Similarly, both the firewall and the structural systems in the buildings, by the very
nature of the component, involve two or more members of the community. The firewall

exists between two units, and a defect in the firewall compromises the fire resistive capacity

10
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of the entire building. Similarly, where there is a defect in the structural integrity of the
buildings, that defect nccessarily affects every owner in that building and affects the common
interest community.
4. The Holding in View of Black Mountain is Consistent With The Nevada
Supreme Court’s Orders Granting And Denying The Respective Writ
Petitions Brought In This Case
Both Association and D.R. Horton brought writ petitions to the Nevada Supreme

Court, challenging portions of the District Court’s order on Association’s motion for

declaration re standing. The Nevada Supreme Court granted D.R. Horton’s writ petition, and

denied the writ petition brought by Association.

Obviously, the Supreme Court’s Orders regarding the Writ Petitions in this matter are

consistent with its decision in Fiew of Black Mountain. The Supreme Court confirmed in its

| Order Granting Petition in this matter, that:

“[Flailure of a common-interest community association to strictly satisfy the
NRCP 23 factors does not automatically result in a failure of the
representative achon."”

In this order™, the Supreme Court confirmed that an Association cannot proceed as a

representative in a class action without satisfying the criteria of NRCP Rule 23.

Accordingly, even if an HOA has standing under NRS 116.3102(1Xd) to
mstitute a representative action on behalf of two or more of its members, the
HOA still must satisfy the requirements of NRCP 23 if it wishes to bring
its representative action as a class-action suit.”’

The Nevada Supreme Court granted the writ petition of D.R. Horton, becausc it found that the

District Court impermissibly did not conduct an NRCP Rule 23 analysis regarding the

* Order Granting Petition, Exhibit 2, at p. 3 [Quoting View of Black Mountain. |
* Order Granting Petition, Exhibit 2, at p. 3 (Emphasis added.)

1
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building envelope issues.”? This also is consistent with its ruling in View of Black Mountain,
In that case, and as set forth above, the Nevada Supreme Court clarified that an NRCP Rule
23 analysis must be performed, not to determine if the association has representational
standing, but to determine what is the most appropriate means to proceed with;
represeﬁtationai action, class action, joinder, consclidation, or some other method. View of
Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at 135, 136.
B. Rather Than as a Class, the Best Alternative Means To Proceed is: 1)With
Regard to the Building Envelope Issues, as a Representative Action on Behalf
of AH Homeowners; and 2) With Regard to the Firewall and Structural

Issues, as a Representative Action on Behalf of Al Assignees

1. A Representative Action of All Homeowners Is The Superior Means to
Proceed With Regard to the Building Envelope Claims

As set forth above, and as confirmed by the View of Black Mountain Court, the
Association does have standing to proceed with its members claims under NRS
116.3102(1)(d). The court is to determine the best means for this representative action to
proceed. Association suggests that the best means of proceeding with these claims is for the
Association to assert the claims of all of its members in a representative action with regard to

all claims involving the building envelopes (roofs, stucco, windows, doors and

? decks/balconies.)

As detailed in the NRCP Rule 23 analysis below, there is an overwhelming
commonality of defects in all of the buildings at the High Noon at Arlington Ranch
development, with regard to the building envelope defects. The defects all necessarily affect
multiple unit owners, and a repair of the defects will similarly involve multiple units. For

example, it is impossible to effectively fix the roof of one unit in a multi-unit building without

2 fbid. atp. 5.
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affecting the other units-the units all share one roof. If any owner of a unit does not want io
be involved, that owner will be given the opportunity to opt out, and the pro rata proportion of
the building envelope claims in that building will not be pursued.

2. A Representative Action of All Assignees Is the Superior Means to
Proceed With Regard to the Fire Resistive and Structural Claims

With regard to claims in the interior componcents of the buildings—the fire resistive
and the structural claims—the Association suggests that the superior means to proceed is as a
representational action in which the Association stands in the shoes and represents the claims
of the 194 homeowners who assigned their claims fo the Association,

By virtue of the assignments, as well as NRS 116.3102(1)(d), Association has standing

| to pursue the firewall and structural claims arising in all of the buildings in which even one

assignee owns a unit.”> This is so because defects arising from and relating to those buildings

| will necessarily impact the rights of the assigning bomeowners. The assigning

homeowners have standing to redress those defects which affect their units—and those rights
have been given to Association by virtue of the assignments.

It is an elemental principal of law that a problem caused on one pcrson’s property
which adversely affects a second person’s property, gives rise of a claim by the second person
to redress the problem. For example, if a negligently started fire in Mr. Smith’s home spreads
and proximately causcs damage to Mr. Jones® home, Mr. Jones would have redress against the
negligent actor for the fire damage caused. This is the basic legal principle of proximale
causation. See e.g.. Fower v. Harrah's Laughiin. Inc. 215 P.3d 709, 724 (Nev. 2009) (A
negligence claim will stand if the negligence was both foreseeable and the actual cause of

plaintiff’s harm). See also, Arguello v. Sunser Station, Inc., 252 P.3d 206, 208 (2011). NRCP

* The 194 assignees own units in 107 of the 114 buildings.

13
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17(a} provides that "[e}very action shall be prosecuted in the name of the real party in
interest." A real party in intercst "is one who possesses the right to enforce the claim and has
a significant interest in the litigation." Szilagy? v. Testa, 99 Nev. 834, 838, 673 P.2d 495, 498
{1983). A homeowner of a urit in a building that contains defects in the firewall or structural
components of that building is damaged by the defect. That owner therefore is the real party
in interest, and has standing to assert a claim regarding that defective condition. That owner
can then, as was done here, assign those claims.

Negligent construction within the portion of a common component owned by one
homeowner (whether it is in the building envelope, firewalls, or structural elements) will both
foresceably and necessarily adversely affect the rights of each homeowner in that building,
Each of the homeowners in that building is damaged, and each homeowner in the building is
the real party in interest to make a claim for that defect. Each homeowner therefore has
standing to redress constructional defects throughout his or her building which affect the
entire building. Thus wherc a homcowner assigned his or her claims to Association,
Association is the real party in interest, and has standing to assert claims for such defects
throughout the entire building.

I any owner of a unit contained in a building with an assignment does not waut to be

mvolved, that awner will be given the opportunity to opt out, and the pro rata proportion of

the firewall and structural claims in that building will not be pursued by the Association.

3. Rule 23 Analysis For the Sole Purpose of Determining the Preferred
Alternative Means to Proceed

The Nevada Supreme Court has dirccted this Court to perform a thorough NRCP Rule

23 analysis regarding the “building envelope claims?® This is consistent with the Supreme

* See Order Granting Petition, Exhibit 2, at p. 5.
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Court’s directive in Fiew of Black Mountain, that a NRCP Rule 23 analysis must be
performed to aid the cowrt in determining the best alternative method of proceeding with
regard to the NRS 116.3102(1)(d) representational claims. View of Black Mountain, supra,
291 P.3d at 135,

Pursvant to NRCP 23(a), a class (here representative action) is appropriate when:
(1) The class is so numerous that joinder of all members is impractical;
(2) There are questions of law or fact common to the class;

{3) The claims or defenses of the representative parties are typical of
the claims or defenses of the class; and

(4) The representative parties will fairly and adequately protect the
mterests of the class,

NRCP 23(a).

In addition to these four requirements, a litigant must also satisfy at least one of the
categories of NRCP 23(b) which generally evaluates “whether maintaining a class action is
logistically possible and superior to other actions.” Meyer v. District Court, 110 Nev. 1357,

1363, 885 P.2d 622, 626 (1994), Specifically, NRCP 23(b) provides:

An action may be maintained as a class action if the prerequisites of
subdivision (a) are satisfied, and in addition:

(1) The prosecution of separate actions by or against individual
members of the class would create a risk of

(A) Inconsistent or varying adjudications with respect to individual
meinbers of the class which would establish incompatible standards of
conduct for the party opposing the class, or

(B) adjudications with respect to individual members of the class
which would as a practical matter be dispositive of the interests of the
other members not parties to the adjudications or substantially impair
ot impede their ability to protect their interests; or

(2) the party opposing the class has acted or refused to act on grounds
generally applicable to the class, thereby making appropriate final

15
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injunctive relief or corresponding declaratory relief with respect to the
class as a whole; or

(3) The court finds that the questions of law or fact common to the
members of the class predominate over any questions affecting only
individual members, and that a class action is superior to other
available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of the
controversy. The matters pertinent to the findings include: (A) the
mnterest of members of the class in individually controlling the
prosecution or defense of separate actions; (B) the extent and nature of
any litigation concerning the controversy already commenced by or
against members of the class; (C) the desirability or undesirability of
concentrating the litigation of the claims in the particatar forum; (D)
the difficulties likely to be encountered in the management of a class
actlion.

NRCP 23(b).
For purposes of this motion, Plaintiffs will focus on the third requirement of NRCP
23(b) by showing that common questions predominate over individual questions and that
therefore a representative action is the superior method of adjudication.
a. The Class is so Numerous that Joinder is Impracticable,
In View of Black Mountain, supra, the Supreme Court gave us guidance as to how this
prong of the NRCP Rule 23 analysis is applicable to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) representational

claims., The Court stated:

Thus, for cxample, in examining the numerosity requirement, which
questions whether "the members of a proposed class [are] so numerous
that separate joinder of each member is impracticable,” Shuerte, 121
Nev. at 846, 124 P.3d at 537, the court need only determine that the
common-interest community association's representative action claim
pertains to at least two units' owners; if so, the representative action is
permissible and cannot be defeated on the ground that the represented
members are insufficiently numerous. See NRS 116.3102(1)(d).
Nevertheless, evaluating the number of individual homeowners' units
involved can help determine whether the case will proceed more like a
class action, joinder action, or in some other fashion and how
discovery, recovery, and claim prectusion issucs should be addressed.

View of Black Mountain, supra, at 135.
The pulative “class™ of assignors at High Noon at Arlington Ranch is sufficiently

numerous to make actual joinder of all the assignors impracticable. Impracticability factors

16
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such as judicial economy, geographic dispersion of class members, financial resources of

class members and ability of class members to bring individual suits should be taken into

consideration when analyzing the numerosity requirement. Shuette v. Beazer Homes

Holdings Corp., 121 Nev. 837, 847, 124 P.3d 530, 537 (2005),

There are 342 units in High Noon at Arlington Ranch, and there are 194 assignors.

Certainly litigating over 300, or even 194 of the same claims individually would not be

Jjudicially economical, especially when dealing with similar breach of warranty and
negligence claims.

While an individual homecowner may ultimately recover his or her reasonable expert
and investigation costs under NRS 40.655, it is still financially burdensome to the homeowner
given the fact that he or she would have to advance these costs before a verdict. This may in
fact make homeowners hesitant to bring their action forward. Thus, even though the unit
owners may be close in geographical location the high costs associated with bringing an
individual or joinder construction defect action make it impractical,

Therefore, allowing the Association to step into the shoes of the assi gnors and proceed
with the assigned claims is the preferable method.

b. The Instant Action Invelves Commeon Questions of Law and Fact.

The Supreme Court also gave guidance regarding application of this criterion in the View

1 of Black Mountain decision. The Court stated:

The commonality requitement, which cxamines the factual and legal
similarities between claims and defenses, Shuette, 121 Nev, o 846,
124 P.3d at 537, and the NRCP 23(bj)(3) predominance requirement,
which questions whether common questions predominate over
individualized questions, will affect whether the member "class" is
divided into subclasses and, if so, how. They also affect the resolution
of generalized proof and other evidentiary questions and influence
how trial will proceed. In First Light 11, we noted that "the district
court may classify and distinguish claims that are suitable for class
action ccrtification from those requiring individualized proof" 725
Nev. at 459, 215 P.3d ar 704. By evaluating the commonality and
predominance requirements, the court can best organize the
proceedings for the particular circumstances of the case.

17
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View of Black Mouniain, supra, at 135.
2 . . . .
The “Commonality™ prong of Rule 23 can be satisfied by a single common question of
3 law or fact. Shuette, supra, 121 Nev. at 848; Meyer v. District Court, 110 Nev. 1357, 1363,
4 . . . . ,
885 P.2d 622, 626 (1994). “Commonality does not require that all questions of law and fact
must be identical, but that an issue of law or fact exists that inheres in the complaints of all the
6 .
class members.” Id. Here questions of law and fact are common throughout the
7 development.
8 Here, every resident of High Noon at Arlington Ranch is affected by the constractional
? defects both in their own units and in the other units in their buildings. Common issues
10 include whether D.R. Horton negligently constructed the unit owners’ residences and whether
1 D.R. Horton breached any express and implied warranties in light of defects in the
2
12 construction of Plaintiffs’ residences. As such, Association has satisfied the commonality
13 element.
14 |] c. The Claims and Defenses of the Association are Typical of the
Class
i5
Here also, the View of Black Mountain Coutt provides guidance:
16
7 Reviewing any concerns with typicality and adequacy, which seck to
_ ensure that the class members are fairly and adequately represented by
18 the plaintiffs, will affect issues regarding notice to the association
members and influence how claim preclusion issues should be
19 addressed. [Citation.] As the Califomia court noted, a common-
interest community association "is typically the embodiment of a
20 4
community of interest.” Jd. Although the typicality of the claims
21 pertaining to at least two of the units will generally meet the adequacy
requirement, issues regarding the overall adequacy of representation
22 | must be determined by the district court. [Citation.]
23 1| View of Black Mountain, supra, at 136,
24 In this matter, Association is the assignee of over one half of the unit owners at the
25 ||development. Therefore, its claims are literally the same as the homeowners. Also, with
26 || regard to the units and buildings for which the Association does not have an assignment, the
27 || claims of'its assignors (which the Association is exercising) are similar to and very typical of
2g | the claims of the other unit owners.
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Association’s claims and applicable defenses are typical of the other owners.
Typicality is satisfied when “each class member’s claim arises from the same course of events
and each class member makes similar legal arguments to prove the defendant’s liability.”
Shuette, 121 Nev. at 848-49, (citing Robidowux v. Celani, 987 F.2d 931, 936 (2d Cir. 1993)).
This does not require all class member claims to be identical. /d. at 849. Thus, “certification
will not be prevented by mere {actual variations among class members’ underlying individual
claims.” Id.

The Court in Deal v. 999 Lakeshore Association, supra, 94 Nev, 301, recognized that
where the roofs leaked in every one of the buildings, and that that all of the unit owners were
assessed for repairs to the roof area, cach of the homeowners suffered damage, and their
claims were typical of the other homeowners., See Deal v, 999 Lakeshore Association, supra,
at 306.

Here, the owners who have assigned their claims to the Association have suffered

injury from the same course of events as those who have not. Their claims rest on the same

legal arguments of breach of express and implied warranties as well as negligence to prove
D.R. Horton’s liability. Each High Noon at Arlington Ranch homeowner from the putative
“class”™ would advance these same common construction defect legal arguments if they were
to individually pursue reliet for their construction defects. Therefore, the claims and defenses

of the Association are typical of the entire High Noon at Arlington Ranch membership,

o, The Association Will Fairly and Adeguately Protect the Interests of
the Membership

The Association will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the membership. To

satisfy this prong, generally the class representatives (here the Association) and members

| must “possess the same interest and suffer the same injury” as the other class members in

order to avoid any potential conflicts of interest. Shuette, supra, 121 Nev. at 849,
Here, the Association and its assignors have suffered the same injury in that their

homes were built in the same defective manner as the rest of the unit owners. Moreover, the

19
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Terry LLP.

' Association, its assignors and the other homeowners all possess the same interest in proving

the defects and otherwise secking compensation to remedy the condition of the building
components. Accordingly, the Association will fairly and adequately protect the interests of
the unit owners of High Noon at Arlington Ranch.

Additionally, the quality of the Association counsel must be taken info consideration.
In re Dalkon Shield IUD Products Liability Litig., 693 F.2d 847 {9th Cir. 1982). The law firm
of Angius & Terry LLP is more than qualified in representing the ¢lass. The firm has handled
numerous class action lawsuits dealing with construction defects. A-V rated attomney Paul P
Terry, Ir. has several years of litigation experience in handling complex matters relating to

constrection defects. As such, the membership will be adequately represented by Angius &

e Commuon Questions of Law and Fact Predominate Over Individual
Questions and a Class Action is the Superior Method of
Adjudication
In addition to satisfying (he numerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy of

representation elements of NRCP 23(a), Plainiff must also fulfill at least one of the

requirements outlined under NRCP 23(b){(3)—that common questions predominate over

individual questions, and that the class action is a superior method of adjudication of the
claims. Here, thosc prongs are met.

1. Commeon Questions Predominate Over Individual Questions

The predominance prong “tests whether proposed classes are sufficiently cohesive to

warrant adjudication by representation.” dmchem Products, Inc. v. Windsor, 521 U S, 591,

625 (1997). The rule “does not require uniformity of claims across the entire class” and

“presupposes that individual issues will exist.” Payne v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., 216

FR.D. 21, 26 (D. Mass. 2003). “There is no rigid test of predominance; rather, it simply

requires a finding that a sufficient constellation of issues binds class members together.” 7d.

(quoting Waste Mgm:. Holdings, Inc. v. Mowbray, 208 T.3d 288, 296 {(Ist Cir. 2000)). *A

single, central issue as to the defendants® conduct vis a vis class members can satisfy the
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predominance requirement even when other elements of the claim require individualized
proof.” Id.

Here, adequate notice under Chapter 40 was given as to the condition of the entire
project to the entire prospective “class”™. The claims and defenses are common to every
building. Moreover, the Association’s claims are similar to claims made in condominium
cases where the Association maintains the envelope, and therefore class representation is not
required.

Indeed, if during discovery it is determined that cost of repair or replacement damages
greatly vary, the “class” can easily be broken down into “subclasses” according to plan type,
phases or other variables contributing to the variance in damages. OFf course, the same
subclass breakdown could be used in case any variance in causation issues arises during
discovery. Therefore, individual questions can be minimized through the use of subclasses,
thereby making the common questions predominant.

This approach was endorsed by the Court in First Light I As the Court stated:

And if necessary, NRCP 23(c){4) allows the district court to certify a
class action with respect to certain issues or subclasses. To that end,
the district court may classify and distinguish claims that are suitable
for class action certification from those requiring individualized proof.

First Light II, supra at p. 704,

8. A Representative Action is the Superior Method of Adjudication
Plaintiffs also satisfy the superiority element of NRCP 23(b}(3). The purpose of a

clags action is to prevent the same issues from “being litigated over and over|,] thus
avoidfing] duplicative proceedings and inconsistent results.” Shuerte, supra, 121 Nev. at 852
(citing Ingram v. The Coca-Cola Co., 200 FR.D. 685, 701 (N.D.Ga. 2001)). “It also helps

class members obtain relief when they might be unable or unwilling to individually litigate an

| action for financial reasons or for fear of repercussion.” Id. In general, “class action is only

superior when management difficulties and any negative impacts on all parties’ interests ‘are

outweighed by the benefits of class wide resolution of common of common issucs.”” Jd.
21
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{quoting Peltier Enterprises, Inc. v. Hilton, 51 S.W.3d 616, 624 (Tex.App.2000)). Here, the
common issue of the defective buildings in High Noon at Arlington Ranch, the sheer volume
of potential class members, and the high costs in expert and legal fees, easily tip the balancing
scale in favor of class-wide resolution.

The decisions in Blumenthal v. Medina Supply Company, 139 Ohio App.3d 283, 743
N.E.2d 923 and Payne v, Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co., 216 FR.D. 21 (D. Mass, 2003)

| offer some insight on the superiority of the class action in the instant case, In Blumenthal, a

group of Ohio homeowners sued the concrete manufacturer of their concrete driveways
because there was too much water in the design mix thereby causing the concrete to become
weak and crack and crumble. Bilumenthal, supra, 139 Ohio App.3d 283, 743 N.I.2d 923.

The trial court initially certified a class that included thousands of Chio homeowners, but then

decertified the class on the predominance and superiority prongs because of a high

concentration of individual issues that could have contributed to the concrete’s failure;
specifically, curing procedures, concrete placement, the handling by various contractors and
actions by the homeowners post installation. Jd. However, the Ohio appellate court decmcd

the decertification improper and ruled, in relevant part;

The difficulties and complexities affecting the claims of individual
class members do not outweigh the efficiency and economy of a
common adjudication in this case. It must be remembered that the
class affects approximately one thousand property owners thronghout
northern Ohio who were supplied concrete by Medina. The individual
financial claims of these property owners in the class are, given the
size and cost of a typical residential driveway, relatively small in
dollar terms, less than $10,000 each. The individual claim, when
viewed against the typical legal and expert witness fees customarily
employed to litigate such a claim, necessarily militates against the
bringing of individual small damage claims in favor of resolving these
claims in a more efficient and economical legal vehicle for alt parties,
namely, a class action, wherein the claims can be aggregated and the
common theories advanced for recovery. . . . [to avoid] the geometric
explosion of expenses and costs that these multiple cases would
necessarily generate,

Id. at 296-97
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Thus, the court emphasized the high class volumc and the high litigation costs as major

1 factors in evaluating the superiority prong and holding that certification was proper. Id.

The Payne v. Goodyear court noted the same factors in holding that a class action was
the superior method of adjudicating the issue of an alleged defective rubber hose used in
radiant floor heating systems affecting around 2,000 homes. See Payne, supra, 216 FR.D. 21

(D. Mass. 2003). Specifically, the court ruled, in pertinent part:

[A] class action would best serve the underlying purposes of Rule
23(b) by assuring aggrieved consumers their day in court. “The core
purpose of Rule 23(b}{3) is to vindicate the claims of consumers and
other groups of people whose individual claims would be too small to
warrant litigation.” While the claims of many class members are not
insubstantial -- perhaps tens or even hundreds of thousands of dollars —
the litigation costs, including extensive scientific expert analysis, of
pursuing individual claims against Goodyear would be likely, in many
cases, 1o be prohibitive.”

Id. at 29.

Like Blumenthal and Payne, and perhaps even more 5o, the putative class in the instant
case is far oo numerous to efficiently proceed any other way than a class action. Again, the
putative class encompasses at least 340 homes. It simply would create an undue burden on
the court system to hear over 340 individual claims regarding the same issues of whether or
not the same building components are defective.

Also like Blumenthal and Payne, and perhaps even more so, the expected high

litigation costs would likely deter individual homeowners from bringing forward their claims.

Construction investigations as well as expert testimony, can be extremely expensive and

- would likely be a prohibitive financial burden on a single homeowner. While NRS 40.655

allows a homeowner to ultimately recover these investigation and expert costs from the
builder and/or subcontractors, the reality remains that the homeowner would need to advance

all of these costs years before recovery. Allowing the instant action to proceed as a class will

I minimize these expenses to the class since investigations will be limited to a representative

sample of homes and the associated costs will be shared by all class members. Any attorneys’
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fees and associated costs would also be shared by the class as opposed 16 each individual class
member paying for their own attorneys’ fees and costs through individual actions regarding
the same issues.

Accordingly, the common issues of the defective of the envelope and other issues at
over 340 homes, and the anticipated high litigation costs associated with the claims, makes a

representative action the superior method of adjudication in the case at hand.

C, Proceeding As a “Joinder” of the Assignment Claims is the
Preferable Way to Proceed

1. Association Has Assignments From 194 Of The Homeowners,
Owning some or all of 107 of the 110 Buildings

The Association has received the assignments of c¢laims from 194 of the homeowncrs

in High Noon.” The assignments state:

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE Association all of the claims
and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R.
Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors,
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in
the design, construction or supply of materials for construction of the
townhome project and/or HOMEQWNER’S unit, for defective
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly
include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise
out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R.
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any and all
common law claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence,
fraud and cquitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising
out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5} Any and all claims relating to
or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq.

By virtue of the assignments, the Association “steps into the shoes” of the assignor
homeowners, and is able to pursue any claim that the homeowner would have been able ta

pursue. In re Silver State Helicopters, LLC, 403 B.R. 849, 864 -865 (Bkrtey. D Nev.,2009).

“The assignability of rights generally depends on local law. See, e.g.
Danning v. Mintz, 367 F.2d 304, 308 (9th Cir.1966). Like any other
valid agreements, assignments are enforceable under Nevada law. See,

| ** Sec Assignments, attached as Exhibit 4.
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lout. Here, the 194 assignors have already “opted in"——they have consented through the

e.g. Wood v. Chicago Title Agency of Las Vegas, Inc., 109 Nev. 70,
847 P.2d 738 (Nev.1993). An assignment of a right is a manifestation
of the assignor's intention to transfer it by virtue of which the
assignor's right to performance by the obligor is extinguished in whole
or in part and the assignee acquires a right to such performance. See
Restatement (Second) of Contracts, § 317 (1981). An assignee
typically “steps into the shoes™ of an assignor, See In re Boyajian, 367
B.R. 138, 145 (9th Cir. BAP 2007).”

In re Silver State Helicopters, LLC 403 B.R. 849, 864 -865 (Bkrtey.D.Nev.,2009),

In its orders in this matter, the Nevada Supreme Court did not address the question as to _

the validity of the assignments. The Supreme Court noted, in a footnote to the Order Denying
Fetition, that the assignments could not be used as a means to get around the requirement of that
an NRCP Rule 23 analysis be conducted. Specifically, the Supreme Court stated in a footnote
at the end of the order: %

High Noon also argues that i has standing to pursue all constructional
defect claims relating to each of the 194 units for which it obtained an
assignment of claims from its owner that is independent from the
standing granted to it by NRS Chapter 116, However, we agree with
the district court that the fact that High Noon obtained the night to
bring claims on behalf of unit-owners by assignment instead of
through NRS 116.3102(1)(d) did not eliminate High Noon's duty to
fultill the requirements of NRCP 23 as set forth [First Light IT.

The other reason to proceed with the Association asserting the claims of the assignors is

because the assignors have consented to that representation. There is no concem as to whether

notice to affected “class members™ is made, or whether they have an opportunity to opt in or opt |

assignment to the Association proceeding with their claims. If any of the other owners do not

wish to be involved, they will be given an opportunity to opt out.

* Order Denying Petition attached as Exhibit 3, at p. 9, fn. 2.
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IV.  CONCLUSION

For the forgoing reasons, and consistent with the directives of the Nevada Supreme
Court, the best method of proceeding with the NRS 116.3102(1)(d) represeniative claims in
this matter is for the Association to proceed in representing the interests of its members with
regard to the building envelope issues, and “step into the shoes” of the homeowners who have

assigned their claims to the Association with regard to the fire resistive and structural issues.

Dated: April 19, 2013 ANGIUS & TERRY LLP

By: /VQ? 0/
Paul P. Terdy, “@
Nevada Bar Ng. 7192
John J. Stand
Nevada Bar No. 9198
Melissz Bybee
Nevada Bar No. 8390
ANGIUS & TERRY LLP
1120 N. Town Center Dr., Ste.260

Las Vegas, NV 89144
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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