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Sitmature(s) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assiparnent is made by the =del -signed homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER.) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project., 

RBerrALE 

A. Significant defects have been discovered In the individual uairs at the Righ Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towithomes. 

D. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DA.. Horton in Figh Non At Arlinonn 
Rauch Homeowners Association v. DY....3.-Iorteri,  Eighth Indicial District, Clark County Nevada., Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C.. The Nevada Supreme Court.„ in its ruling =titled_LL./.3. 1.4.b.hidiciatri 	iurt 
215 R.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
fmtn the individual units if it can meet the requirements fc ,r class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners ander this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the TeMWerY. 

F. HOMEOWNER and TIM- ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOlviEOWNERbas against D.R. Horton Inc., as well aW any other entity 
that contributed to the defective dtwelo.pment, design, construction :. supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or HOMBOWERs unit, 

C. It is understood that nothing in this ,Assign.rnent shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOFZNER, hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action. that 
HOMEOWNER. possesses against DR. Horton,. Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and mat erial suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for co ostructi en of the to Wilhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S 'Quit, 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.. Hatton ;  inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common Jaw claims, inchiding hut not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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, at seq. 

Dated: 	— tr.  Print Narnc(s) 	/4-, (c.  og+../ 
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IGi NOON AT ARLIN(yr ON .R.A.NCPI 
ASSMNTAIENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assiranneat is 'made by the undersigned 1101MCYNTier(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in urder to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Humeow -ners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon: At Arlington 
Ranch towntioroes. . 

B. TIM ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in HipLY.,..m1,2 z1. Arlington 
Ranfa H 	 miationv, DR. Horton. Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.R.. Horton v., Eighth je4icial Di.strict cqgq, 
215 l',3d 6.91 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D. Although THE AS SOCIA.TION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit °priers under this analysis, it js not a certainty. 

E. if THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have 'assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

E. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townborne project and/or HOMEO'WER's uniL 

Cr', It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THpIEFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

BOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER p.rissesses against D.R. Horton, Inc,, and any and all of the designers, eontraetors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desigt, construction or supply of 
materials for coustruqtion of the townhorne projectandfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes °faction 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 
exprszi or implied wariantic4; (3) Any an all common law claims, including hut not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relatiug to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et seg.; arid (5) Any and all dai Ens relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, of seq. 

Dated: 	 ) )1) 	Print Name(s) >V"  



Inca NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Ass ig-nment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at 1-110 Neon At Arlington Ranch 
("HO)EOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing dere= in the pro je, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been dliwygred in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhornes. 

B.. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a Isvsuit whist DA. Horton, in Hi ' 1.'•To,„„„gh,__Alri.M„L_g_kritrt on 
13„mclailatp_mizAracktio .,2e, j22„49,rui,o Eighth ludicial District, Clerk County Nevada, Case No,. 
A542616. DR. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D..R....*Jiptt.„Liffigbth 
Court,  215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the rigbil to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirement for class action 05Itiflaa6013. 

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

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HomeowwEas 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 fISRVI: the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.P.. Horton Inc, as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective. development., de.sign, construction, supply of materials, or sate of 
the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

Cl. It is understood that nothing, in this Assignment shalt be consolled to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW. THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns In TITE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER pos,sesses auainst 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 HOIYIEOVP.4L'X'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causer 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 an all cominon law claims, including but not 
Limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of MRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
seq. 

Dated: 1, 1 	. . Print Name(s)1716-7" .;54-7_, 	/1'4rd/4'w:1Z' - e,g2347.7  
2-17— 
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HIGH NOON AT ARLLNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the illActersignad hornetwmer(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
{'HOMEOWNER") in order to insure That the High Noon At Arlineton Ranch Hornetnxners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Rant„th townhornes, 

.8, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in araliga(LAIALÌ  in= 
Rh  I-Iorneownsjitingsjatjog.  Eighth Policia! District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D..R. Horton bw Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling crititlecli ghtt istriel  
,,clux„.,It 215 P.3d 697 (21309), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue The builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it Can meet the Ferfairomrits for class action certification. 

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

E. If THE ASSOCLATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their elairm to THE ASSOCIAMN will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the ri eat 
to assort the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Mo., as ,„crell as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of ma -Leda/6, or sale of 
the town/ionic project end/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assiimmeni shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any pa.rtieular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW THEREFORE, and in e=bartge for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER pusesses against D.R.,„ Horton, Tem., and any and all of the designers ;  contmtors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desip, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhoine project andicr HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Stich assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but eat not limited to, all 
claims and causes of actibn that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DA, 
Horton, Inc.. (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any ari all common law claims, eludi nR but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) My and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any end all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter I 16, et 
seq, 

I 
Dated:  Pe1/40 	 tAltd—T 

Unit Address 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This .Assigurnent is made by the taridersimed honicown ,,a(s) at Intl Neon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Home0WinZS Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the iadividual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
REinci townhorrim. 

E. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Elig.,ILLic.pR z4-t  Arlingttit  
Kaity_111,17.1owner_____;g4M___eixiso v Et R. Hatc, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A$426I6. DR. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  DR. Horton v. Eighth Judicial Pialtg  
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification.. 

D. Although THE AS 	that it will be gamed standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. TITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their clahris to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for Tff.E ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DEL Horton. Inc, as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, &sip., construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
to wnhome project tmclicr HOMEOV‘rER's unit 

G. It in understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in arty way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEll.F.FORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER h.orchy 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 desipers., contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for con.strumion o., f the townhom pmj cot andiorHOMEOWNER'S unit, for d.efeetive COMIKI:Ort 
Such assigned alai= and causes of action expressly include, but ere not limited to all claims and causes of 
action that arise our of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

Dated: C.) Print N wale Cs)  hiRoi OH rAri 0,N  / 4titha 
—7 

Signatura(s) .-' 	 //1  

Unit Address  Rk L 	"itt Jt0rt Ave  
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fflGfl NOON AT ARUNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned harneowner(s) t High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to kissi.trE that the Hig-b. Noon At Arlington Ranch Horneownets Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has th...e power to reCONIti- the cost of repairing defects in the ,prgject, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units et the High Noon. At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in gial..ais. ;21inAcn, 
Ranch Homeowners Association v.  D.R. Honor,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County 'Nevada, Case No. 
A542614. D.R. Horton has DA. Horton has refused to repair the dote= 

C. The NevatIP Supreme Court, in its mling entitled DR. Horton  v. EigjAn Jutlicia/ District Court, 
21.5 P.2t1 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the ri .1.rt to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the re...qui:et-dents for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the in6i.vidual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E„ if THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to sae the builder for some 
rlelmts, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 
assert the individual cilabais that tho 1-10ME.OWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design., construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhomc projoct andfor HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any part.icuIar repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby a.ssigals 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 
Inattrias for construction of the townhome project andiorHOMEOWNER'S unit, fordeftctivecotruction. 
Such asaizaad claims and causes of action expressly include., but are not limited to ;  all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contra:LI for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. 

cele Print Name(s)  r29T 	, 

Signature(s) 

Unit Address 
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Signature(s) 

Unit Address 	Tf- 
Ca i/ tceraicc. Ai V 	9/ 7 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
AS--SIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

Ibis Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon Al Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOViNER") ino.rder to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "TI-IE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RPCITALS 

A, Significant defects have 	diseovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
ArlinV.ort Ranch townhornes. 

8. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a laws.uit against D,R. Horton, in J-110,.Noon AtAllingst,,n 
Rana , y.„2,1;Llio,rton, Eighth Itielitial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No,„ 
,A542615. DA. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defeets. 

C. nv...NeyBda Somme Court, in its ruling entitled  DR. MA-may, 
Court, 215 P.3d 697 (2D09), held that a homeownerslin=iation has the tight to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for 0,lass tuition certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the cairns 
a the individual unit -owners mtier this analysis, it la no a certairry, 

EL if THE ASSOCIATION i' deternained by the Court not to be alltp,ved to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery, 

F, HOMEOWNER and ME ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims Mat the HOMEOWNER has against Da. Horton inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the dereotive development, design, construotion, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhotne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

O. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW, THER.EFORE, and in exchange fbr valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATJON all of the claims and ca;nes 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 or the townhome project anclior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
eunstruction, Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited te, all 
claims and causes of action thai arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or ia2plied warranties', (3) Any an all common law claims, irieluding but pot 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all chums relating to or arising 
out of NS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
seq. 

	

Dated: 	 q 	Print Name(s) 	C..14/4 	4  
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RIGEL NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSiGNMLNT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This A_ssignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(8) at High Noon At Arlington Ttancb 
("1-10fvfEOWNER") in order to irundre that the High Noon At Arlington Ruch Hoinenwners Association 
(hereafter 'THE ASSOCIATION") has thc power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECTTALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Raneh townhomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in 1110 Noon At Ariinn-ron  
Ranch Homeowners Association v. D.R. Ho on,  Eighth ludicial District, Clark County Nevada, Cast No, 
.4.542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C, The Nevada Supreme Court; in its ruling entitled I.R. Iliorton v. Eitthth Judicial District 
polirt,  235 P.aci 697 (2009), held that a homeowners as 	has the right to sue the builder for alai/11s 
arising from the individua/ units if it can meet the requirements for Q13,ST action ..ert.ification, 

0, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to porma the claims 
of the inclivictue unit owners underthis analysis, t is not a certainty. 

E. If ME ASSOCIATION is dzttralfritri by the Court not to be allowed to SoC the builder for 
some detects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claimn to TH7... ASSOCIA.TION 
be able to share in the reeovery. 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the iiridiVidtai claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R.. Horton inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, coeSt-rUetiCTS, supply of materials, or sale of 
the lownborne project and/or HOMEOWER,'s unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be congtroed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individuai unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for vaTuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION aU of the claims and causes of Action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against I/IL Horton, Inc., and any and al/ 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 1-1034E0\4/NER'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 (I) The contract for sale ofthe subject property from. D.R. 
Horton,. inc„ (2) Any exprcss or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq..; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 1 16, at 
seq. 

Dated:  elf  

 

Print l'ianTzW  g- 	5/70/42- 	c  

sigtignme(s) 	  . 	 C ec 

E-axit,bvp 

Unit Address Ri,3'? /-16..klO4i wen 
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FITCH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
A$SIGNMUNT 011' CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in ordar to insure that the High Noon iitt Arlington Ranch Flomeowoers AMOZiatibi) 
(hereafter '11-1E ASSOCIATlON") has the power to recover the east of repairing defects in ihe project,. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have bean discoverMhi the individual mils at the High Noon M 
Arlington Ranch towriboine.r. 

B. THE .0.3.octAncit4 has brought a lawsoit against D.R. Horton, In Melt Noon At Minion  
EiOne.,cp,vatrs Associtt,tion y. D.14... Horton.  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Cast No, 

A542616. OA. Horton has ak. Horton has reksed to repair the defects. 

C. The Fevaula Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled DA. Horspa, _______„„tlicial District 
Court 21$ P.34 697 (2009), held that fit homeowners c9ociertion has the right to so e the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class notion certification. 

a Although TRE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individ jai lin k o'Jrncra under this -analysis, ft is not. certainty. 

E.lf TM?. Assoc:JAI-law t determined by the Coon not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their alaims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery, 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to hsve the right 
to assert the individual ciahns ;hal the HOMEOWNER has against DJ. Horton ;rte., as well as any other 
entity that coatributed to the defective development, desim construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the 30 home project and/or HOMEOWER's uoit. 

G. It is understood that ElOthing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCLATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any Individual unit -. 

NOW, 114ERZFORE, and in exchange for valoaat consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION a.II or the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses agafrist 	Horton, inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and mteritil suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or suppiy of 
materials for construction or the townhome project andlor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of Winn expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and ceuses of atticm that arise out of (1) The, eon-tract for sale of the subject property from 
Horton, io, (2) Any express or implied warmnrietc, (3) Any an all common law claints, inctuding but not 
limited to clams in negligence, fraud and equitable C,I4i1TIE ) Any !Ind alt claims relating to or arising 
out orTARs Chapter 4•, at seq.; and (5) Any and ell claims re lating to or arising out of Chapter Il 6, at 
seq. 

Liz) , 

Print Narnc /1:)1( 	  
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ITIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is Ina& by the undersigned horrieowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects hove been discovered in the 'individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes,. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a. lay/suit against DR Horton, in Ilia Noon At ALliazto, 
IkAackamestwnKmAg5pcj.gpkly,j2J-3„.B.,=2,., Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case Nri, 
A542616. DR Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C.. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its rulh-ig lorl_im_r v. Elittith Judicial District C.DuLt„,  
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if 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 i iyidual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. if THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be a LI ow5d to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towohome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE;  and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEC/WNER. hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIAT.TON all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractor; 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply or 
materials for CCII3L-nIction of the tone-abort= project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective constructio n, 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, 1i claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. 

Dated 
	I 	

Print Name(s) ._\:11,1110.1 J.:1 	cf.. RV:11'16 	it) 40:1 

Signature(s) 

Etna Address 	P ri  -1? (( , 	tt  

Telephone # 

0193 



RICE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGINWNT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This ,Assignment is made by the undersigned horneowner(s) at High Noon At .Arlington Ranch 
C'HOM,EOWNEIR") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch tow-ohm-its, 

THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in P 	At /._,'1,T111110all 
Ranch HOITINATICTS 	ociatior, v. D.R. orton,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
AS42616. DA. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  Da. Ilcrton.y„.„aigial.„,.'ct Court, 
215 P3r,t 697 (20)9), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action ce.rtification. 

X). Although., THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it. is not certainty. 

E. UTNE ASSOCIATION is dcWrmined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DI. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to .The defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
to wnhoine project and/or .HOMEOWER's unit. 

0. It is understood that nothing in this .Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in arty way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THE
;.
I:tEFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and Causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER ppasesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., find any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the &sin., construction or supply of 
materials for co rkiti upti on of the townhome proj ccl dfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes- ()faction expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise r.tl.g..of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied 'warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to Clairra' ;  
negligence, fraud and equitable 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, at seq.. 

Dated:  L — 	"lc,"..tr.:) 	Print Name(s)  	ISL 	  

Unit Address....._ 	 2L 
LJc ale( s Nit/ 8,  

Telephone # 	  

0194 



Print Name(s) 

Si nriarore(s) 

Dated: 

MGR NOON AT A.RLINGTON RANOi 
ASS/GINMPrr OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is rne.dc by the undersigned horneowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranh 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noun At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Asociation 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") h4s the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECTAL 

A. Signifimt defects have been discovered in the individual! units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in iiia_Nonti AtitrIlyirrtop  
Associa_tion v. t, ttnEighth Judicial District. Clark County Nevada, Case No. 

A542616, .DJ, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C, The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.R. lisitpam_Fabdi JudicEal District 
court, 215 P,3d 697 (2009), beld that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it ctm meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D., Although THE. ASSOCIATION believes that it will be 'ranted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. if THE ASSOCIATION is cleterrninM by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS Who have assigned theft claims to THE ASSOCIATION v4I1 
be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has apinst D.R. Horton inc., as well as any ether 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply ormaterials, or sale of 
the townhotne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shali be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable considaratior, 

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, 
9ulmntractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable 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 II 6, at 
seq. 

Unit Address  cle.:  

Q =S: Sty(r1 `1" (—Foy\ 	bre„. 6-1cAQ.. 

0195 



FUGH NOON AT ARIAN GTO.N RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assiptrieut is made by the undersiglecl hoineowner(s) a High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("1-10MHOWNER") in order to basure that the High Noon At Arlington Rauch Homeowners Association 
(hereaftr "THE. ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the ooat of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defeats have been discove.red in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Mali Noon At Arlington 
Exackaonapow 	 Horton.,  Elehth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.F_. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its raling eutitlediallotgith Ju_ jjsigt_p_iztots 
215 P.3d. 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right in sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although TIM ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainry. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determinedly the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to IRE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R, Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contiibuted to the defective developar.mt, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
t owiboms project andfor HOMEOWER's 

G. It is 'understood that nothing in this Assipmcnt shall be 0011,51112ed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

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

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSCKIATKIN all of the ciaiinv and causes of actim that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc„ and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppli ers that participated in any way in the design, constnic:tion or supply of 
materials for constuction of the town.home project andlorHOMEOWNEW S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are riot limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc, (2) Any 
ex.press or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
uethatiace, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

...---..7 	.... 	,A 	. A X  • .. = 	, '. A i 17/1 E7)  + hOLIIVA IL. /..i/- 'R.)  

, ,/--- ,l ,..„..iiii.7 . f ' AA ,..., 
Signal:13re( 5'_.._•''..„,.._-___*.__1_11.1:g. J.I_Lij 

Unit Address 3,15 	 nzc, 
fe;;L. 

Dated: 
	9 - - 

0 I 0 



Signature(s) 

Unit Address 

Telephone # 1 

 

 

Le4  

MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Asmment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch CHOMEOWNER')in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Asso-eiation (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant deem have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noor. At Arling!..on Ranch townhomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against Da. Horton, in 11'161'ton Alisdilacal anth Homeo 	rsAssoc tisa_pmti 	t Eighth Judicial Disfr.iet, Clark County Nevada, Case No. A542616, D.R. Horton has Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled_IIDZaorgaz,fialith "ii.dieittlDiatri.pt  court. 215 P.3d 697 (200), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for clanr...s arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements f 'Or class action certification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims or the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the. Court not to be allowed to sue the builder- for some defects, Only the HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOVy'NER.and TI-LE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to i.iave the right to assert the individual claims that the J.-101a4lOWNER, has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction., supply of materials, or sale of the townhome project an dior ROMEO \YEW s unit, 

a It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable ocasideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton., Inc., arid any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design s  construction or supply of materials for construction of the to-writ-tome pr e c and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, fur defecti-veconstructi orL, Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all clairris and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sede of the subject property from DR. Horton ;  Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common Jaw claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable 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„ 

Dated; 	Yrint Name(s) 

0107 



HIGH IslOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES Cir ACTION 

This Assignment is marie by the undersigned hOrneowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Mington lamb, Homeovmers Association (hereafter 'THE ASSOCIAT)ON") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon .At Arlington 
Rauch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit ogain,st DX, Horton, in iiigkErion AIATILgmr t 
Ranchijarteo rk., Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entiUed1I çiy. Eighth 
215 P.3d 697 (2(109), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising front the individual units if it can meet the requirements for as action certification. 

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty - 

E- If THE ASSOCIATION is dete.rinined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE AS SOCIATION    desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, desip, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townlierric project. antifor HOIVEEOWEIt's, unit. 

G. It is understood that nothin in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertalm or pa.y for any particular repairs to any individual wit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNW3. hereby a-ssigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against DA, Her.ttm, Inc.., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppii4.,,rs that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of materials for construe Lion of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claim (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofNlid Chapter 4Q et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: 	 Print Natne(s) 	 

Si griaturc(s)___Lg 

Unit Address 6r - e 	 L 
Telephone # 	) 	f•=3  

019g 

p.v.,017-1 



HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSI(N-144,MT OF CAUSES OF AC1 LON 

This Aseignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
ClIOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Ariirimn Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recoliT4r the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
A.rlington Ranch towahornes, 

THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in nil .N_Pon At ArliIwton 
.3.0,chjiat rg13=LLWzigt_Lion;i,./11___.....„Z. Horton Eighth Judicial District, Clerk County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has DR.. Horton has react/ to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court., in its ruling entltiedirtoky. LI,g,htb JaDjj 
Court, 215 P3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action nertification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted staDding to pursue the. ela.Ims  
of the individual unit owoera under this analysis, it is not a otrtaftltY. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims lo 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 the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective develiopment, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the rownhome project and/or HOMED WER's unit 

Cl. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate. THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consider/Om, 

HOMBOWINTER 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 r.articipated in any way in The design, construction or supply of 
materials for cOnsirlictiOn or the townhorrie project andior HOME'OWIsiEltsS unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims ad causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, ail 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Arty express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claim., (4) Any anti all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq .; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
sag, 

f3atodi (41 ?..)0 10 
	

Print Nante.-(s),. _ 	JSzyn:44pil 

Sigoature(s) 

Unit Address  

L.,Orn./ 	PrS 	et 7--P 



Print_ Warne(s) 	 

Signature(s) 

Unit Address 	ri IT 4-  	 
1,-V NV .03 

HIGH NOON A.T ARLINGTON Rvica 
ASSIGNMINT Off CAUSES OF ACTION 

Assignmer,t iE made. by  the undersived homeownes(s) t HO Noon At Arlington Ranoh 
("130,MEOWNER") n order to insure that the High Noon At A..rlington Ranch .Homeasvners Associarion 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the posver to mover the cost of repairin g  defeets in the projeot, 

RECITALS 

A. Sfgnificant defeets havc been diseovered in the individual units at the Hi gh Noon At 
Athtor Ra.ach tawnhernes, 

R. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a iawsik a gainst D.R. Horton, in ;High Noon At Arline= 
Ranch HonAtiwr Aup.sikk1.E,,..Hoiton Ei ghth Indleial Distriet, Chi& County  Nevada, Case No, 
A542616. DA., Horton has P.R. Horton he.s refused to rcpak the defect. 

C, The Nove.de Supreme Cour& in iLS ruling  entitled  D.R.H1)191_,..1 Ej.Ati_i Judicial Ditrict 
iuit 2 5 P,3d 697 (20-39), held that e homeowners assoolation bas the ri ght to aue the bsiiider for claims 
ariSh5E.fron the individual units if it an meet the requirements for clan action certification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that It will be gyantexl standin g  to pursue the alairns 
.of the individual unit comma under this analysis, it is not &certainty. 

E. IPTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by  the Cowl not to be allowed to allt. thv, builder for 
some defects, only those 1.10MEOWNERS who hove as.siped their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
he able to share in the recovery. 

F. HON2www.Est and THE ASSOCIATION destre for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert tho individual eiaints that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as an y  other 
entity that contributed to the defective devalo mmnt, design, co=ruction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhotne project andfor HOME.OWER's unit. 

0. 11 is undv.stood that nothin g  in this Assi gnment shall be uonstroad to obligate THE 
Assom-noN, many  way to undadake or pay  for any  particular repairs to any individuat unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchan ge for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby  assigns to Ti-F. A SSOCIAIION all of the claims and canes or action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses. a gahut 	Hon011, tnc.. arid an y  and afl of the designers, cono-attiors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated uily way in the ilesi gn, c-,onstruction or supply  of 
materials for constrution of ate tosvatiorne proje.ct and/or HOMEOVT'NER'• unit, for defective 
4.-.'onstruct 	Such assigned claims arid causes of action expressl y  include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and oauses of action that arise out of ;1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. 
Horton, Inc.., (2) Any express or implied warranties ;  (3) Any  art all common law claims, including  but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equirable nLathia (4) Any and all claims relating to or arisin g  
out 01"NRS Chapter 40, et s q.;  and (5) Any and all claims relatin g  to or arisin g  out of Chapter 116, et 
se.q. 

i I - Deed: 	 ( (.7 

0200 



PUGH NOON AT ARLLNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMRN'r OF CAUSES OF ALTiON 

This Assi .granant is made hy the tindersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
C'HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recovr.,-r the cost of repairing defeats in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant detects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhome,s. 

13, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit azainst D.R., Horton, in Nall Noon At2i.rlirrato 
.B=11: Isi_neowner,s_IA,m-o Horton,, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 

A5426I6, DR. Horton has pit_ Horton Im refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supre,rne Court, in its ruling entitled  D.R. Horton v. Edith INdicial District  
CApit.,„ 215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association lias the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirement for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the ol alms 
of the inclividual unit OW1)0,21 under this analysis, it is nor a certainty. 

E If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some denim, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against .13,R. Horton Ir.e,, as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construetion, supply of materials, or sale of 
the towtihome project andlor HOMEOWERs unit, 

G. It is underitood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against OA, Horton, Inc_, and any and ail of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construetion of the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 (I) The cor tract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton., Inc,, (2) Any express or irnplitti wartanfiez; (3) Any an ail common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; anti (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter I 16, at 
seq. 

Print Name(s) 

Signature(s) 

Unit Address E 	,p 	/Lii a  

Dated, t..!7 
	

LLY 

ef.,0  / 00 4.,37. 

02111 



HIGH ON AT ARUNCTON StANCri 
ASS/GrOelir OP CAUSES OF ACTION'  

7.1tis Assignment j made by the undersigned hcarteownet(s) rst 	NOCTI At Arlington Ranch CHolvti,--OWNEIC .̀,  nrel r to Ensure that the MO Noun At Arrington Ranch Rorricownors A.ssoziatInn acarealler "THE ASSOC, 	DN'") has rho power in recover the most of mpairinD defeat= in tits pro:toct, 
RECNTALS 

SignffiCant 
Arlington Ranch to*Oltern 

B. THE Assocr 
Paoc.11 Hemet 
A542 e16, D.R. _Horton 

C. The WevadaS 
court, .21 S P.M 49/ potro. 
raising frorn thy indtvidual 

D. Ahhourh THE 
of the Individual unit own«  

as Poem bean discovered in tile individnal tirt0 o the H 	on Ar 

ON hes brc;ulid e lawsuit spina Da. Horton, in kilgtiNtm,44,451/tegm Eighth ad lent Di orict. Clerk County Nevada. C* No.  Morton hos rettiSed to repair the defects. 

rtmo 	at, in it,  ru liPZ mnilld.2.6" 	41' F41.421tUillii-Dif  heiri $01 b homeowners =so chatur has-  the right to Me the hoader for claims nits IP it ean =neat the Etq uEranzats for also Aaiun cartkfleation„ 
SUOCJATION belleve.r that it will be granted standing to pursue the *Wins under this &Wok it is not s ecralaty. 

E.' It THE ASSOVION ls detormineet by the Court hut to be allowed to s.ur the builder rOr SOMIT duntoto. only ih 	
I 

	

nse 	P.OWNER-S who Votive assiFond their Cbisirtst to THE ASSOCZATION wit? be able so share in 5te mac) 

F. ROMEOWN 
to assort the irsdividoel 
entity that onrerthoted to 
Ore townbomte moJect TidJ  

and THE ASSOC/MON &Oro for THE ASSOC/ATION to hive the right that the HOMEO 'WNER hns -against alt. Margret !no.. ilS welt as eny tither defective detiklopment, design, wnstruction, supply of rnceries, or sale of ROMEOWER'S unit. 

G. ftttruftwwwed Mutt nothing in this Assignment ahsli be cot,tstrotti te obligate THE ASS OCEATION, it: say mini? to undertake or pay tor sT, ,  portico* rewi* ttoy}ndividost unit. 
NOW. THEREFOIE, Me In exchange for valualtie sons iderution, 
HOMBOWVI*. 

rim ROMP-OWNER poast 
subcontractors Iturl gnatacis, 
Motel-Ls la for co nerve tion 
tor( grootioa,  gAtch rtssisne 
eitillb and causes of itedort. 
Horton. Ito_ (2) Any expra 
iirotted olnlms 
out of NRS Chapter 40, et 0 

ray =Arts to THE A SSOCCATION oil nftho c,ialms and causes of notton oses opting D„R- Horton, Toe, and sny and 'sit orthe 	igrs COntractork. aupplfere OW participated le any WilY in the tlesisn. constroction or 61.111p/r of 1'  the towahorne project stod/or HOMEOWNER ' S unit, for defective claims sod coot* of ei-- tkrt expressly inch hrie, but ent not tilnitzd to, all that arias ont of CI) The contract kr see of It* sillsject promty from Ii ft. or Irop/ted ~rand= (..1 ".1 Any en all common low Cuirns, inolodIng but Pot fi-sod and equitable claims; ( 4) Any and nit claims :elating to or askiria tCf.t And (5) Any end Isl.].  oil:time: 'aiming to or arising, out ore:oar:ter 1 6, or 

Darerk 	1±1..0 Print Wronc(r) 

Unit Mtiren 	 41& lot 
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Signature(a) 

MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This As. signment is naad e by the undessiped homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the politer to recover the cost of repairing defects in fne project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defer.ts have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townbornes, 

B. TEE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Hi.kb NOM At Arlington 
Rtmcla ligtmomerLAg,rigrjgtolLy,la.t aoarat, Eighth judicial District, Clark County Nevada„ Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defbcts. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D..R. 	v Ft Thth 
215 P.3d 697 (n09), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can III4e the require=nts for class action certification. 

Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit o;wners under this analysis, it s not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to sue the builder for some 
defeats, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share. in the. recovery. 

F. H.OMEdWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 4.4t defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towithome project a-06"CW 1-101V/ZOWER. ` 5 unit_ 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assilornerit shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEWORE, and in. exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOME,OWl,\IER hereby assips to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
-HOMEOWNER ppssesses against D.R. Horton, Inc,, and any and all of the designers, contactors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
inaterials for con struti on of the town borne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction, 
Such assigned claims and causes o f a Gaon expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise outpf (I) 'The contract for sale of the subject property from 0.1;,. ` HOTiOrk, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not litoited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims:, (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 49, 
at mq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. . 

- 

Dated: 	i2 Paint Name(s) 

 

 

 

Unit Adtb .e. 	 Vi'tt 
	

tcz 
Telephone # JZQL ..  
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assiamaut is made by the undersigned horneowner(s) at High Noon At Arlin t.non Ranch 
("ROMEOWNER) in order to huarre that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "TI.M. ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
.Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in H hngn  
Raricermners Amgjzion..2,..),2,1Hortorl., Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A5.42616. D.R. Horton has Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled DR. liortqa,v, Eighth Judicial District Court, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although TIM AS SOCIATIONbelictees that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit. own= under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E, If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sne the builder fur some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and LIM ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims thatthe,HOMEOWN,ER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well  as arY other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhonte prgiect andlor HOMEOWER' s unit. 

It is understood that nothing in this A,ssigonaent shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW THEP.RFOR.E, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hemby aes4gis to THE ASSOCIATION all of die claims and cal' StaS of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., raid any and all of the designers, contractor; 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desinn., construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhone prej act andforHOMEOWNa.'S unit, for defective, constrnotion.. 
Such a„ssigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but On not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc_, (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NE.S Chapter 40, 
et seq,; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter I 16, et seq. 

Datedi 
	7,0-1 
	

Print Name(s) 	  

Signature(s) 

, tftf, R7. Ntra, 
 v  Unit Address 	rq  
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RICE NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNAIRENT OF CAUSES OF AMON 

rhis Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER') th order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the oost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sip-firm:it defeats have been discovered in the individual anits at the High No At 
Arlington Ranch townhomcs. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsiit against DIR. Horton, in .H16.)Noon At Arlinntori 
Ranch Homeowners Association v...03.... Hortort, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A5426 I 6 DR Horton has DA. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.R. Flortolut.dightJaLlisialaigthl 
Court, 2l 5 P.3d 697 (20r.I9), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the budder for ciaims 
arising from the individual nif:Lts if 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 individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a eertnirny. 

E WTHE A.SSOCIAT7ON L dote:gr./tined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design., construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhome project andier EIOMEOWER.'s unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repain3to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE.; ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses aga.last DA Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
sat bcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townboine project and/or HOMEOWNER S unit, for defective. 
construction. Such assigned c.ititris and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and cnvse5 of net-Inn that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Florian, Inc,, (2) Any expre or imptie.d wananties; (2) Any an all common Is claims, includin but not 
limited to claims in negligence„ fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and sit claims relating to or arisiag 
out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any end all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

Dated: Print Nasne(g)___ 4 	-"Do 14::  

% 

Signature(s) 	 76a4Sm.  

/ 	 1 
Unit Addre's 	?'(.0 	r\-1  Ail 1(0a- 
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MGR NOON AT ARLIN aroN RANCH 
ASSIGIOTENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This A.ssigrirromt is made by the undr„.:rsivted horneownvr(s)at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 

(hereafter 	ASSOCIATION"i has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

A. Sisant defects have ham discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Rand townhotnes. 

13, THE A ssoctiknow has brought a lawsuit against D,R, Horton, in Hitth Noon .AtA,r.lirgtort 
Ranch Homeowners Association v. D.R. Horton,  Eighth Judicial District, Clert County Nevada, Case No. 
A54261.6. D.R. Horton has D-R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C, The Nevada Suprema Court, in its ruling entitled 
Cold,  2.15 P,3d 69? 0009);  held that a homeowners association as the right tri sue the builder for Qtaiira 
arisina from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for ela.ss Action ecatifieatim 

a Although THE A.SSOCIATION llallevea that it will be granted aanding to pursnc the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If r.-rE A.ssoc.AATioN is detentlineli by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOVINERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

P. HOMF-OWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Ino_, as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, tCratruotirm, supply of materials., or sale of 
the townborne projtzt and/or HOMEOWER' s unit. 

a it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be nonstued to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular tepulz -s to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 contactors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desistn, conga -notion or supply of 
materials for constuelion of the towithotra project and/or HOlvIEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. St.tch assigned claims and causes of action expressly include ;  but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for Rale of the subjectp.ropeny from. DAL 
Horton, be., (2) Arty express or implied warranties; (3) Any an ail common law claims, including but not 
limited to elaims in negligence, fraud and equitable CISC.TriS; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 11,6, et 

Dated; 	le It to Print Name(s) 	'r`ALO ;1,-; ‘.2)Orl.„.  

Signature(s) 

Unit Address  	 e 5 
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Dated: 

Signatare(sry- 

Unit Address 
" 

EVICH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assipment is made by The undersigned horaeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER') in order to insure that the High Noon At Ariingtun Ranch Ho/pt... .owners Association 
<hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in die projeet. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch tcwnhoines. 

THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawitait against Da, Horton, in Higti  Noon At ArlinCoik 
Ranc1 lionleowners Association v.. D.R. Horton,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616, O.R, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C, rf-g. Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitiediathrtOn  v. Ei elth JudIciai Distr;ut 
Court,  215 P.3cl 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if It CETI Meg the requireinents for class action certification. 

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

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to sham in the recovery. 

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIADON desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the richt 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton loc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's untt. 

0. It is understood that nothing in this A_ssignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER hereby assips to THE ASSOCIATION all of -the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
suboontruetors and material, suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the towaboate project at -idiot HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construct/um Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to all 
olahms and causes °faction that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc.. (2) Any express or irrip/ied warranties; (I) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in neglivrice, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out Cif NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and ail claims relating to or arising out of Chapter II 6, at 
seq. 
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Dated- /20111.4._ 	Print Name(s) Y.0,5114-  

.7e11:113 

HIGEI NOON AT ARLINGTON ON RAINIC.E1 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF AcrioN 

This Assignment is made by the imdersiped homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Honixowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhoutes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against Da. Horton, in lijsall.,g,on .A.t,A)rt 
Associati v. 	. Horton Eighth Judicial Distict, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 

A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 	jortonV Fhth l udiciat Dist47ict Court, 
2 5 P3 697 (200R.), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it wit! be. ganted standing to pursue the claims  of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. TITHE ASSOCIA.TION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defeci.s, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the :recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE AgS OCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to ha ve the r ight to  
assert the I dMdual claims that theITOlvIEOWNER has,against DA, Horton Inc,, as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, desitut, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towrihorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIA1 ION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

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

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to TIIE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of actin that 
HOMEOWNER pos$es.se.s against D.R. Horton, Inc.., and any and all of the designers, contracto rs , 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constauction or supply of 
materials for constrictior. o f the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction, 
Stich assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and nallM of 
8,71tinn that ariFX out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Ine„ (2) Any 
express or hnplied warranties; (I) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et sfxri.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

Sigma nee(s) 

...... s• ■ .1.1, 
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
AF,I`SIGNIWENT 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 mg, Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter 

 
THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovere 
Ranch townhorries.  

the individual -units at the High Noon At Arlington 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High  çotAthn 
Rah Homeowners ftgoojation 	Horton,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has aR... Horton has refus.ed to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled j23,1111.1fttiv,sLicial . Pispicl_Court, 
215 1>,3d 697 (200), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action ratification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit o;vvners under this analysis, it s not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined.by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
darects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recoveiy. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual clalins. that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to4hc defective development, design , constniction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
tothorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEF,MORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby a5Sigil,S to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Hortcm, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, C(111.51110:1011 Or supply of 
materials for construction o f the townhome project andiorBOMEOWNIXS unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are riot limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property ft-urn D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all (MTIMOR law claims, including but not limited to claims M 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. 

aated..„2 . 	 Print Name(s)  -Ker‘drtck., Bt 

dog 
Telephone # 	 .. ...... ........... 
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Print Narqe(s), 	1C: 

Signature(s) 

vt.9 
L.211.9 

I  

Unit Address. 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE 
AssIGNmErr Or CAUSES OF Acnor4 

TitIs AssignmenV is made by the undersigned hornc.zowner(s) a Hiah Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure thai the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost et repairing defects iu ;he project ,  

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have beer discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlirrgton Ranch towrrhomes. 

8. THE ASSOC,,I.A'riON has brought a Ip.wsuit against D.R. Horton, in  ieh Neon. At Artinz rt  
RamilHomeowner  gsoLL......2&1921,12,1._.. ace,..ssyl, Eighth ludicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No 
A542616, D.R. Horton Itzts D,R. Horton bas refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supra= Court, in its ruling entitled E),Pnortert y.,titthsh Judicial District 
CLuad, 215 F.3d 697 (2009), herd that a homeowners association has the HEM to sot the builder for elairm 
erIS:ing from The individual units if it can meet the requirements for clasa action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes, that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the indlyklual unit owners under this analysis s  it is not a certaint).r. 

E If THE ASSOCIATION Is determined by the Court not to be uIlowed to sue the builder for 
soma defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction ;  supply of materials, or sale of 
the tr,lwrfnome project Widior liOlvrEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION', in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW. THEREFOR'E-3, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby anips to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER prOS3c5ez.1 against D.R. Horton, Inc,, and any end all of the designer.s, contractors, 
.Inheontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constadction or supply of 
materials for conaruction of the townhome project andiot HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction, Such assigned claims and causes of action expmsely include, but are not limited to, all 
‹,, iaims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. 
Horton, Inc,, (2) Any expresE or implied warranties; (3) Any no all eommen law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in neg.lizetica, fraud and equitable claims!, (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
nut of NU Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arifying out of Chapter 116, at 
seq. 

ey\fil5ifw 

0210 



IFEGH NOON AT ARLLNGTON ItANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assigturitmt is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon AT Arlington Ran* 
("HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Horritovniers Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant &lents have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch to.wnhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Hiah Noon At Arlington 
Lanch Homeowners' Association v. D.R., Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
..4,54261 6. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C, The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling etrdtled,D.R, ..119gon v. Eiglic,igtiiaji, 
215 P,3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if 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 individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. if THE AS OCIATION is determined by the Court not to be alio-w.f.-A to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 
assent the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to he de.fective development,. design, construction, supply of material; or sale of the 
townhorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, TH.P.EFORE, and in e -sollange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER ppssesses 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 constucji on of the tos-.41.horne project antliorI.IOMEOWNER'S 'Unit for df-'1(..DtiVt C.OrkStraction, 
Stroll assigned claim § and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise cut, of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warn.rities; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, &arid and equitable claims-, (4) Any pd all claims relating to or ;arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any pad all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. .. 

- 
. Dated: 	 .... 	PrinL Namets) 	I 

Signature(s) 

Unit A fldrss-s g 	s6, 	 ,c21,1A-) Te"-)1 ri 12.4_ t,„ 	itAt 
2') Telephone # 
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ki/1/4„-Q/41 Si unaturc(s) 

Print Nam c(s)__M--..„ .,Z 

T,Tait Address Rii..o.SR  

BEIGH NOON AT ARLLNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned botneowner(s) at High Noon At Arrington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners A.ssociation 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the Power to recover the cost of repair;nig defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual Vaii3 at the High Noon At Arlington 
Paineb townbaines, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Hiah Noon At Arlinztpn 
Rano Hon....b_nAssociation v. D.1Rorton. Eighth Judicial District, Cla,rk County Nevada, Case No„ 
A542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Suprne Court, in its ruling entitled 
215 P.:id 697 (2009), held that a homeowners assOeiatinn has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for cla.ss action certification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owne-rs under this analysis, it is not a ceatainty. 

F. TI MM: ASSOCIATION is determined by the Ct:iort not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the reemry, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the rizlit to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R_ Homo Inn., as well as any ether entity 
that contributed to the defective development, desigm, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
tavathorne project andior HOMEOWER.'s 

0, It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, prEEREFORE, and in exelaane for valuable consideration, 

IIONIEOWNM hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possessea against Da, 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 towel:ion -le-project andforliO:NIEOWNER'S unit, for defective coasui5.etion, 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from. D.R. Horton., Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied wananties; (3) Any an all eVanillo.4 law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
nogliatrice, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NES Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated:  
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Signature(s) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH AS% GNINIZNT OF CAUSES OF sk.CTION 
This Assig;tuirmt is made by the undersigned hameowrier(s) at High N3011 At Arlington Rana ("HOME)WNER") in order to insure the the High No At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Aseociation (hereafter 'THE A.SSOCIATiON") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 
A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High NOCIP At Arlington Ranch townhomes. 

13. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in HiAlNioon At Arlirkdon  Rauch  'Homeowners Assoc Eisthib Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, A542616. D,R,. Horton has D.R. Horton has EV ft..z.md to repair the defects. 
C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledlizon v, EigriLladl District Court 215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to set the builder for claims arising from the. Individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

a Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a. certainty. 
E, If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assignect their clans to THE ASSOCIATION %ill be able to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective clevektpment, design, consu-tietion, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhorne project arid/or HOMEOV,TR's unit 

a. /I is understood that nothing in this Assign. ment shall be construed to obbgate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 
NOW. THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 
HOMEOWNER. hereby assigas to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action titat HOMEOWNER posseases ag.a.instD,R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constaietioa or supply of inateriais fbr construction of the towrthome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction,  Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, al/ claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for a.le of the subject property from L.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all ctimrnun law claims including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arisiog out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

/. 

-- /LS- 

.-/, / V Dated:   '77  
• - 	  

Tin it Address 

/ 	t\J echf 
	lo3 
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Inca NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH. 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This .Assiginterit is made by the tardersigned hornetrwrier(s) at High Noon At Minton Ranch 
("HOMEOWNEr) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Herneowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITA.1.8 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At ArErigton 
Ranch tow/1110mm 

B. TI-IF ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against Da. Horton, inI I 	 AtAdinrzto  
R.anch Homeowners Aorlsiation v, R. liprirri,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No 
A542616, DR, Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repel' the defccts, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  D. . Horton v. Eialith Judicial Disizici CQua, 
215 P3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

1), AlthougiA THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit oib101arS under this analysis, it la not a ceztaint ,i., 

E If THE ASSOCIATIONis determined by the Court not lobe allowed -to sue the huildea-  for some 
drlects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recover/. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIAti011 desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the debt to 
assert the iridi vidua/ claims that the HOMEOWNER has against Horton Lrsc . as well as any other entity 
that contributed to he defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towr.thome project and/or ROMEO \VER.' s unit 

-  a It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate PIE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any irdi -vidual unit. 

NOW, TelE1,3EFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc, and any and all of the designers, contactors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction o f the townhome project andior HOMEOWNER'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 corn:met for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
ex-press or implied warran ties; (..4) Any an all coviroon law claims, including but not lirrkiied to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any arid all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq,; and (5) Any and all claims relating to fq arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. , 

Dated:, 	 Print Name(sLUPellthy estiffr,r-Q  

Signature(s) 

Unit Address Ci5t9 	111)(- 7,,t)t`.\ tat IA frit 	0 7-- 

Telephone 
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Signature(s) 

Unit Address 

	 4;frip_.3 

LL 04 R. /Zo 
.e.-1 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON ILAN Cri. 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is nvide  by the undersigned bomeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter 'TFT ASSOCIA.TION'') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have boca discovered in the individual onits at the High Nom At Arlington 
Ranch townboates. 

THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DJ Horton, in Eig1n_6L.6,..rlii, gton 
p4„5.19.13,amepw.pegiA,,FsDciatiop .,,y.  p„g, ',Horton,  Eighth Sudicial District, Clark County NeNada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton hes D.R. Horton has refused to repair the det ects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court s  in its ruling entitled 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for cimitra Eris* 
from the individual units if it can meet the revireuients for class action certification. 

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

E LITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be alto wed to sue the builder for 5otrio 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS wbo have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION wilt be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOVTNER has against D.R.Horton,Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, constructioa, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhom a project ELT1 dior HOMEOWFK s =h. 

G. it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in. any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, TI-Mt'lEFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWN'ER hereby as...sips to TECE•  ASSOCIATION all of the clairms and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses  against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the de:sion, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constnaction or supply of 
materials for onristructi on ofthe townhome project andfor HOMEOWNER'S ',wit, for defective construction. 
Such assilmed claims and causes of action expressly include, ba rerttLhnitedto, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and an claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
Ct seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: PO if 

0215 



Signature(s) 

HIGEf NOON AT ARLENGTON RANCla 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horneowner(a) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch HOMCOWTOTS Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECTTALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual cults at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has broteght a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At ivlington 
"gtierly,,acka=ri, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 

A542616. D.R, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.R.aortork v, Eighth Judicial District Court, 
215 P,'a3el 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION 'Deli eves that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under a...is analysis, it js not a certainty. 

E. TITRE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not in be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share ire the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims the the. HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other Entity 
that contributed to ,:fhe defective development,. design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
tewaborne pcoject. andfor HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

3. 
NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Ine,, and any and all of the desiquers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhotne project and/or HOMEOWNER.' S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned churns and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to all claims and causes of 
action that arise out .of (I) The contract for sate of the subject property from D.R. Horton, loc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any pnd all claims relating to or arising cut ofNRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

Dated: Print Name(s) 

Unit Adclress_a d 

Telephone # iLiQJ.2 

$4j 44Jn;. 
, 
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HIGII NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assigament is tnade by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlinaton Ranch 
("1-101‘eOWNER") in other to insttre that the High Noon. At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Associa.tion 
(hereafter "TIM ASSOCIATION") hes the power to recover the COSE of repairing defects in the project, 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant fects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Rocb tw.vrthozacs. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit spinet D.R. Horton, inh_1,\,1Q0,....At AxiiAfttskri„ 
Ranch Honitecnnters Association 	HortoL Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No 
A.542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitied1),,It. figrtstaLagbfaLuilicial)2Lstricit Contr., 
215 f',.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action cerOcarion. 

D. Although THE ASSOCLA.TION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue. the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE A5.1SOC2,ArON-will be able 
to share in the TECOVery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR, Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construct 'n, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project and/or HOMEOWER's urL, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, TITEREFOIR.E, and in exchange for (,7aIu.ah'le. consideration., 

HOMEOWNER hereby assim-s. to THE ASSOCLATION 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 HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action, expressly include, but are net limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from Da, Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied wan-anties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofNRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

/2..5 
Dated 	 

1 	' Print "Namgs).^.-5^3:21--i-ilit 	4....efit.i.fi2 4.,10/1 .1e 1,1) _„0,1,-1 /1114:5.0 

Signature(s) 

(6:1  
Unit Address .  /7,,,,,k,v,„ way) 

9. 9?(78- e 
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RIGII NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSI(NMENT OF CAUSES Or ACTION 

This Assignment is made-by the undersigned horneowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Itarich 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Horneownete Association 
(hereafter `71,-iE A.SSOCLATION") has the powet to mom.  the oost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sffearit-, defects have been dir.zvered in the individutd units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhomea, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. liorton, hi —ffigkagguat„„&ith2122 
Ranchlizato y,,,2,1„112.12fLi. 	 Eighth Indicird Vistrict, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A542,616„ DA, Horton has D.R. Horton has retumi to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in Its ruling entitled  D.R. Horton  v, Ei 
Court 215 P.3d #47 (2009), heist that a homeowners wsociation has the right to sue ,  Ow builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the regitirementa for ziass action certification, 

D. Although TRE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be p .  anted standing to pursue the alaima 
of the. individual unit owners' under this analysis. it is not a certainty. 

S, WTI-IE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court riot to be allowed to sue the builder rot 
SC,Int defects, only those HOlvIEOWArERS who have assigntd their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be- able to share in the reasavery. 

P. HONIEOWN:i-A and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
lo assert the individual olaints that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R.„ liorttio Inc., as Wn as any other 
enfity that contributed to the defective tlevelopMentv design,. Qoastrudicn, supply of maicriais-, or sale or 
the toomiliorno project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any partioula.t repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFOR. and in exchanp for Vetitiabis consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby ii$sigra to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HomEowNER posses$eN A wainst 	Horton, Inc., and any tugl all of the designers, corw .actors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that pariicipated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project andior HOlvilEOWNER'S unit, fur deft,sctive 
construction. Such assigned claims and dauses.  or action. expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes or actiut that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied watratities; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable cittirns; (4) Any and ail claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40-, et secAri and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter Ii 6, ct 
seq. 

Ay  AA.) 4,3 clevs.s. 6 y 
Print Nanto(s) 	/47,1-Tit / L., 	defor eete „to 0  

S igriatunt(s) 

Unit Address ),,,,O,A) 

10 /  

if—f4-5 V ec 	A) V  

Dated :  Yi/023p0/e) 

1 1 2 1 8 



Signature(s) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OE 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 Noon At Arlington Ranch Honmowners A..ssociation 
(hereafter 'MT ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in High Noon At Arlinaton 
homeowners Association  v. Da_ Horton 	Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 

A542616, D.R. Horton has DA. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled DR 
215 lUd 697 (2009), bald that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can Mott the requixements for class action certification, 

D, Although THE AS. SOCIATION bob eves that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners undcr this analysis, it js not a certainty. 

, 
E. If THE .tkSSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 'tube allowed to sue the builder for some 

defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION' will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for iEASSOCIATION to have 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 $he defective development,- design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towrthorrie project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate TI3lE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HON-IEOVER hereby assigns to TETE ASSOCIATION all of the cl'iirris and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton and any and all of the designers, contactors, 
subcontactors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desizo, construction or supply of 
materials for constrtVion of the to i,vithome proj ect andlor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defe-etive constraction, 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not Limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out, of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law elaitrus, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any ptd all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et sac,; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at sf.N, , 

Dated;  2rivaAt  1/0 Print Natne(s) 

Unit Addxess.,,,,:i6 	 .7-12"(ite,2 

Telephone * (7'5'" 	1,-/i 2 — z 

0219 



Dated: 

Signaturc(a) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLLNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made. by the undersigned hc>irreowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington R.anch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Artintrtort Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the mst of repairing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defeats have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ra.nch townhoines. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION he brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Eargb,Ecot„.„, JALAtlimilom 
&fad-0,407 	ers ,Associaji iQ-LE,Siajic 	Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada., Case No, 
A54261 6. D.R. Horton has D.P... Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada. Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 	'on 	 District 
Court,  21$ P.3 d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
ari.sing from the individual unite if it can meet the requirements for class action certifieatlion. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it 	be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty% 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defeetive development, design, eartszuction, supply of inatcria/s, or sale of 
the townhorne project end/or HOMED WER's unit 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assipmern shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of notion 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the  designers, c:mil-actors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, consmiction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of attion expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (l) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
seq. 

Print Name(s) 	i/  

Unit Address eT2  
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MGT{ NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNIVIENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

Thi8 Assignment i inzde by the undersigned hornwwrier(s) a High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At _Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter 'THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

Simificant defects have been discovered in the individual lira .5, at the High Noon At Arlbagton. 
Ranch tovvahomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a iat,vsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noun At Arlington 
arm . ona_112_, 	 rturi Eighth .iiadicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 

A542616. OR. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in ita ruling entitleda&ffortmL,a1131 
21$ P.:-Irt 597 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for obi= arising 
from the individual -units if 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 individual unit elm= under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

R If TIM ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have az5ignoti their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and TEE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R.. Horton Inc., as well as any other esithy 
that contribttted to the defe,etive development, desigi, consirtlation, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or IiOltyffiOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to aay individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER. hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HONeOWNta, possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the desipera, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project an ditir HOMEOW1'..i S unit, for d efectit,/o 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() The contract for sale. of the subject property front DR. Horton, Inc„ (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, *and and equitable 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. 

' 

Dated: 
	

Print Nam a(s) 
	

e" 

Signature(S) 

, 	p '7 
Unit Address 

  

77,(3 -71 
s 

zdtr P 
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ITIGEI NOON AT ARLINGTON" RANCH 
ASSIGNIVXPIT O CAUSItS OF A.CT1ON 

This Assipmeof is made by the unders4tried hotneowner(s) at High No-rkl M Arlington Rauch 
(HOMEOWNER) io ore to inSarrt that tlitt High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hffeafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to meows the cost of repairing defect; in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant civiects have been discover-cal the individual units a the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhornes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DRHorton, intkr,,Lbis ijr_nitIL_.rlinzt,ot 
RArref) 	triAgizjationy.42,,,lorto.ri, Eighth lodidal Dint Clark, County Nv.%dit., Casa N. 
A5426) 6. D.R, Horton has D.R. Horton 11,m refitsed to repair the 4efects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Curt irits ruling Bnt i uzi 0.1_2„1-ictrion  v.EiRtitti Judl  District 
Cowl,2LS P.M 697 (2009), held that a homeownets association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the, requirementl for olas. =Tian certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it wilt be. varited staliding to pursue the claims 
Of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E, if THE ASSOCIATION determined by the Court not to be allowtd to sue the builder (hr 
smut defeas, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION WM 
'be al3le 	siwire in the rev.ove.ry. 

F. HOMEOWNER end THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claim that the HOMEOWNER ?las against 13.11. Horton Inc., as 	as any other 
enrity that contributed to the defeative develvpment, design, construction, suppiy of materials, Oro] of 
the iownhorne project audir.;kr HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It Es UM:le:VI:OW that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to. obligate THE 
ASSOCIATIO'N, in any way to Leglartzke cr. pay for any partiodeu- repairs to any individual ui t.  

NOW, THER.EPORE, and in esuhange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER 111-ete asaigm to THE ASSOCIATION ali of the claims and causes of net ion 
the HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, inc,, and any and ail of the designers, contractors:, 
subeoutrectors and material suppliers that part inipsied in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or liOMEOWNE('S unit, for defective 
construction, Such assigned tJairns and causes of ntkio expreEdy iriniude„ but ar not 'limited ro, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) Tbo contract for sait of the subject property from 
Horton, inc., (2) Any exptess or Implied warranties; (3) Arty an all common itov eleittis, including but not 
limited to claims in negllgenee, fraud and equitable olaims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating Eo or arising out or- Chapter I 16, at 
seq. 

tc) 
	

Print Naine(s) Nie04e 	a05-TfAk  

signature(s)  

Unit Addr 'ess 8 III H°R;2W 	‘.14it /02 
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ILIGEI NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH.  
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlingtm Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At. Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of mairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sirtifirant defects have been discovered it the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towriliomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R.. Horton, in Mali Noon ton. 
Ranch Homeowners Association v. D.R. 	Eighth Judicia/ Distict, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. DA, Horton has DR. Horton, has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  Da. Horton v. Eiahtli Judicial District Cott, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners assoniation has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action -certification. 

D. A1thoug4 THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit oymets under this analysis, it is not a eertaluty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be. allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER.bas against D,R., Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to4he defective developmenk.design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project arid/or HavmowER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this .Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in. any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOME01,-VW3R hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER ppssesses against Da. 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 cons trip, tion of the townherteproject and/or HOMEOWNERS unit, for defective construction,. 
Such assigned olaimn and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out.,of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc.„ (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (.1) Any au all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
netrIigence, fraud and equitable claims, (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq..; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: 	g -40 
	

Print Name(s)pjilty2 .. 	 _ 

Signaturc(s) 	44444n 

	

1 . 	
Unit Address 	7/2-AVE 4-ft-4 	 UN/ 7 to 

Telephone 	. 70 	9(V-  g" 4") .! 
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Print Name(s) 

Sianatcre(s) 

Unit Adds 9(1j*4 hd.LIJ5f1 O1  

MGH NOON AT ARLLNGTON RANCH 
_ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horneownen() at High Noon At Arlit.gton Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon A.t Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE, A.SSOCIATION") the pow r to recover the cost of remising defects in tbe project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High NOM1 At Aiiirtrom 
Rauch to wnhomes. 

B. THE. ASSOCIATION has brought a 'lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in „1:Iis.a,4.1a4 
Ranch Horricewim,sv2_issociati(florton. Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada ;  Case No, 
A542616. D,R, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  D,R. Horton v, Eintith Judicif .pistrict Court,  
215 P,3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will bc able 
to share in .the recoveTy. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for IRE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc,, as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or TIOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be coistrood to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undt .stake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, 'THEREFOR.E., and in excbanze for valuable consideration, 

HO,IvirEOWNTR barohy aasit.ns 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, contractor, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design :  construction or supply of 
materials for construction of thetownb,oine project audios HOMEO WNER'S unit, for defective con2trueti011, 
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 an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et seq,;, and (5) Any and all claims mitering to or arising out of Chapter I16, et seq. 

Dated:  

0224 



Signature(s)  014041-5.4  , 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF A CTION 

This Assignment is made by  the undersigned hameowner(s) at Hi gh Noon Al Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlin gton Ranch Homeowners Association 
ai=maieLer "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairin g  defects in the project 

REcrnes 

A. Significant defects lave been discovered in the individual units at the Hi gh Noon At Arlington 
Ranch to.wabomets. 

B. TuE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Ar1in2ton 
R_a_n_c_La 	 ssoniation v.D.R. 	o Eiahth Judicial District, Clark Count y  Nevada, Case No. 
A-542616., D.R. Horton bus DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C.:, The Nevada Supreme Court, in its rulin g  entitled DA. 	 judeip...,MgacI,Qua, 
215 13.34 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the ri ght to sue the builder for claims arisin g  
from the individual waits if it can meet the re quirements for class action certification. 

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

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined b y  the Court not to be sdlowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, onl y  those HOMEOWNERS who have assi gned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the re.cover y.  

F. HOMEOWNER and TETE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claitris that the HOlviE011.,'NER has against 	Horton Lne., as well as an y  other entit y  
that contributed to the defective development., desi gn, construction, suppl y  of materials ;  or sale of the 
townitome project andlor1-10)4E01,7vTER's 

Cr. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obli gate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any  way  to undertake or pay  for any  particular repairs to an y  individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchan ge for valuable consideration, 

- 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, 
sulxiontractors and material suppliers that participated in an y  way  in the desiv, construction or suppl y  of 
materials for construction of the townborne project andiorlIOMEOWNER'S 'oak, for defective construction, 
Such assigned claims and causes ()faction expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contract fbr sale. of the subject propert y  front D,R. Horton, Inc., (23 An y  
express or implied warranties ;  (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable ChfilirsSi (4) Any  and all claims rekting  to or arising  out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) An y  and all claims reiat.in g  to or arising out of Chapter IA 6, et seq. 

1 	; 
' Dated: -4 PzintNamc(s)  hL5 A. bacil' err

e?  

  

-r Unit Address_i_n2L22 /Ow% )001- CP/ i  

(322.5 



Print Name (s) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ABSIGNWNT, OF CAUSES OF AMON 

This Assignment is made by the undersitened homeowner(s) al High Noon At Arrington Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER) in order to insure, that the High Noon At Arlington. Panch HornewAnters Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhomes, 

B.. THE ASSOCIATION tuls hroug,ht a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At,ingto,  
Ranch ,Hor w er. A i "on -,DR. Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevadr‘ Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled DR. Horton v. Eig.htb  
Court.,  215 P.3d 07 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can moot the requirements for class action certification,. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be ranted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is nor a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defecz, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCLATION will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER. and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhorne project and/or HC.WEOWER's uniE. 

a It is understood that nothiritt in this Assignment shall be construed to ohkatellIE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange. for valuable ME1SideratiOn, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and names of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R.„ Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, oontractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constriction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome proj act andfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, hut 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 an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 11 6 
seq., 

t/ALL/14,,R:9 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAIISES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hointowner(s) at High Noon At Arlin on Ranch 
0h1F.DWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 

(hereafter 1112 ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A. Signficarn defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhomes. 

14, THE ASSOCIATION has broustht a lawsuit against D.R. Hrirtari, in fiighlimas,..6Lljaatal 
Ranch v . a Hstatan„ Eighth Judicial District, Clark CM,Illy Nevada;  Case No, 
A5426I6. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects- 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its- rutinr arnitied_DA,Up=„7,,?,,atiti1J,Ditig,t 
catil, 215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association bas the right to sue the builder for cla'- -n 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action cerrification, 

a Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individea/ unit owners under this analysis, ft Is not e certainty. 

E. if THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some dcfears, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE .A.SSOCIATION will 
be able to share h." the recovery. 

E HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE A.SSOCIATION to have- the right 
to assert the iailividual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton lnc, as well as any oth e r 
entity that c.outributed to the defecrive development, design, construction, supply of 'materials, or sale of 
the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit 

G. 11 is understood that nothing in this Assipment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, In any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the, claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. 	Inc., and any and ail of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design,. con.stnittion or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project end/or HOMP,OWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and cures Of action expressly includr. but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (l ) The contract for saJe of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc, (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all clans relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

Of  
Print Name(s) 	 

0 9 cl 

Unit Addrcs .  rUCC 	11,41.0,\( 

Signatare( 

r'N 
	 r 	0227 



13.IGPI NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assicertment is made by the undersIgued bomeowner(s) at High Noon At Aclington Ranch 
C'HOMEOWNER ") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(nereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defeets in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovized in the individuutl units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhoines. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon.  At Arlington 
Eighth Judicial District, Clark: C tyNe'rad2 , Case No. 

A$42616. D.R. Horton has DA. Horton has relined to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledIULfforton -i,L,  With Judicial District Conn, 
215 P3d 697 (20091 held that a homeowners assoeiation has the right to sue the builder for claims it lug 
from the individual units if it can niect the requirements for class action. certification• 

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

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those 1-10MBO -WNERS 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 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective developm=t, design, construcdon, supply of materials ;  or sale of the 
townhozne project anclior T7101vIOVIER's unit, 

a It is urdemoml that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange far valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER lweby 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 ofthe towahonie pro:: ect and/or HOlvi EO Nrikt 1 S unit, for defective construction,. 
Surd; assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not  irvz ited to, all claims and. causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D,R. Hutton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all cipirriq relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 114, et seq. 
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MOE NOON AT ARLDIGTON RANCH 
	

JUL 3 0 2010  
ASSiGNIONT OP CA UM OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at Hiatt Noon At Arlington Ranch 
('HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the Hiv.h Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhornes, 

THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in 1.-iatilip..2, 211 
Ranch Homeowners Association v,D.R. Hortort„ Eighth iudicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A54261.6. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the dcfecta, 

C. The Nevada. Supreme Court, la its ruling entitleci.P,autwo r.ict 
L'21,,Irt 215 1,,Id 697 (20(19), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for ziaints 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D„ Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be gamed standing to pursue the olnims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysh, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION it deten -uined by the Court not to in allowed to site the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design ;  construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhoma project and/or BOMEOWER's unit. 

Cl It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 HOMEOWNER'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 (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. 
Horton,. Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; 0) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable 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 our of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

wo--7/1 I it, 
Dated;  
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Dated: 

MOH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH, 
ASSIGNIsONT OF CAUSES OF AL 	rloisr 

nig A iwurtzot L made by the undersived honlcowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
CHOMEOWNER1 in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Hommigner3 A.asociatiors 
(hereafier '"411?, A,SSOCIATION") has iho power to recover the oast of repairing, defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units a$ ttm High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhorms, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against Da. Horton.. in ,HighNqorr.A.t,,,Arling.lm  
R_Itr.s.b_P,ismsoyaers 	 jlga,U-lo 	Eighth Judicial District, Cialir, County Nevada, Case No 
A542616. D.P.,. Horton he's D.R. Horton has refused to repair the ticf=ts. 

The Nallltdra Stip,rema COM., in its ruling 	 Dfrot  
Court 213 P3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners &sat:relation Ins the .righttoNUt the builder for claims 
arising from the indiVithlat units if it can meet the roquirerneata for claVp action Certification. 

D. A Ithouplt THE ASSOCIAT7ON believes that it will be fgarg-ed standing to pursue the elaims 
of the individual unit iowners noder this analysts, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Coart not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
scone defects ;  only those HOMEOWNERS 41,41.0 have assigned their c faints to THE Assocmcno -N will 
be ehte to share in the reacvery. 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the rlett 
to assert the iadividual claims tbist the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc, as well as any other 
mirky that C.QTririhrtpd to the defoctive development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

O. It is understood that nothing in this Assignrovnt shall in conStrued to obligate TITE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any part lento' repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW TI-IERIFORE, and Ia eNnliamge for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of notion 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Florian, inc., and any and all or the designers, conmrters, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design. construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the tOWEIhrilln project and/or HOMEOWNPA'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expreasly include, but are no irned to, all 
claims and causes of action That arin out of (l) The coniraot for sale of the subject property from flit 
Horton, Inc, (2) Any expren or implied warranties; (3) Any ars all common raw claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, rraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40 .,at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of - Chapter 11 6, et 
Seq. 

Print 1--.1 ame(s)...—.—e, 1°S 8"  

Signaturet's:L_ 

Unit Address  7 hor1; 1-41, 	'41041.t" 
n V 87  17 
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niGn NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSXGNMENT OF CAuas OF ACTXON 

Thir Assignment is made by the undersigned honaeowner(s) at Ifigh Noon At Axlington Ranch 
("HO OWNER") in order to insure that the Iligh Noon At Arlington Ranch HOMeowners Aiaooiation 
(hereafter "ME ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repailing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A Significant defeats have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon. At Arlington 
Ranch tow-phonies. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in iliEliXogn Aulitnairin 
Ra_Liellipip..sp.wners  Association v.  DR, Hortm Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Caso No. 
A5426 16. DR. Horton has D,R. Horton has refused to repair the (Infects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitiedPadjort 	 -st-itt Court 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeownig -s associationi has thc right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it QM meet the requir=ents for class action certification, 

1). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E, If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to TIM ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and ME ASSOCIATION desire. for THE ASSOCIATION- to have 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 defective development, design, constxuction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project andlor HOMEOWT-2R's unit. 

0, It is understood that nothing in Ibis Assignment shall be construed to obligate TEE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOlurZIOV, .rNER,. hereby ,a.siigns to THE ASSocrATInt:r$,B of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR, 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 cons truoti on_ of the to w thorne project unthror HOMEOWNER'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 contrast for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc,, (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an, all common law oiaims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 

seq,,i and (5) Any and all claims relating to or atising out of Chapter lid, et seq. 

Dated:  2$JSJJEiZ3  Print 2,Qartiefv) 	t4 r(W 	k.-76-ide7vp  

Unit Address 8720  HuRrzeiti RPAID Il 	tilve . 7-/cv 
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MGT/ NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

'This Assignment is naade by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Raneb 
("HOMMWNEP,,") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projeot. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defmts have been discovered in the individual units at the High. Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Ar.littXr-on  
R...gPcit.Tigrg9WilMi..1,51P:digion  v.  DY.,.....Kgrtati  Eighth judicial District. Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
.A5426I6.. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitleCILILlis= v. Eiebth Judicial District Court, 
215 P.3d 697 c2009), held that a homeowners association has the night to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification.. 

IX Although THE ASSOCTA7ON believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert '.1).e; individual. claims that the HOlvfEOWNER has against alt. Horton Ian-, as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development ;  design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towohorrie project and/or HOMEOWER.'n unit. 

G. It ;.;.; understpdod that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual, unit. 

NOW, TI-IEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby ass-1pin to INE ASSOCIATION all of the clairm and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and inataial suppliers that ORttiniPntOti in any way in the desig.i., construction or supply of 
materials for construction ofthe tow nhona e project andfor HOMEOWNER'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 cut of (1) The contract for sale of the subject proptnty from D.R.. Horton, hie., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims reiaCing to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated:'31At Ii_L_  Print Name(s) 

 

 

Sivriature(s) 

Unit Addres`siLd52 ....kra..N.Pon- 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON ANCR 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assigmrtent is mde by the uncl-signed horncownor(a) at High Noon At Arlington I:Ls:nob 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the nigh 'Noon At Arlington Rar1th Homeowners Association 
(hareataer 11:5„E: ASSOCIAT)ON') ha a the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant dernets have been diseovered in the indivitinaT units at the High Noon At 
Arlington rt.arg:h townhornes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION ha .s brnught a lawsuit Ppirtst D.R. Horton, in ff,I,FLtlioon At Arlinttg,n 
?Anat. Homeowners 	 Ajjpagn. Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada,. Case No, 
A5426/6. DA.. Honor, hat D.R. Hortoi has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in Ita ruin g entitled D.R 
Court, 2! $ 1) ..3d 697 01109), held gut a homeowners association has the right to PIM the builder rot claims 
arising front the individual units.  if it can meet th 	qttiroments fr orns action certification. 

O. Although 'rHE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be panted standing to pursue tho claims 
of the individual bnit owners under this analysis, it is not. aortainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court no to he allowed to sue the builder rig 
some defe-cts, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to ahttre in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER anit THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claitns that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhomc project andice ROMEO WE.Ft;s unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shalt be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable cortaideration, 

I-10MEOW;', ,IER hereby assigras to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that H 'OMEOWNER possesses against D.rt Horton, Inc., and any 4ed aft of the dagigners, eontractorz, 
subtooti .actors and rilalrial suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supp l y of 
materials for construaion of the tow rthorne projecl and/or HOMEOWWER's bait, for defective 
coostroction, Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly ineludo, hut ate not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that false out of (1) The contract for sale a the subjezt property from 
Horton, Inc,, (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law Claims, int.-lading but not 
lirnicd to Cinims in negilgence, fraud and equitable rilaims; (4) Arty and ail claims relating to or arising 
out of NR ss Chapter 40, et sm.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising our of Chapter Ii 6, at 
seq., 

Dated: 053 -Ot  Print Name(s) 	 



Print Name(s) 

Signature(s) 121:44 

/4'e ze  0,4t /7673 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON R.ANCE 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hotnemP,er(s) at High Noun .kt Arlington Ranch 
("HOlvIEOWNER.") in order to hisure that the High n...kori At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A.. Significant defects have been discovered in the ir]dividual units at the Hi gh Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towrthomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against._ D.R„ Horton, in HilitiLt\j'Aon At Arington 
Ranch Ho  ezml_wv 	ASNCiati  an v. D...R.:4orturi, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No_ 
A542616. D.R. 'Horton has I),R. Horton has refiiseci to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in ta ruling entitled  DR. Horton v. Eight itidicial District Court. 
215 P..3d 697 (2(M09), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the 'otiilder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet t..1-m requiaremeats for dass action ceitilication. 

D. AlthouA THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the clainiS of 
the individual unit °priers under this analysis it is not a certainty. 

, 

E. TITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNER.S who have assigned their claims to TER ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the rucorv  

F. 1-10MEdW" .  "Nat and TEE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the. right to 
as5r,i-t the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc. ;  as well as any other entity 
that -contributed to ..the defective development, design, construction, supply of matelials, or sale of the 
townhorne project andior HOMEOWER unit. 

, 
a It 2s understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he construed to obligate THE 

ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER he,reby 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 consiTuRtion of the to onie project andlorlIOMEO WINIER'S unit, for clefedive construction, 
Such assigned claim; and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and ;mums 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 an all common law claims, including hut not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. . 

• / 
_4!r.l:?...N2-12/. 0 Dated: 

.12 r  
fr" 

d  
02)  

P.' 
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ITIGH NO 07.q AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

*Ibis Assignment is made by the undersigned homee,wne4-(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Ariington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sipifimat defects have been discovered in the inclividual nitt at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes, 

B. THE .ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R, Horton, in Igit_221,4mAtlat=0„.  
R.a.aqh FignissmisizA,m„..t,G'EloiLy,,„_D,., Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A54261 6. D.E.. Horton has Ds_ Horton has refused to repair' the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling cnthle&DJortonv Bi thJDct Court, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
&tun the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D, Although TKE. ASSOCIATION believes that it will be D .-anted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owner.; under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If TIM ASSOCIATION is datenained by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to sham in the ratovery, 

Fr HOMEOWNER, and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual :claims that the ROMEO WNER has against DR Horton Inc., as well as any othcer entity 
that contributed o the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
tovmhorne project andlor IIOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assigarnent shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER berehy aetiges to THE ASSOCIATION all of the & v' s  and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNM 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, constniction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townitome pir.liect and/ca .  HOMEOWNER ' S unit, for defetive 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 (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D,R_ Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (i) Any an all common taw claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of f ,TRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

IP I Print  
- 	•  .,/- //' : , __-----;) ,.....,-J—  

	

Sipaatare0 	,,-' h.'. 9  

	

% ' 	, -,/,...*.,_,-,  :. / 	" 	 .., 	y 	. 	
...• 

/1  -  
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Mil NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

RE C 

JUL 30 2010 

	

• 	nYi This Assignmet. n is made- by 7:he undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At A a 
("HOMEOWNER') in order te insure that the High No At Arington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCI.4.110W) hes the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sizrlificent defects have been discovered in the 'individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch to wnhertItS. 

	

Ti. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit hgair D.R. Horton, hn_."t 	atom 
Randi  H merN9. er  soci liori v. DA. Horton,  Eighth Judicial DIstrict, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542 61.6, 17).R. Horton has D.R. Horton he refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  D.R, joJ ilDtrkt  
Court.,  215 P.34 697 (2009), held that a homeowners .  association has the rIght to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for Dlaae action certification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCV,TIC3N believes that it Will be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claim to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery, 

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCLkilON desire for THE ASSOCIA.T1ON to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that ccintributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhome project andiur HOWI-EOWER's unit. 

Q. It is understood that nothing in this .Assignment shall be co trued to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION-, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, TITEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 rot-  construction of the town-home project anclior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited tp, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject properly from D.R.. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, Fraud and equitable 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, of 
seq. 

/2 
Dated - 	'e?  

tc.  

Print Name(s)./ 	 A 

-- 

Signature(s)_ 

Unit Address 	Qt.-to  e'rk. v "Pr 	f  
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HIGH NOON AT ARUNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Amigtunait is made by the uridersignecl homeowner(p) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Ai :dug-ton Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCLATION") has the power to Mover the test of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A, Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towohornes., 

B. THE A,SSOCIATION has brought a 'lawsuit against D.P„ Horton, in High N ■app.  At Arlington, 
RphHrijwrrs  Associat_  ic,,&_Efortaii,. Eighth 'Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A542616. DA. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled ,R, 	irlo 	..ighttj 	 Cogrj, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requhernents for clati action certification 

D. Although THE A.SSOCZATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual -unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

F. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the-builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assivned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to"3harc in the recovery. 

Y. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, eonstntetion, supply of materials, or sale of the to wnb time project andAir HONIBOWER's unit. 

G. it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be cortatmeci to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action ttr,At HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, nowt -motion or supply of matezials for oonstuction of the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton,. Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and Any a d all claims relating to or arising out. of Chapter 116, ct seq. 

Dated: 	 Print Narne(s1,  
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCI-X 
ASSIGNMENT. 0.12 CACISFS OF ACTION 

This Ag - i L made by the undersigticri hormeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlivon Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER" in outer to insure WA... High Neon At Arlington R.anch I-Tomeowners Axsocintion 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") ha,a the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projeor. 

RECiTALS 

A. Sig:Meant defecta have he= discovered in the individual units at the 1-110 Noon At 
Arlington Ranch towribumes. 

B. THE. ASSOCIATION has brought a Tawtoit aaainst DR. Horton, in HLi Moot: Al All inxaN, 
Ranch Homeowners As •ei: i•nv D.R. Ho 	Eighth Judicial Dt, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has DR_ Horton has refused to repair the daf=ts, 

Cr The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling antitieli attLadigigpisirigi 
Court, 21S P.3d 697 (20(19)., hold that a homeowners. asaeciation has the right to sie. the builder for efulms 
arising-  from the individual. units If t MI meet tho requirements for class tsclitin ecrtification. 

D, Although TI.E-  ASSOCIATION believes that it will be ganted standing to pursue the claims 
ffic inddual itnit crwm1-5 undcr 	axiefyis', it in not a arrainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION le determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the bitildeF for 
some del-zeta, onty those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION Mil 
be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE' ASSOCiAT/ON desire for 'I - HE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that tho HOMEOWNER has agriinst DSL Horton Inc., as well as any other 
enlity that conrributed to the defective dcycloproe,tit, design, constructicrt, supply of malariats', or sale of 
the towntrome project aorlior HOMEOWER's unit 

O. It is understood that nothing tn. this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs, to arty individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in em.lhange for valuable consideration.. 

1-101vIWWWER hereby assips to THE A5SOCIATIO)4 all of thc claims and utiuses of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Toe., and any and all of the designers, mut-actors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the ciesign, constrAction or supply of 
materials for construction of the to theme project and/or HOMEOWNERS unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and CAU:te4 of action expressly include, but are not limited to, ail 
claims and causes of action that arise out oft)) The oontract for salt of the tjeet property from DR. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any wepre,as or implied Wal7f9ritie5; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
linlled to claims n negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 4(I, at seq.; end (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 11 6, at 
seg. 

Ati IL', to 
Da teak 

Lfrtit ddters - 677Y8—  	ir9P'?6  
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Print Name(s 

Signature(s) 

Usit A&fress IS.  Iva iroitkii  
Di I MI tin 

remit ID I 

MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASS)GNMENT 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 Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter 'TkiE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At ii„slington 
Ranch townborries, 

TEE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D,R.. Flortori, in High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch Homeowners Association v. D,R- Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevarl, Case No. 
AS42616. DR, Horton has D.R, Horton .11  refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Conrt, in its Min entitled DR. m.T.tov, v. Eighth IndigiV_Dissz:AS.,„_.70.art, 
215 P-343 697 (2009), held that a limileOWlierS association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the intlisidnal units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D, Although TIE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects ;  only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and TIM. _AS SOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOIVNF.R has against 	Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or asic of the 
towahorne project and/or HOIVMOWER 7s unit. 

O. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER hereby assips to r4-E ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and any arid all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction o fthe townhome proj ettt. and/or HOMEOWN'4:WS unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, hut are not limited to, all clehr...S and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R., Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied wars -antics; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all chaos 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 seta, 

0239 



Signature(s) 

MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH. 
ASSIGNAnNT 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 Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association. 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrms 

A. Sigrifi cant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in RigNAiinton 
Ranch Homeowners Association v. D.R. Hortmi Eighth Judicial Disa -ict, Clark County Nevada, Case No.. 
A542616. D.R.. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.R_,L-1 rtoaia.igl_ith.Tudi eatt 
215 P.34.1 697 (2009), held that a hOtteowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from. the individual units if it CEA meet the requirements for clam action. certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit o,wriers under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E, If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HMI:SCATTERS who have assigned their claims to TE-117. ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNT2.. and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to ha.ve the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to ,the defective development, design, construction s  supply of tratcrials, or sale of the 
townhome project andfro HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It isunderstood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undettakc or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

}, 
NOW, ITT.P.EFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

1-.10M70W17...TER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
possesse.:a 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 errnatrueli on of the tov,rttlinme project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 properly from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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 our of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated . 1Va Print Name(s)  ko mflo. fir  F7,74/ 	(6k/1'1 ,4,r ,, raYV 

 
 

  

hogi 20A/ 6 ,-1(4,D A vE 	krz Unit Address 	 

Telephone #  
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HIGH NOON .  AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersipeti homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Rah 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to in.sure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") her the power to recover the cost of repairing defents in the project 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes, 

ii THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in High Noon At Aaiitizon 
ialarlez.cpx,m,Ang.cietit_m_yl......),Lit_yrto_.4, Eighth Judicial. District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 

A542616, D.R, Horton has D.R, HeTtOa has refusod to repair the defects.. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling erititiedILML...-rtaizi 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims wising 
from the individual units if 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 individual unit gwnera wider this analysis, it is not a certainty.. 

•, 
E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courtnot to be allowed to sue the builder for some 

defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOME0.-V' NEI& and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNE,R ban agoing D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to ',the defective development,. design, construction, suppiy of matelials, or sale of the 
townlionie project and/or HOMEOWER.'s unit. 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constworl to obligate THE 
ASSOCLATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, TH4EFORE, and in exchatv for valuable consideration, 

1:10,1vIEOWliER. hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
:HOMEOWNER possesses against Ilfortpn, Inc.., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, conga -1=6°n or supply of 
materials for c 0 nstrupti on of the to wnhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for d efective onstru cti on. 
Such assigned ella:,1D and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out.,of (l) The contract for sale of the subject property fiom D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties., (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NR S Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dia prinozain ) 

/ c,6,!) 
Unit Address in —h (7)  fit.)02 -0,er) t )yd  
Telephone # _OEM 
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Signature(s) 
it 

MG/I NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Rauch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Nam At Arlington Ranch Homeovrims. Association 
(hereafter "ME ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

Siiificarrt defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch t ownhonies. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in FildNLom.„A.. ..1Mivg_ton 
Ranch Homeowners Associatio ,- v, D.R Horton.  Eighth Judicial. District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
AS 42616. D.R,, Horton has Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 	 Ethiurllçial Diçou, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for eiaires  aris ing 
from the individual units if it Can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D. Although THE AS SOCIATION believes that it will be granted standins to pursue the claims of 
the io.d.M.dual noir owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is detcgmined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder fbr some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assizned their;a.Ms to THE ASSOCIATION will he able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and rrrE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, construction., supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

<I, It is understtod that nothing in this Assignment. shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW. THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable considera6on. 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to ra ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Holton, Inc,, and any and all of the de.si....<mers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constualon or supply of 
materials for otruetic a of the to with bine project andiorHOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective con stru ction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
=los that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but riot limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. 

Dated: 	 Print Name(s) 

Unit Address 	t/45-4-11--Aklid4,44_  2)1114,441,1..6 
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IUGH NOON AT ARLDIGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment 7-3 made by the undmsiped homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to ins= that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Hnmeowners Associadon 
(hereaftw THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhonnes. 

B. THE ASSOCIAT1ON has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Hig:_ri ooMjgn  
Rmich lionieowner5-As'sociAtiouL.LULtionm. Eighth Judicial Distriet, Clark County Nevada, ease.No, 
A542616. D,R, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledDR. Heir  tori ud"ljsñct Court, 
215 P.3d. 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the rcquirOrTMTitS for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual mit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If TIM ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defeats, only those. HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will he able 
to share in the recovery. 

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that xintributed to the defective development, desi construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's wuiL 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any partieular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby tti^,8iaus to THE ASSOCIATION all of the elaisus and caustp 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 fcr cons traction. f the to w theme proj ect andior HONIEOWNERe S unit, for d efeetive. constructi on. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, MI 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 an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NTS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

Dated 	
r 

 

le' P1 

"1.` ,-  kr:" Unit Addres s t'.) i& 	 ' 	 LO 
-3 

Print Name(s)  Id 11 it 171 4-- ro,n  K 
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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 Minton Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCZATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects, in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual. units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes: 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High NOOTI At Ai-lir/01011 
Ranch Homeowners 	oeition  v, DR. Horton, Eighth Judicial Dirktrict, Clerk County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has DA. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledAR. HoLtan,24,1„Etzthiggigigajoat„,-!-•  
215 P,3d 697 (2.009), held that a homeowners assoziation has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

1). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit riTkviiers under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. IITHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to sue the builder for some 
defeets, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery, 

P. HOMEdWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 4he defective d.evelopment,. design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or HOMEOWERts unit 

C. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, la any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, TIDEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

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 construp,tion of the townhorneproject and/or HOMEO WNER 'S unit, for defective constcuction, 
Such assigned claim and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The COMMA for sale of the subject property from DA. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties (3) Any an all eommort law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any prid all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Date& 	'If/ 	/ 	Print Narrie(s) 

Unit Address 	 /law 	i0/1 ,  
<rait7e- 

sig-aoalm(s) 	 

I I 

Telephone 4  (702Lck7-  cif ec.; 
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}MIT NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTIN 

This Assignment is Itade by the utdi ersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners .Assoutation 
(berealler THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towriliarneS. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a 'lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in WO Noon A Arlington 
1_,...an_...c_baolnetaimen.21,_rv,11,E,..„11q.1111LAs 	 Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court., in its ruling entt1od.D4. Hoytori 7..Eiglith Judicial District Court. 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue tha builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

I). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the cairns of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

E. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc„ as we'd as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, constniction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project artillor HOMBOWER' a unit, 

C. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake of pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER pl=sessea against UR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, con irattOrS, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, coristructiori or supply of 
materials fbr construction f the tovitiliorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective con,structio n, 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of MRS Chapter 40, 
et ser",, and,(5),Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated; Print Name(s)  	z 

 

 

 

Sigris tur-e(s) 

4.„.7-eo  

6.6( 317-e-7s--  
26,1-4,e 	 < Unit Address 

Telephone fi 
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Print Name(s)2/11 6,..2-.D4-e1S kr.;-ANA,/ /220,44414o 

14:9VA tr.Z.  

•' 	 rP71.5,1 trwia NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 	 , 

ASSEGNMINT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 
6 MO 

I 
This Assignment Es mule by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Nr41 .1-AtArlington Ranch i 

("HOMEOWNER") io order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch ri -CaCoVinersrsia 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the oost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sigriiteant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Nuou At 
Arrmatort Ranch 	on s.  

a. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit agminst D.R. Horton, in Eiguen  At Arlinatort 
anolg_j_aummtgAggoelaxictLLIIILe.,;9a9A Eighth Judicial District, Clark CEMTAY Nevada, Case No. 

A.542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in. Ita ruling entitied ighti 	ti Judicial District  
ausirj, 215 ?id 07(2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue. the builder for claims 
arising frorn the individual units if it can Mat the, requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the ofaima 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the bulkier for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
he able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER arid THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., gal well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, consuuction, supply of materials, or safe of 
the towohome project andicr HOMEOWER's unit. 

a It Is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange far valuable consideration, 

. HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the elkims and eat.tNeN of action 
that HOWEOWNER 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 constiretion of the townhorne project andior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construrAiort, Such assigned claims and cauSes of action expressly inclade, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes °faction that arise out of (*The contract for sale of the subject property from [IR, 
Horton, Inc,„ (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in nogligence., fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of MRS Chapter 40, at 5e.1.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

Unit Address g(z- 	4.11 . 	i/O 
,442;" PS /(47 
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MGII NOON AT ARLINGTOP,TRA.NCII 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSRS OF ACTION 

This Ass12ament is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlinaton Remit 
(-1-10MEOWINIER") in order to inSUTZ that the High Noon At Arlington Rancit Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "TIE  ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cog of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

Significarat defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhornes. 

B. THE _ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton ;  in iff 	A_LArliaam 
Ranch Homeowners Aoaiato v. D.R.. Horton Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. alt Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the def. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled,hR. Heilor_1 1,_Es/. I htjggicklaigafigt 
Court, 3lS P.3 d 6 .97 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for oiaInts 
arising front the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action etrtiftattott, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION ball eves that it will be granted standing to putsue the olaims 
of the individual unit o. wners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, oniy those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and Tar, ASSOCIATION desire for THE A.SSOCIATICN to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWN ER has against D.R.. Horton hie, as well as arty other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, WIIStnistiort, supply of materials, or sale of 
the tuwnitome project andfor HOMBOWER 's unit- 

0. lt is understood that nothing, in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW;  THEREFORE, and iv exchange for valuable c onsideration, 

HOMEOWNER harehy assips to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against alt, 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 COnStriletiOn of the townhurne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and eauses of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for salt of the subject pmperty from D.R. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims ;  including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at stq,; and (5) Any and ali claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 3 16, et 
-seq. 

Dated: 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assizarnent is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Rsnoli 
("HalY1E)OWNER,") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch ;Homeowners Association 
(hereafter ".1.1,  AS SOCIA1101\r1 has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Si cz,Tiifieant defects have been discovered in the individual =its at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towohome.i, 

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton.. in Higtaosis At Ar_trigt.o. 
Egg15 J:koomatts Association lc  D.R.. orton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. 1%1L Horton has Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  DR Horton v. Einhth Tudici.al District Court, 
215 .P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
frore, the illfrivichlal units if it can inee the requirements for class action certification, 

D. Although MB ASSOCLATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty+ 

E. TITRE ASSOCTATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for ThT ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the 1-TOMBOWNrER has against D.R. Horton Inc,, as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhatne project and/or HOMEOWER.'s unit. 

0, it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to =dm-take or pay for any particular repairs to any individual wit. 

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

HOMEOWNER- hereby assigto to THE ASSOCIATION WI of the claims and ri,auseAs of action that 
HOME-OWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc,. arid 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 coastructionofthetownho.natt uroj feet andfor HO KW WINTER' S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes election expressly include, but are not limited to, di cialtric and causes of 
action that ari.se out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warrautie,% (3) Any an IALI common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and WI claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Datett.. 	pfe,, e.,tk 	Narn(s)  ffi' PNA 	Pt , 

Siziature(s) 	).`\,_Pler-k4PF5 

Unit Address ,z3  LA),  NW 	7g  
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FREDRICK R. GOMEZ 
MARY BETH GOMEZ Dated : 3111110 

Unit Address 9450 TIIIINDER SKY STIMET, UNT'I 102 

LAS vEcAs, NV 89178 

Ill GU NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE( 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is ma& by the tmdmigletri hemwwrier(.$) at High Noon At AYlinzton Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER") io order to insure that the Hi& Noon At Arlington Ronal Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "TRU ASSOCIATION") hos the power to moo= the cost of repaixing defects in the project 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have beer, ciiscovcred in the individual units at the High NOCTI At Arlington 
R.onch towtthomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has bron,ght a lawntit against DA, Horton, in MI6 N,pori_At_k_Up_g_ton 
Ranch Home°lyner_s .Association  v. 	Horton,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case to 
A5426.1.6 Da. Horton has Da. HOTt071 has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled T._22,11„21to 	 District Cou. 
215 P..3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to s`u.e the builder for claims arising 
from the individual malts if it can meet the retita .....r.nrieuts for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be Eranted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this arkilysi$, it is not a certainty.. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not lobe allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and "ME ASSOCIATION desire for TM ASSOCIATION to have the rizht to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER. has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, cc 	doe, supply of niatuials, or sale of the 
totraboine project and/or HOMEOWER.'s treit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be coustrued to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular re:pail's to any individual unit. 

NOW, TIMREFORE, and in exchansre tbr valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causts nfactitm that 
HOMEOWNER possesses atrair.st D.R. Horton, Inc„ and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, coming:don or supply of 
materials for construction oftbe tow/211o= proj eat audiar HOMEOWNER'S writ, for d afectiye constructi on. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to all claims and c.auseE,- of 
action that arise out of (fl The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton„ Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud ar=d equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or ari sing out of NRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON ACH  
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horncowrier(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Nom AI Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") h.ss the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrAis 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D,R, Horton, in Hi_ah Noon At.,Axliagton 
Rana 	 s ciationg,„lis..=, Eighth judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its raling entitlesagjiglap2i,gialLi uslic,1_,Apiaticirstat 
2l5 P..ad 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to 81.M the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

I). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the indivicluzd unit owners under this analysis, it ,js not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be flbie 
to shate in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Int., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to ..*0 defeCtiVe development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project and/or HOMEOWEIA's unit. 

O. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION', in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEItEFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against WI_ Horton, Inc,, and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, consInietion or supply of 
materials for constaikction of the townhome proj eetandfor El OK2OWNER "S unit, for defect ive construction. 
Such assigned clairr4 and eakiKS of action expressly include, hut are not 'limited to, MI 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 an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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 2TiSiT1 out of Chapter 116, at 

Dated: 619 Print Name(s) 
/ 2 

7 ' 
Signattze(s).. 	,,,, 

Unit Address  C;c7fej  

Telephone  

11250 
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REGISTER OF ACTIONS 
CASF, No. 07A542616 

High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowner vs D R Horton Inc Case Type: Construction Defect 
Subtype: General 

Date Filed: 0610712001 
Location: Department 22 

Conversion Case Number A542616 

PARTY IN  

Lead Attorneys 

Defendant 0 R Horton Inc 

Plaintiff 	High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
Homeowner 

Third Party Allard Enterprises Inc Doing Business 
Defendant As Iron Specialists 

Third Party Ansa Inc Doing Business As Nevada 
Defendant State Plastering 

Third Party Brandon Lie Doing Business 
Defendant As Summit Drywall & Paint LLC 

Third Party Bravo Underground Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Campbell Concrete Of Nevada Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Circle S Development Corp Doing 
Defendant Business As Deck Systems 

Third Party Efficient Enterprises LLC Doing 
Defendant Business As Efficient Electric 

Third Party Firestop Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Harrison Door Company 
Defendant 

Third Party Infinity Building Products LLC 
Defendant 

Third Party Integrity Wall Systems LLC 

Joel D. Odou 
Retained 

7022220625(W) 

Paul P. Terry, Jr. 
Retained 

7029902017(W) 

Charlie H. Loh 
Retained 

7023678899(W) 

Jeffrey H. Bailin 
Retained 

7028933383A 

Bradley V. Gibbons 
Retained 

7028040706(W) 

Nicholas 8 Salerno 
Retained 

7022571997(W) 

Shannon G. Rooney 
Retained 

7022571997(W) 
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Defendant 

Third Party Lukestar Corp 
Defendant 

Third Party National Builders Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party 0 P M Inc Doing Business 
Defendant As Consolidated Roofing 

Third Party Quality Wood Products Ltd 
Defendant 

Third Party RCR Plumbing And Mechanical Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Reyburn Lawn & Landscape Designers 
Defendant Inc 

Third Party Rising Sun Plumbing LLC Doing 
Defendant Business As RSP Inc 

Third Party Southern Nevada Cabinets Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Sunrise Mechanical Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Sunstate Companies Inc Doing 
Defendant Business As Sunstate Landscape 

Third Party Sylvanie Companies Inc Doing 
Defendant Business As Drake Asphalt & 

Concrete 

Leonard T. Fink 
Retained 

7028040706(W) 

Tomas V Menace 
Retained 

7023844048(W) 

Peter C. Brown 
Retained 

7022.586665(W) 

Lee J Grant 
Retained 

702-697-6500(W) 

Charlie H. Luh 
Retained 

7023678899(W) 

Kevin A. Brown 
Retained 

7029423900(W) 

KIRK WALKER, ESQ 
Retained 

702-462-6300(W) 

Third Party United Electric Inc Doing Business 
Defendant As United Home Electric 

Third Party Walldesign Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party Western Shower Door Inc 
Defendant 

Third Party D R Horton Inc 
	

Joel D. Odou 
Plaintiff 
	

Retained 
7022220626(W) 

Minute Order (4:53 PM) (Judicial Officer Johnson, Susan) • 
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DECISION RE: PLAINTIFF HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION'S MOTION FOR 
DECLARATORY RELIEF RE: STANDING (11110/10) 

Minutes 
01/25/2011 4:53 PM 

- IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED 
Plaintiff High Noon at Arlington Homeowners 
Association's Motion for Declaratory Relief Re: Standing 
is GRANTED IN PART, DENIED IN PART as set forth 
below: IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND 
DECREED Plaintiff High Noon at Arlington Homeowners 
Association has no standing to assert all constructional 
defect claims in the 194 units for which Plaintiff has 
procured an assignment of rights from the units owners. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND 
DECREED Plaintiff High Noon at Arlington Homeowners 
Association may "institute, defend or intervene in litigation 
or administrative proceedings in its awn name on behalf of 
itself or two or more units' owners on matters affecting the 
common-interest community, including, as set forth in this 
case, constructional defeats that may affect the 114 triplex 
'building envelopes, or exterior walls, wall openings and 
roofs, Such constructional defect claims do not Include 
those affecting the units' owners' fire resistive, plumbing 
or electrical systems that may be located within the 
interior or exterior walls, whereby Plaintiff has not 
standing to assert those causes of actions in a 
representative capacity. CLERK'S NOTE: To obtain the 
full and complete text of the Court's ruling, please refer to 
the original order/di/raj 1/25/11. 

Re rn to Register of Actions 
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No 58633 

FILED 
JAN 2 5 2013 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

P.R. 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 
HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, A 
NEVADA NON-PROFIT 
CORPORATION, 
Real Party in Interest. 

OMAR GRANTING PETITIMI 

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 homeowners, claims for 

alleged construction defects. 

Petitioner D.R. Horton argues that, under this court's decision 
in D.R, Horton v, District Court,  126 Nev. 449, 215 P.3d 697 (2009) (First 
Light II),  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 claims on behalf of individual 

OntiME Omar 
OF 

NILVADA 

(as Lona 41140 



homeowners for alleged constructional defects occurring in building 
envelopes.' 
.,,at_apj_i_ .1_1 re3r_ar 	iew 

"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, MRS 34.160, or to control an arbitrary or capricious exercise of 
discretion." ,State 2e_nkit_c_t, 116 Nev. 374, 379, 997 P,2c1 126, 130 (2000). 
"Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy which 'will not lie to control 
discretionary action, unless discretion is manifestly abused or is exercised 
arbitrarily or capriciously." Mineral County v. State, Dep't of Conserv., 
117 Nev. 235, 243, 20 P.3d 800, 805 (2001) (quoting RoutLUALLignago„, 
Dist. v. Newman, 97 Nev. 601, 603-04, 637 P.2d 534, 536 (1981) (citation 
omitted)). 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. Mine al County, 117 Nov, at 243, 20 P,3d at 805. Both 
mandamus and prohibition are issued 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," hL 

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 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 a writ petition, 

"High Noon has also filed a petition for a writ of mandamus, High 
Noon at Arlington v. Dist. Ct./10.R. Horton, Inc.), Docket No. 58630, which 
arises from the same district court case that is the subject of this petition. 

2 
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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. 

245 P.3d 1164, 1168 (2010). 

The dist 'ct court failed to conductstigadent23 na2v sis 
This court has held that an 110A 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 (2006). 

First Light 11, 126 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) 

requirements (numerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy) and 

one of three additional NRCP 23(b) requirements is met. 

"[F]ailure of a common-intereat community association to 
strictly satisfy the NRCP 23 factors does not automatically result in a 
failure of the representative action." B 

.Ct., 128 Nev. 	, 	, 	P.3d 	(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 110A has standing 

under MRS 116.3102(1)(d) to institute a representative action on behalf of 

two or more of its members, the BOA still must satisfy the requirements 
of NRCP 23 if it wishes to bring its representative action as a class-action 

suit. First Light H, 125 Nev. at 458, 215 P.3d at 703. 

Here, the district court found that under First Light II, 

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 23 analysis as to the assigned claims and 

found that High Noon had not satfithed the NRPP 28 prerequisites and 

3 



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 de  in,  a 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 community, Consequently, the district court 

found, without performing an NRCF 23 analysis, that High Noon had 

standing to litigate representative claims based on the building envelopes. 

The district court reasoned that MRS 116.3102(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 analysis set 

forth in Firpt Light rf  "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 First Light II,  this court held that although tsIRS 116.3102(1)(d) 

grants an 110A 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. at 468, 215 P.3d at 703. This court's 

holding in First Ligh' 11  was not intended to apply only to defects that 

occur within individual units, but rather to all claims affecting 

individnally owned units that an HOA brings in a representative capacity. 

NRS 116.093 defines "[u]nit'  as "a physical portion. of the 

common-interest community designated for separate ownership or 

SUPAGNS COWST 
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• occupancy, the boundaries of which are described pursuant to paragraph 

(e) of subsection 1 of NRS 116.2105." MRS 116.2105(1)(e) states 

In a condominium or planned community, a 
description of the boundaries of each 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 unit's identifying 
number, its size or number of rooms, and its 
location within a building if it is within a building 
containing 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 

Whtil. instructed district 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 to 

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 Betiagr_HonldMg_fsrm.,mili t...s ri_sLQoJL.d.2  

2In light of this order, D.R. Horton's alternative request for. a writ of 
prohibition is denied. 

5 



We also vacate the stay of the underlying district court proceedings that 

was granted pending the consideration of thiapetition.. 3  

cc: Hon. Susan Johnson, District Judge 
Koeller Nebeker Carlson & Haluck, LLP/Las Vegas 
Angi.us & Terry LLP/La.s Vegas 
Eighth District Court Clerk 

aThe Honorable Ron. D, Parraguirre, Justice, voluntarily recused 
himself from participation in this matter. 

6 
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No. 58630 

FILED 
JAN 25 2013 

* 
DEPUTY CLERK 

TRACM K. LINDE/MN 
CL.Ev ") 

IN THE THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
Petitioner, 
vs. 
THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 
CLARK; AND THE HONORABLE 
SUSAN H. JOHNSON, DISTRICT 
JUDGE 
Respondents, 

and 
D.R. HORTON, INC, 

al 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 claims on behalf of its members. 

Petitioner High Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners 
Association is a homeowners' association (H0A) created pursuant to NRS 
Chapter 116 that operates and manages the High Noon at Arlington 
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. 1  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.,  116 Nev. 374, 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 
arbitrarily or capriciously.'" Mineral County v. State, Dep't of Conserv., 
117 Nev. 236, 243, 20 P.3c1 800, 805 (2001) (quoting 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.3d 
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 adequate 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. 68533. 

2 
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however, we review questions of law de novo. Gonski y. Dist. Ct.,  126 Nev. 

245 P.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.2cI 622, 626 (1994). A court's class 

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 court correctly concluded that High Non jacked. standin to  
mggstgaagtructian g_rnsrelatin toindivicluats 

This court has held that an HOA has standing to institute a 

representative action on behalf of its members if the H0A'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. Diet Ct.,  125 Nev. 449, 458, 215 P.3d 697, 

703 (2009) (First Light 11).  Pursuant to NRCP 23, a class action may be 

maintained only if all four of the NRCP 23(a) requirements (num  erosity, 
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." Eftztai,911_19,11iiiigfsmez 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 TWA has standing 

under NRS 116.3102(1)4 to institute a representative action on behalf of 

two or more of its members, the HOA still must satisfy the requirements 
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of MRCP 23 if it wishes to bring its representative action as a class-action 
suit. First Light II, 125 Nev. at 458, 215 P.3d 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(1)(3) predominance and superiority 
requirements. 

Commonality 

NRCP 23(a)is commonality requirement provides that 
'members of a class may sue or be sued as representative parties on behalf 
of an_ only if . . (2) there are questions of law or fact common to the class." 
NRCP 23(a). Following First Light H'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, 
"Nommonality 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 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 S etmljminItov_e 
P.C., 4 S.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 safety, 
waterproofing defects, and deficiencies in the civil 
engineering/landscaping, roofing, stucco and 
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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 meet NRCP 
23(ars commonality requirement. 

Typic day 

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, 

[Ole typicality prerequisite can be satisfied, then, 
by showing that each class member's clnim 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.3d 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 
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admitted it has not visually inspected or destructively tested all 342, or 
even the 194 'assigned' units within the development!' The court further 
noted that High Noon had not sustained its burden to show that the 
damage suffered by each of the 194 unit owners was the same and that the 
use 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 H'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 Shuette, the predominance inquiry 

tests whether proposed classes are sufficiently 
cohesive to warrant adjudication by 
representation. The questions of law or fad 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 23(b)(3) predominance 
inquiry is related to the NRCP 23(a) commonality 
and typicality requirements, it is more 
demanding. The importance of common questions 
must predominate over the importance of 
questions peculiar to individual class members. 
For example, common questions predominate over 
individual questions if they significantly and 
directly impact each class member's effort to 
establish liability and entitlement to relief, and 
their resolution can be achieved through 
generalized proof. 

Shuette, 121 Nev. at 850-51, 124 P.M at 540 (footnotes omitted) (internal 
quotations omitted). 
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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 overE,1 thus avoiding] 
duplicative proceedings and inconsistent results. 
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. 

Shuette, 121 Nev. at 851-52, 124 P.3d at 540-41 (alterations in original) 
(footnotes omitted) (internal quotations omitted). 

When conducting this inquiry, 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 

7 

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 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 meet NRCP 23(b)(3)'s 
predominance requirement. 

Superiority  



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. a 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 

0 120 
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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 DENIED. 3  

eitlett. 

J. 

Saitta. 

2High 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(1)(d) did not eliminate High Noon's duty to fulfill the 
requirements of NRCP 23 as set forth in Da. Horton  v. District  Court,  125 
Nev. 449, 215 P.3d 697 (2009) (First Light H).  

3The Honorable Ron D. Parraguirre, Justice, voluntarily recused 
himself from participation in this matter. 

&PRIME COURT 
Of 
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cc: Hon. Susan Johnson, District Judge 
Angius & Terry LLP/Las Vegas 
Roeller Nebeker Carlson & Haluck, LLP/Las Vegas 
Wood, Smith, Henning & Berman, LLP 
Eighth District Court Clerk 
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MGR NOON AT ARIANGTONRANCH 
ASSIGN:M. 7.ENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assigilinerit is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch (HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION”) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECTIALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townhomes, 

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR.. Horton, in Ej,gb joA•Artirigton 
E...atataii3.  y. D Hortsm,  Eighth Judicial District, Clerk County Nevada :  Case No. A542616, DR. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled.D.X. Hort n v. Eil—th 21.5 P.3d 07 (2009), held that a homeowners assOeifttiOrN has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

B. Although um ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is deterrnin ad by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIA1110N desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton ho, as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, consiruction, supply of materials, or sale of the to withome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 
1 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ,ASSOCATION all of the claims arid 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 andiorHOMB. OWNER" S unit, for defective construction. Such assigned clahris and causes of action expressly include, bet are not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Int., (2) Any express  or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law CT 'aims, including bat not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims,. (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out arNRS Chapter 40, et seq4 and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: 

:171 

//17L,94 Unit Address 

Cov. 

0-04 

Signature(s) 

,S_24-  t atie 
r-7 	r2 c, 	'7 

reze 
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HIGH Noor4 AT ARLINGTON RANCH. 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ArTioN 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranh 
("1-10,tviF,OWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch liorneownem Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSMIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defeats in the project. 

RE.CITALS 

A, Sienifietot defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Rarch townhornes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D,R. Horton, in Higir N9Ort At Arlington 
tEssiaomplyAtrA,A.,_, stpciadjo_. v,,p1...liggon,,L 	Eighth Judicial District, Cia.z.k County Neva* Case No. 

A542616. DA, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 	}or t v. E' hth J 	. 
Court,  215 I',3d 697 (2009), held that II homeowners assoelatitm has the right to sue the hu1d er for claims 
arisine front the indiVidWki unInt if it ean meet the requirements for class X-11011 Ctrtificaa0M 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the elaims 
of the Individual Emit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E, If THE ASSOCIATION IF determined by the Court not to he allowed to sue the builder for 
goITIO defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 assei the individual CiainIS thet the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Honon Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed To the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale or 
the townhomc project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

C. it IF understood that nothing in this Assignment shell be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCI,,A.T101q., in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any Individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER hereby asIgnr to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.P.. Horton, Mc., and any and all of the. designers, contractors, 
snhenatractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in The design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the to -taeraionne, ptuject and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
consimetion. Such assigned claims and CUM= of action expressly include., btal are not limited to all 
claims and caUSeS of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from WI 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied waaantia5; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but net 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any 4ati all claims relating to or ariBing 
out orns Chapter 40, or seq.:, and (5) Any and all daidYIS relating to or arising out of Chapter '116, at 
seq. 

1.)1,W)O  Print Name(s) 
	 /I 4 

S i gnature(a) 

Unit A thirtS":1_,Di_p_LS—  v....Ad , 
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ITIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
(1 1-10,tviEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch tewnhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a law -suit against DA. Horton, in lit -t,IN,Ang_At_Arlinatort 
Ramch Horneof.,_______ ____P__-socialion v. _R. Horton., Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. DR_ Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitleda&Borton  	Judicial District C.okri,  
215 Pd 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 

, from the individual units /fit can meet the require-merits for class sction certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be gutted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. IfTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F, HOMF.OWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER. has agai'll&r:D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, constriaction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this A.ssignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way ,te undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE Assort A Ttriti all of the claims and causes ()faction that 
.rt"."1.1rtrurs",n, 

pkxpac...tb-VD. 

subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design., construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the tovvntiorneproj ect andfor HOMEOWNERS unit, for dtfettiveconstruation. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (l) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc., (.) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. 

• 

Dated; 2Ye? - /...2,e/ 	Print 

Unit Address...1U7 	 ,elti,e2 	tiekri 
Telephone # 	e.Ri# 	 
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Signature(s)' 

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 Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes. 

B, THE ASSOCIATION has -brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in High N.QQP...64 ArlingtPrt 
Ranch Homeowners Association v, D.R. Horton, Eighth Judicial DisHot, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542.616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton bas refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court in its ruling entit Uboy. Eih 	jalQjstrict Cour l.  
215 .1),3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for ciaans arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action eertifieafion. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual ani t oTiers under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER arid THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R.. Horton Inc., as wall as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit„ 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 andlor HOMEOWNER'S unit, far defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but aft not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The cent-act for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common taw claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equiiEble claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of -ARS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: 	 ,i,c4471-1-  

UnitAcidress____gLig 4514 	 44, 	# 
Telephone 
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HIGLI NOON AT ARLENGTON RANCH 
ASSiGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

ThiS Aniguntnt is made by the undersigned homeowner() at High Noon At Arlington Ranch (HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rauch Homeowners Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCI.kTION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Sipifteasit defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch tewubotries. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION he brought a lawsuit against D.R. Berton, in b Mig.11.1-tattn_6mpsittliotri___1„.2„,1Latri. jaa, Eighth Judicial Distict, Clark County Nevada, Case No. A542616. D.R. Horton bas D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling, entitled,12,LITArytaxdipigktrt, 215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action eel-aim -Him 

Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be grand standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit ow era under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E, If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Lac., as well as any other entity that coritributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the tOWIlhVITM project and/or HOMEOVITER's unit, 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shah be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual nit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the desigi, constauttion or supply of materials for conatraction of the tErbialinge, project aridtorHC.IMEOWNER,'S unit, for defective cons.ln.e."tion. Such assigned claims and causes of aetion expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and ()RIMS of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or  implied warranties; (3) Any an all COMMOn law claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of IS Chapter 40, et seq.; arid (s) Any and all claims relating to or arising out (if- Chapter I 16x  at seq. 

Dated: 	10_ 	Print Nainc(a)  	 0. 

Signatvre(s) ' 

Unit Address T.t 7..-TACTv VC  ‘ 1 

	 v-c 

TeleJL,tt 
	0(1, 	n 

0 1 28 



NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT (W CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by  the undersi gned homeowner(s) at. Hi gh Noon At Arlington Ranch. 
(HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the Hi gh Noon AL A.rlington Ranch Homeowners Asisociation 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of inpairin g  defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the Hi gh Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in IfiglI .Noon At Arlington 
Ranch Hornernyners Asgrobtion v. DR. llo rton,  Eighth ludicial District, Clark County  Nevada, Case No. 
A54261 6, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Strprerne Court, in its rulin g, en iitled  D.R. Hockgri 	 Djstrict Court, 215 P,3d 697 (2009). held that a homeowners mociation has the right to sue the builder for claims arisin g  from the individual units if it can meet. the Tequirements for class action etTtification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standin g  to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this anal ysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIAMON is determined by  the Court not to be allowed to sac the builder for some defects., only  those HOMEOWNERS who have assi gned their claims to THE ASSOCIAliON will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the ri ght to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER. has a gainst D.R. Horton Inc.., as well as any  other entity  that contributed to the defective development, desi gn, construction, suppl y  of materials, or sale of the townhouse project andior HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing  in this Assignment shall be construed to obli gate TEE ASSOCIATION, in any  way  ,to undertake or pay  for any  particular repairs to an y  individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchan ge for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby  assigns to THF. ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses a gainst D.R. Horton, Inc.., and any  and all of the desi gners, contraetors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in an y  way  in the design, construction or suppl y  of materials for co Rat:Inchon of the townhorne project and or HOMEOWNER' S unit, for defective OOnstrueti o n, Such assigned claims and calms of action expressly include, hut are not litnited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims;  including  but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud I•nri equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relaing 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. 

Dated; ck 	Print Name(s) 	h 0 el kf 	lVi'lk7:41 	43NR42,Ak 	cosivc 
Futsrs--1‘ 	1-7i/1.4.55 	t,c,11  4175 

Cr 
NI/ E'r 

Unit. Adfaies:;  

Telephone # 	 - 	 b 4•0 

S igna tute(s) 
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MGM NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT' OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This A.ssignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch ("1-100WINTER') in. order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Honavowners Assooiation (bereatler "THE ASSOCIAn.ON") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington, Ranch townhoines. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, inalgli,a____'sloon .Alrm Xonch Homeowners Association v. D.R. Hortop., Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No A5426 6. Da. Horton has Da. Horton has refused to repair the def=.ts. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entit1ed,p22ightln judicial District Court, 215 13.3d 697 (2009), held that a homemners association has the right to sue the builder for elairns arising from the individual units if 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 individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCL6,,TWN is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned the,ir 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 assert the individual claims that the HOME,OWNER.bas against D .R. Horton Inn., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, Or sale of the townharsic P7o.i=t and/or HONIEOWErs unit, 

O. It is understood that: nothing in this Assipment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION;  in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of actiot that HOMEOWNER. possesses against D.R., Horton, inc., and any and all of the de,,igner,s, coniallewrs, subcontractors and matezial suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of materials for construction orate to wnhome project an &or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for efec tiveconstruc .Uon, Such assigned claims and causes °faction expremiy include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of actiou that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (3) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

Dated:,c,1712atLZOI 	Print Name(s) /77/9,40,170-  

Signature(s) 

-Unit Address 447695 	, 	—1112_22.34,06-1/ki  47.& 

Telephone #  (2j  73  

0 130 



Print Name(s)  LL-//7/V-All  
- 

Signaturc(a).  

Lin it d d re as 96-1-6/ 6'". 	ifi-10 1154e---.  

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH  
ASSIGNMENT OP CAUSES OP At:110N 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) t MIA Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("1-40MBOWNER.") in- order to insure that the WooII At Arlir.gton Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereefler "TM ,ddisociAnow) h4m. the power to recover the cost cif repairing defeats in the project 

RE-C/a-ALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in ihc individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington PaUlde LOWIthonle-Y, 

B. THE, ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit ageing D.R. Horton, in Rigtaftte..V.„,ATIon 
Ranch  Hpirss,w_ze._ri,&chtig=.12):L-,i Apo Eighth Judl District., Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A5,12616 1),P,.. Horton has DR-. Horton has refused to repair the tiefects. 

C. 'The Nevada Supreme. Coot( in its ruling entitled  DA. tior,_,cogialfilka_sadiej.  
Cru.4-4,'  215 P.3d 697 (2K9), held that a homeowners association has the right to swe the builder lb; claims 
arising from the 414:tivifitiat units if it ct meet the requirements for plass action certifi=tion, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be gaited stnuiing to pursue the oteirns 
of the individual unit owners urxier this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCJATION L.tietermined by the Court riot to be AilaWad to sue the builder ibr 
sortie defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE A SSOCIAlION will 
be able to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER artd THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have thir right 
a.5sert the individual claims that the HOME...OWNER has against al Horton inc., as well as any ther 

entity that c-ontributed to the defective dere/opt/lent, design, construction, supy:tiy of materials, or safe of 
the townhorno project end/or HOMEOWER's cmiL 

G, it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be comb -a-et/ to obbgate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to onder12ke or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

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

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION ail of the. claims and causes of action. 
that HOMEOWNER posse;ses against D.R. Horton, inc., and any and at/ of the desigriem contractOTS, 
Subcoativci.cg5 and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, constr,trtion or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causcs of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D R. 
Horton, lac,. (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Arty an al/ common law claims, including but not 
Jim -tied to claims in negligence., fi .aud and equitable claims; (4) Any and ail claims relating to or arising 
out oiNRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims reialing to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This AS$igunent is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) al High Noon At Arlington Ranch ("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High NOM At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (hereafter 'THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townhomes, 

13. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against Da. Horton, in HigJoot 	thaton  ancIR_ Qakes,-.2yatem6,7§,Dlimi v. alt Horton, Eighth Judicial Disirict, Clark County Nevada, Case No A542616, D.R. Horton. has Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ru.Iirur entitiedtLHor4ca 	 PikriGt Court, 215 P.M 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet: the requirements for class action certification, 

I). Although TIM: ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If TILE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claimsto THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery, 

F. TIONLEOWNitli. and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to haw the tight to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhorne project and/or H.OMEOWER's unit, 

a It is understoOd that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims  and causes of action that HOMF.,011,1114.611. p. osseases 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 townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective constucti Oa, Such assigned claims tind causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and cause6 ,  of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Ay express or implied wstrantie-s; (3) Any an all col/loam Jaw claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable 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„ 

Dated: 	 Print Nan e(s)_gigani5  -Z-6;15P4  	 

Unit Address_Ed0A/ZVZ -R440 

Telephone # 1741 „ZZ 	741/4 
:! L. 	5-117: 
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I:UGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNIWINT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
( "FIGUE.'0WNER_") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (hereafter 'TIE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defeats in the project, 

RECITALS 

A, Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Rsincb townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DA. Horton, in High Nsmithuoaltglo 
Mu...0.15,01..P0'..l.3745$.2k5sOeiatiop  v. pz‹. Horton,  Eighth Tudicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case N. A542616. DR, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledX.R. Hortem„„ .,..c_g_..Cici District Court, 215 P,3d 697 (2009), hold that a 	eowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certifitiation, 

A Although 'rim ASSOCIATION believes that it will be fganted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIAIION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have aqsigned 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 assert the. individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has apiest D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any °thin -  entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townharne project and/or HOIViEDYrrER's unit 

a it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit_ 

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

HOMI...'OWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCLATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against DX Horton, Inc., and any and 211 of the designers, contractors ,  subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construetion or supply of materials for construction of the townhorne proj ,= and/or HOMEOWNER S unit, for defective CMStructiett Such assigned claims and causes of action e...xpressly inelude, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of ac6Ori that arise out of (1) The contact for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any eXpresS or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited 4K, claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (c) Any and all claims relating Loot arising out of Chapter iI , et se, . 

Dated: 
L
f
i

fi ( 	 -1/ / 	 e 
Print Name(s)..{......f.at.trl.c:ICI 	j/f/ri:fr) 

• 

Signature(s) 

.efel 
Unit At-ltiress 	 I 	p 	./1(--;  

c> - 
Telephone # 	 • ./.\S f ,  65:  
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NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGN-MEW OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by  the undersigned hotactiwrier(s) at Hi gh Noon At Arlington Ranch ("HOMEOWNER,") in order to insure that the Hi gh Noon Al Arlington Ranch Homeownoil Association (hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairin g  defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlin gton Ranch townharrieS. 

El, THE ASSOCIATION has brou ght a law,suit against D.R. Horton, in Hi t 	 ri ch 	 Associatirsh 	Horton,,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County  Nevada., Case No. A542616. DR. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its rulin g  entitled DR Horton V. Ejp,hthial DiStritg Court, 215 P.M 697 (2009), held that a homeowners asSOCiatiOni has the ri ght to sue the builder for claims arisin g  from the individual units if it can meet the re quirements for class action C.ertification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be vauted standin g  to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this anal ysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If 'IRE ASSOCIATION is determined b y  the Court not to be allowed to sat the builder for some defects, onl y  those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recover y. 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE: ASSOCIATION to have the ri ght to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER.has a gainst D.R. Horton Inc., as well as an y  other entity  that contributed to the defective development, desi gn, construction, supply  of materials, or sale of the tovaihnine project arid/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

(3, It is understood that nothing  in this Assignment shill be construed to obligate THE A.SSOCIAXION, in any  way  to undertake or pay  for any  particular repairs to an y  individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby  assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER. possesses a gainst VA. Horton, Inc., and any  and all of the designers, contractors, subcoritractors and material suppliers that participated in an y  way  in the design, construction or supply  of materials for construction of the townhomeproject and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective cons truction , Such a3SiEtned claims and causes of action expressl y  include, but axe not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject propert y  from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any  exoress or implied warranties, (3) Any an all common law claims, includin g  but not limited to claim in negligence, fraud and equitable claims-, (4) Any  and all claims relatin g  to or arising  out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq. ;  and (..5),...ity  and all claims relatin g  to or arising  out of C.hapter et seq. qv/   Dated:  / 	Print Name(?)  / 	 —  

SignatereCs) ‘j_021.1k16.41_ 	 

Unit Address n0--s 	_  ' 	 103 
Telephone # 	/ 

• 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF C'AtISES OF ACTION 

Th Assignment is made by the oncic,rsigned hotricowner(s) at High Noon At Arlingen Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER') in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECiTALS 

A. Sign ifiant defects haw. 'eteen dise.overcd in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch tow homes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a th.wsuit nairtEt D.R. Horton., in High hipsz.ALAdjuilm 
Eighth Tudicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case N. 

A5426 6, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the dertets. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.R. Heron v. Eighth Judicial District. 
215 P.3d 697(2C/09), beid that a homeowners associalion has the right to sue the builder for claims 

arl.sing faun the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Akbough THE ASSOCIATION believes that it wiJ be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit own= under this analysis, it is not a certainry. 

E. if Th ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to we the builder for 
same deftta, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to T) - E. ASSOCIATION will 
be able to shag in the recovety, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as -we'd as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of matcrish, or sale of 
the townhurna project and/or HO-MEOWF-R's unit. 

O. It is undertioaci that noThing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any 'individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOC/A.110N all of the elairns and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. HQTIOS), Inc., and any arid all of the desianess, aontractors, 
subcontractors and material suppiiers that participated in any way in the design, conspfuotion or supply of 
materials for construction of die townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S mit, for defective 
constellation. such 2-6$igr:Cd olainns and cause& of action expressty include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of( I ) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. 
Horton, Ion-, (2) Any express or implied warrant.;ea; (3) Any an t al) common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating - to or arising 
out of NR S Chapter 40, at se,t4„; and (5) Any and all t'lairos relating to or itriaing out of Chapter i 16, at 
seq. 

Data  e,;(  Print Name(s) • C

- 

" 

 

Sit,116.t1Jr*) 

g 	• Unit Address _ 13 _ 	 t.) 

1-V N 	Sie-1116' 
1 
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Dated: 	 Print Name(s) Les 
Signature(s) 

nAt  c 	
Trcuti4,!,a  (Irt..h72 Avc to_ 

Telephc,tria it  

Unit Address 

IIIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCI31 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned boineowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington R.anch Homeowners Association (hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the p-roi act. 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in thghjAt1innN 
Karich Homeowners AsspAiatior_ 	 Eighth Judicial Di,strict„. Clerk County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616, D.R., Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled Da,. Horton v. Bighth Ii.dil  DisJct  Cou t, 21$ P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners associatioa has the right to 613e the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although ME ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysts, it is not a certainty. 

E. if THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Conti not to he allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able Lo share in the recovery. 

E. HOMEOWNER and TEE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the .individnal claims that the HOMEOWNT-R has against D R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the cleftive development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the tonhome project andlor 1101vIEOWER's 

a It is undeatood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any lodividtt i,-,11 unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to TIIE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possems against D.R. liorton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and lnatatiai suppliers that participated in any way in the design, or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhoine project and/or HOMEOWNER'S uni t, 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 pmipmty frort 1).R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claim; including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out orNitS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) .A.n.y and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 
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Signarure(s) 	 (It  

Unit Address g-rrf 
f") 

Telephone # 	14.? 

s. 1V -4W L-. 11  /11 .41 
c.) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horriertwner(s) at High Noon Al Arlington Ranch ("HOMBOWNE.R") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch HOITICOVAICTS Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the. power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REaTALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch tosvnhomes. 

B, THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton. in High Noo At Ariinglon Ranch agipaserlAgslas,1.)„,.B.,,,Iirataii, Eighth judicial District, Clark County Nevrida, Case No, A.542616. D.R. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 12...,,g.dirjajig r'ri 	Diarsiot court, 215 F..3ti 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for ciass action certification. 

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

E. VIBE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court riot to he allowed to sue the builder for _some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCLATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER arid THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the indivi dna/ claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D. R. Horton Inc., as %veil as any other entity that coaributed to the defective development, design, oonstruction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhorne project and/or HOMBOWER's unit. 

Q. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be anion-tied to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual u nit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNEP, hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, s.-Jaberiniractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of rnateri for con.gbuction of the townho me project andior kIOMEOWNS.R'S unit, for defective construction. Such assigned claims and fanises of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (l) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Harlan, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims . including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NP,S Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all slain s :elating to or arising out of Chapter 1 t 6, et seq. 
, ( 	Print N 	

f
ame(s) 	tAi Dated: 

{1137 



MS 



Print Name(s) 

Signature(s) 

Unit Address 

-IT /6)3 

Date& 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Alsignment is made by thellridersiwd homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
(1401vrEOWNER") in order to insure that the High NMI:1 At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter “THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the proj 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in 	 Arlinmn 
Ranch 	 eowger 	v. DR. Horton.  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevad,a, Case No. 
AS 42616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled„Dijigrimy, j,-;ight dusijej.L.,a 	 Cptig, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a 1-1033aerAMDen association has the right to sue the builder for clairns arising 
from the individual3urits if it can meet the requirements for class action eertification„ 

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is riot  a certainty. 

E. If= ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the inAltior ff..-,r some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for TIM. ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual clAims that the HOMEOWNER has againg Da. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sate of the 
townhome project and/or HOlvf.EOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake of pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW„ THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER, herehv assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and cauees of setion that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of dmdt„--signets, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated at any way in the desiga, construction or supply of 
materials for ristruOti on of th towrAhcmc project en dfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for d efect ive cons tru cti 
Such assigned c/airns and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (3) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc.. (2) Any 
express or implied warranties: (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not liatitod to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq. ', and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 
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FUGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCI:1 
ASSIGN-NMNT OP CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlingon Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ra.nch townhomes. 

THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against all Horton, in IfjabligoLl..rliti .„gto_a 
ginskUpsatoir_rts Assineatior_L, Eighth Judicial District, Clerk County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has DR. Horton has use to repair the defects. 

C. The 'Nevada SOpreM Court in its ruling entitted_Pj...,_I-Isstsay,lattURdicillEstrict 
Court,  213 1"..3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association Ints the right to sue the builder for clainns 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes thal it will he granted 3u:riding to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a. certainty. 

E, THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed co sue the builder for 
some defects, only dime HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to 11-IE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery, 

F, HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOC:EAT/ON desire for THE A.ssoccivroN to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton hut, ZSwell Et5 any other 
entity that corm-Pouted to the defective dew lopmenk design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhomt project and/or HOMEOWER I 'S unit, 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shalt be construed to obrieate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in my way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, end in exchange for valuable consideration, 

. HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all ofthe 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 lit any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
consruction. Such assigned dal= and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the; subject property from D.R. 
Horton, inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all 'claims relating to or arising 
out of MS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

1 -7 I I o 
Dated: 	/ t Print Namer(s) 

Signature(s)_ 

 
 

 

Unit Address 0 vt- Joj 
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undenigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At itaiington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") i order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter -nix ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been. discovered in the individual mats e the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch LOWilbanit:S. 

El, THE AS SOCLA.T.ION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in. Mali Noon At Azlins..100. 
lagragi.  Homeowners ASSOCiliti011   Herta% Eighth judicial District., Clark County Nevada, Case No 
A542616. DR. Horton has Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Cowl, in its n;g entitled D.. .1&_i_pitAn 	Judicial tlis.triet Court, 
215 Rd 697 (200), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although TIM ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. TITRE ASSOCIATION is detennined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, caily those HOMEOWNERS who have assigued their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery, 

HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIADON to have the right to 
zi .,sert the  individuai claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
te wabome project andfor HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assigment shall be construed to obligate 7.}17 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual wait, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby EtSSigin 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 cons trtati on of the townhorne project andlor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective Cons truction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes  
action that arise oat of (1) The contract fbr sale of the subject property from RR., Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including hut not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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, 

Dated:  '`Dit  ite.  Print Natize(s) 

Si..triature(s)t.. 

Unit Address 

_,L% tf- 
1 tck' „11--41e 

/ 	NODIC 

Al V 
' 9/ 7 KT 

0141 



Signature(s) .  

Al NOON AT ARUNGTO.N RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersitrand hoirseowner(s) at Righ Neon At Arlington _Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter 'THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the projec.it. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Itanch townhemes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION ha ,s broutdat a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in 	. No 
	 J.HottatowneI As,sociation v. D.R. Horkm, Eighth .lurLicial District, Chu -k County Nevada, Case No, 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R, Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its riding entitledkR. liottort v. Eizhtli Judicial District Court 
2)5 P.3d 697 (W0)), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arisine 
from the individual Itzlit,5 if it can meet the regvimments .for class action certification, 

D. Althongh THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the indhidrat unit owners -under this anal,ysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to sholTO in the recovery_ 

.F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual ciaims that the HOMEO WNER has against D.R_ Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development„ design, construction, Ripply of ra.aterials, or sale of the 
towniaome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

a. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASS ociAnoN all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc., and. any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design , construction or gupply of 
materials for construction ofthe townhoirie project andfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, Ibr defective ocastre cti on, 
Such assigned claims and causes of aotion expressly include , hut are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warrantiesi (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negli2,C114:te, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of N.RS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (S) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116. et seq. 

3 / I 
//61/Dated:  prir,t 	Fvo, 	St2i-Nr, __- 
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print Name(s) 	 Q5/?-46;ggle  

Signature(s) 

Unit Address 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCE 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to ins= that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has 1.11;e power to recover the cast of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual its at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhoines. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High NooriALArkoz_tri 
aggpmepwne,r1„Ago.cigiop v.DA. „Horton., Eighth Judicial Distdct, Clark County Nevada, Case No 

A5426/6. D.R. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling catitled D.R. Horton v..i.,01LlatidigialDistrict Coukt, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it cart meet the requirem ents for class action certation.. 

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

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court. not to be allowed to sue the. hailder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 
assert the indr vidual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DS, Horton inc., ail., well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, denim construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townh ome proj cot and/or HO MI-20 WER 's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing. in this Assignment shall be oor.—stnied ta obligate THE 
ASSOCLkTlatq", in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

IMMEO VIXER hereby assicras to THE ASSOCIATION 31J. of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, .Kne,, and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppli ers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the towth °me proj act andfor HO MEOWNER'S unit, fox 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 Da, Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: .... . .. 

9144 



HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersipted born eowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Horn own Association 
(hereeter "TIE ASSOCIA.TiON") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch towaomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit attaittst D.R. Horton, in MO Noon At /Arlington 
R4,41ciaBma...,..ap.saageo 	 gortm, Eighth ,TudiAtial District, Clark County NeViAt y  Cage No, 
A542616. M.. Horton has Das. Horton has relused. to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D 	 Inticiattriet_Qzzi, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009 .), keld that a horueowners association has the right to sue the builder for claim arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certiiieation. 

D. Although Tus ASSOCIATION believes that it will be ranted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individualt„tait owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

B. If 'THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire fbr THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER-has against DA- Horton Inc, as well " any other entity that contributed to the defective, development, design, construction supply of materials, or sale of the 
town/tome project and/or HOIIEOWER,'s unit. 

G. it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individua l 

NOW, inEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HomEovimaher.,eby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all .  cf the cl..E5' and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR, 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 (ion structi on of the to wnhome proj tot andlorIMMEOWI'MR'S unit, for defective oc ris tru oil OIL 
Such asigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject prop erty from D.R., Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including bin not hi -ail:ed to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all clainis 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. 

Dated: 	lo  Print Natter-sr— 	,M=Ctia j-1 	f iLA z 4  

Signature(s)  

Unit 	 /2.7('-;e1471P..rd  

OT45 



Signature(s) 

HIGH NOON AT A.R.UNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assipment is made by the undersigned hoineownm(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch ("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (Thereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to reeover the cost of repairing defects in the project 

RECUALS 

A. Significemt defects have b(widis cow-zed in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Hid Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association v. D.R, Horton,  Eighth Judieial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled,P_Art v 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue. the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be &anted standing to pursue the claims of the individual -unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not tube allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those 1-101.aOWNEM who have assigned their claims' to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery, 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that. the HOMEOWNER has against .DR. Romaine., aS well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhortie project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate TH E  ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual. unit. 

NOW, THER.EFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assiztts to TI...TE ASSOCIATION all of the claims- and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against DJR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and A-Algeriai suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
mated coh  for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER' S unit, for defective cons trii et on, Such assigned claims and cause,s of action expressly include, but are not limited to, an claims and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from tLR. Horton Tnc, (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) _Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofNRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: _31 
	

Print Natne(s) 	 k e 

Unit Address 
	22'2 TO,  r'—‘ 1,0 Do 
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MGM NOON AT AIMING TON ItANCli 
ASSIGNMNT OF CA.T./SES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the =demist-led homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ftarteh 
("HOMEOWNER") In order to insure that the High No At Arlington Rand Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATTOW) has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECTA LS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered iu th 	dkvidual uniis 0 the 1-11,01 M.:on At 
Arlington Ra„nch town:homes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit apinst DIR. Hcrrinti, in Hid NakriALEglozza 
gRackii9p)6Qyr.r? tr$ Mtge; ation  v, R. Horton, Eichth Judal District, Clark County Nevada, Case N. 
A542616, D.R. Horton has D. Horton has refused lo repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling antitied M_1.agl_...ax,..,ratal 
5 13.3d 697 C2009) held that a homeowners association has the right to lee the builder ibr claims 

arising from the individual unita if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the ctaims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it Is riot a c,ertainty. 

E, /f THE ASSOCIATION is detwnined by the Court not to be 0u-wed to sue the bstildel. ("Or 
soma defects, ori13i those HOMEOWNERS who have assipted their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to shore in the recovery, 

t. 1-10M.EOW14ER end THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION te have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DA, Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective deveinpment, design, comtruction, toppiy of materials, or Sale; or 
the lowultoinG project and/or HOMEOWER's unit 

0. It is understood that nothing in. this Assiguirtent shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repaim in any individual Lill [Z. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER hereby assip,rs to THE ASSOCIATION al 1 of the Oa ims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton +  Inc., and any and all of the designers, c:ontractorg, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for constNetion of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes c.f action eypre.ssly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out 01(1) The contract for sale of the subject propeily from. DA_ 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any expreas or implied kvarranties; (3) Any sm a3.1 common law claims, incIudffig hut not 
limited to elniros in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims re rgto or lariSifIR 
out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any And all claims relating to or arising cut of Chapter 116, et 
seq_ 

Dated: Prim Nam es),...3510) Arlr' ,4 e,,1  

"- S 4?-11= 

Es'77 I 	-IbtP.t. 
Unit  
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Signature(s) 

Unit Address, c: i'Lln't 	 81-cr—e—ew ftcJc 

 
 

Print i'Llam 4s) 

HIGEI NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH: 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES Of ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arliagton. Ranch (HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlirwrtma Ranch Ifo /ncownexa Amciation 
(hereafter THE A.SSOCLATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Ailington Ranch townhomes. 

E. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Eligh Noon At „Airlingtou RattcLILE-paqmners Assc_______2gia rton„ Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled,Z,Za 
215 ?Ad 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims ariss-irg-, from the individual units if it can meat the mr_iiretrients for class action certification. 

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

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is deter mined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the huiider for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able, to share in the recovery. 

E. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall bc construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION:  in any way to undertake or pay inr any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, TII7..R.EFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assips to THE ASSOCIATION all orthe claims and causes cf. action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.E., 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 mat.,,,riais for e,on.5tmetion of the townhomepTojec.t andfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to an claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et aeq., 
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Dated: 

MGM NOON AT ARLINGTON KANca 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington R3AC.I. 
("HOMEOWNER') in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A.. Significant defeats have- been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Rawl' rownliornes. 

a THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit aaainst D.R. Horton, in Kiel  Nom At  ,Arrington  
Ranch j-forneownersAsskiglimy.,„12,2„,figam, Eiglith  Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, Ihi its ruling entitled D. IR„,, j...9=2„Eigh:41,11,4cialpia_rist_Court, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the FCCILliTaMmyts for class action certification. 

11 Althoudh Tas ASSOCIATION believes that it will be gaoled standing to pursue the claims of 
the inflividu al unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not 1E1 ht. allowed to sue Coe builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE .A,SSOC1ATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F.. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIA.T1ON desire for THE AS SOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that thePIOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Ina., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
towribome project and/or HOM2OWER's unit. 

a It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual wilt. 

NOW, TH:EREFORE„ and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE AS SOCIA.TION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, loc., 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 andforHOMEOWNER'S unit, for defe..oti ve 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 (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofl ,IRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Print Name(s) /1"/   	 g-c-- 

Unit  
ri 	1,,L,0F,:fe4 	..9777 

44t- 
/44, 

‘6' 
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RIGA NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assimment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("1401AEOWN") in order to insure that the High Noon At ..A.rlingten Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCJATION") has the power to reetiver the cost epairing defects in the project. 

REcrrALs 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlingtoa 
Ranch to wnhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High ion At Alginate; Ranch Homeowners. Association v—P,R. Horton,  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A542616. O.K. Horton has D „R, Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  D,R, Horton, v. Eighth  judl District Court, 
215 P.3d 697 (20(i9), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action cort.ification. 

D. Although rfIE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the indlvidatil unit owners under this analysis, it it not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION ia determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE AS socipmow desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to asse.A. the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, constuo -6ort, supply of treaterials., or sale of the lownhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that II01.4.EOWNER !Assesses 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 construi ionofthe tax/1110mm project andlorHOMEOWNER'S uni I, for defective construction, 
Such assigned claims arid causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract fcfr sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (.3) Any an all common law claims,. including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fiatid and equitable claims; (4) Any and.all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, 
at sec,; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated; 
	

Print Name(s) 

Signature(s) .114, 

Unit Address  , °F-125 -7/Z_Vel  
, 

Telephone #  9Z3 	L  
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Unit Address r,./0q 
Telephone # 

=f2:eza. 4in) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUS.ES OF A.CTI.O.N 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) al High Noon At Arlington Rane 
("HOMEOWNER') in order to insure that the High Noon A.t Arlington Ranch Homeowners' Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairhig defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

Ai Significant defects have been discovered in the individuai units at the High Noon At Axlirgton Ranch townhornos. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR, Horton, irk kii5111 Noon AtArlingm  Bnch Homeownetkin_y:a_1_1„, ra.)rion. Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A.542616, DA. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitleda&LiquagLitilludiciatiMiltaap.11, 215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to are the builder for claims arising from the indivithiat units if 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 individual unit owners under this analysis, it is riot a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court Dot to he allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only thosel-.10MEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to TIM ASSOCIATION will be able  to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R„. Hort= Inc, as wall as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of taaterials, or sale of the towriborne project andfor HOME,OWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEP,EFORE, and in exchange for yaluelik consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claitus and causes of action that HOMEOWNER. possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and =Aerial suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of rna teri ails for construction of the townhome project andfor HOMEOWNER'S nnit, for defective consttuntion, Such assigned claims and cattErtS of action expressly inclode, hut 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, Inei, p) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all riommon law claims, including hut not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising oat ofNRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Dated: 	 I  1/7/6 	Print Narne(s)Jair,.. 

Signature(s) Wt. 

0151 



Signature(s) 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF Acnori 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hoin.eowner(i) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
('HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranh Homeowners Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhoines. 

B. E ASSOCLATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in ,liig,ti  Noon  At A iris.= 
Ram Hojio c`a "otill,s,r,„,,tort Eighth Judicial District, Clark Coulty Nevada, Case No, 
A542616. D.R, Horton has Da. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling ontified_P.X, Horton v. Eighth Judicial District court, 
215 PA ti 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
frorn the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D.. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that q will be granted standing to pursue the 66'114 of 
the individual unit sm.-Tiers under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

E. HOMEOWNFR and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. T -lorion ',no., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorrie project and/or HOWOWER's unit. 

a it is undexstood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE A,SSOC'LATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREPORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER. hereby assips to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes ()faction that HOMEOWNER posscssm egainat Da. Horton, arid tiny and an of the designers, contractors, subcontractors sod material suppliers that. participated it a.ny way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for cons tuction of the townhorne project andlor HOME:AMER' S unit, far defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action e„xpressly 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.• tiaar3n, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied walnut ties -, (3) Any an all common law Ciaitrifi, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud end equitable 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 arisin put of Chapter 116, at seq. 

64'0 f 	 

Unit Address  '36,,,S  J.-4014p, 

Telephone # ._ r  076_  I 11 .W111 
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is wade by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arrington Rana 
("HOMBOWN.I.ER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rauch Homeowners _Association 
(hcreafier "TIE ASSOCLATION") h.a the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECI I ALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has limight a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in Higililio n.L.AQ.,t linzt n FgrtgligmeownersAsvpiltipp v ,12„1?.., Horton Eigthth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada., Cast No 
A5.426161, DR. Horton has D.P.. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court., In its ruling entitletiagjiz=2,LEight.S.allast.tat Court, 
21$ p,aci 697 (2009), held that a hoineowners association has the rieht to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

I). Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this alialySiS, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is derrnin' ed by the Court not to be allowed to sbe the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

P. HOMEOWNER and TIM ASSOCIATION desire for =ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMBOVrNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It. is understood that nothing in this Assitrument shall be comb -tied to obligate TEE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to TIM ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER pos-ses against D.R. Horton, Inc, and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppli ers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction ofthetownhomeproject antiiorMOMEOWN7.11' S unit, for defective constriction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property fromi O.R. Horton ;  Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all COILTIME law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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, at seq. 

Dated: 	I 
e 1/ 	

Print Narocti) , 	A ; 	C 

DiallIr e(S) 	  

	

Unit Address 3 7" 71-c'  `64  '4 	"/176' 	L;14  ; 	"1.°  
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Dated: 	—AO Print,1%.,7aine(s) *-51,-C460#3 

Sittuature(s) 

MGM NOON AT .A.RILNGTON R.A.NCIT 
ASSIGT,g7gENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assigroient is made by the undersigned bonicawner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch ("1401vIEOWNER.") in order to insure that the Thrill Noon At Arlington .Ranch Homeowners A.ssociation 
(hereafter THE AS SOCL4TION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

tmcrtALs 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against Da_ Horton, in Righ Noon At Arlingto4 
mch atneownors A.ssociinien v. 'DX. Ii9Lton, Eighth Judicial District, Clan County Nevada, Case No. 

A542616. DR Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  DA, Horton v. Eighth Judicial District court, 215 P.M 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units if it can ine, the reciuis' meats for class action certification. 

D. Although TIE ASSOCIAIION' believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under ads analysis, it is not a certainty, 

.E. 1..f7T-TE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder fbr some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigued their claims to TUE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIA MN to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR Horton Ine, as weil as any other entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhorne project andlor HOMEOWER's unit. 

Cr. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER here.by 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 HOMEOWNER'S unit, forde..fective construction,. Such assi!,rned claims and caugeg of action expressly include, but are not Ihrited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property froin Da,. Horton, Inc„ (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all ccim.mon law ClailTIS, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable ciaims; (4) .,Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NR.s Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

unit Address \--169/9 	 ..d/ePZ  

054 



HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

Tnis Assignment is made by the undersigned botrizowner(s) at High No At klington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners .Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

REcrrAis 

A. Sipificarit defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
.Rancb townbornes. 

B. ITIE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D,R, Horton, in Nig jjoatAt_61lip., 
Ranch ornetrwr_g_______Ar______Limi,,,s Associ 	,12,&apit„04. Eighth Judicial Distx.iet„ Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A54261 S. D.R. Horton has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme C'ourt, in its ruling entitlecill&goAlianz 	.T.gsktpia) Dipt  C,oxt, 
215 P.3d 697 (200.9), held that a hormiciwne.rs association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual =its if it can meet the requirements for class action Genf fication, 

a Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to p ursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners wider this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If me ASSOCIATION is detei-mined by the Ccuit not to be allowed to sue the builder for smut 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to shard in the Ttc£YYr..ry. 

F. HOMEOWMR and THE ASSOCIATION desire for "IT-1E ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc„ as well as any other entity 
th a t contributed to the defective devehipment, design, construction, sup* of materials, or sale of the 
townhorrie project and/or HOMLO- WER's unit. 

G. It is untlerstood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate Ti-IE 
ASSOCIATION', in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construe 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but axe not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express  or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims., including but not limited to claims in 
negligence., fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of RS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and ) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

3 
Dated: 	 Print Name(s) 	-ept4 ov-11  e 

Signature(s) 

Unit Address 

Telephone # 	 51-9  — 6re yal 

(1155 



Dated: 5 	D 	Print 1Carne(0 

S i mature(s) 

't 2  

41.vt,In  

MGR NOON AT .ARLLNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersiped homocirner(e) ai Hith Noon At -Arlington Ranch (HOMEOWNER') in order to insure that the High. Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in The pro5ect. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been disctwezed in the inclMdual 'units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townhomes, 

B. laiE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit aping D,R. Horton., infljgoo1izaigz Ron 	 Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair The defects. 

C. The Nev%iria Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled .1,,Lg,1ox.,h ulr,..7.i.p1Distriqt Court 
215 P.Sei 697 (2009), held that a hemeowmrs association has the right to sue the Iru..ilder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements fnr class action eertific,ation, 

a Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to Rome the claims of the individual unit owners under this arAlysig, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE „ASSOCIATION is determined 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 able to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and TEE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, construction, supply of matetials, or sale of the 
tOW11110.10e project and/or HOMBOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this .Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable con-sidenation, 

110,34.F.OWNER hcrchy assizza o THE ASSOCIATION all a the claims and ZZUEM 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 Cr supply of 
materials fortionstraction of the townhorneprciject andlorHOMEOWNER.'S unit, fordefective construction. 
Suchassigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contact for sale of the subject property from D,R. Horton, "DC., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of MS Chapter 40, 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Unit Address 	—t 8'57  170.tet-f ,'. 

1,4o 	i4 al oy 
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Emu NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horneown= -(s) Eit High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the proj ,ttet, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual mits at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes. 

13. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in 	o ion  
Ranch Herneowne„r2LagociatioRmp.R. ligrin.  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defect

C The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledA. r_a_Ls_ tolara,Atal.Iudic. 	'strict Cnrt, 
215 Pid 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
froni the individual units if it can me m the requirements for class action cert.i.fi' aarien. 

EL Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be grunted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to TIM ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and 17.-IE ASS OCIA.TION desire for TFIE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claizu that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R.„ Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective_ development, design, constructi=, supply of materiels, or sale of the 
townhome project andlor HOMEOWER's unit 

G. It is understood that nothing in this .Assiverneant shell be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW, THEREFoRz, and in exchange kr valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER b&-.e.by assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of Vit., alai= and causes election that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR, linrton, Inc,, and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
s'ubcor.tractors and material suppliers that participated in, any way in the design, constroction or supply of 
ruaterials for construction fthe townhome project art dfor HOMEOWNER' S unit, for defective constrw,-.0.nn. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that ari-,,^e out of (1) The contract for salt of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc„, (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, includfna but not limited to claims in 
neglitzenee, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and MI claims relating to or arising cut of NRS Chapter 40 
at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at seq. 

Dated:  
(7) 

Print Name(s) 	 

Signature(s) 0-721  A „ 

Unit A ddress 	665  :::Q/74 ....t.--(e 	/34 -0 	6242 
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Print Name(s) 
	

ffigs.2.1  

Unit Address 7-e  

Signaturc(s) 

Dated: 

MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RA.NCH 
.ASSIGNIAENT OP CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is trade by fne undersigned bonatowner(s) ot Iiigh Noon At. Arlinglon Ranch 
("HOMEC.)WNER") b rdf-T to insult that the High. Noon At Arlirsgton P,artch HoTrie4WrierS A3SOCfgrioll 
(Ticreaffer THE AssoaknoN") has the power to mover the cost of repairing tireft::.cts in the project. 

RECTTALS 

A. SigniTimotr deftcts have been discovered the lod'iriclual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhomes, 

8. THE ASSOCIATION I= brought a lawsuit against aft, Horton, in ffiglaktALL„Alliagml 
• NBI ,Ass,o.ciagortV. IJg, ,Horton, Eighth Indicial Diatrict„ Cle,ri; County Nevada., Case Ms'. 
A542616. DR. ,Horion has P.a. I-icrton has reftsed to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supt....Inc Court, in it ruling ent3tittika tliotp, 	tiolird,a/aimig 
*Court, 215 P.3d 697 CO}, held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for CittitrIS 
arising from the- individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action eertificatim 

T.), Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue. the etaims 
of the iswividual unit o.,ners under this analysis, it Is not a ceneinty_ 

E. If THE A.ssocumoN deCeimined by tho Court' not to be allowed to sue. ibe builder for 
some defecas,, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery, 

F, 'HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOClATION to have the right 
to assert the individual olaims that the HOMEOWNER has against IlK. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed FO iie defective development, design. construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the 

 
thorn e project andfor HOMEOWER's niL 

CL It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
A SSOCIADON, in any way to n&r'fakt or pay for any partioular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in eXerlarFp fOr ValUeile 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION ell of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses apinst D.R. Horton, Me., and any and all of' the designem, eontractorS, 
subcontractors and material suppiiers that participated in any way in the design, cc nstniction or supply of 
materials for consiructtion or the townhome project and/or LIONIEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
conSFttiCtiOn. Stich esW.atiM eLairos and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for stile of the subject property from 17/11. 
Horton. Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all t„ ,ntrirnort law clabu,inoloding but rut 
ilmited to clailw in negligenee, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all C11401S Mating to or arising 
out Of NRS Chapter 40, e sq.; end (5) Any and all t 16rns re,lairig to or arising out Df Chapter 1+6, e. 
Seq. 
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0 
Address 	4 	/01,A  

,11 (-4 k 
tft,  ert 

HIGH NOON AT ARDNGTOS RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned licineowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the c.ogt of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes. 

B. THE. ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in hiahligo_n •AtiViingjgg 

	

c 	meowrieLmiLlig___rs ,ksa&I;i11,„-Q.12_,. Horton, Eighthiudicial Distiet, Clark County Nevada, Cast No. 
A542616., Da. Horton has D.R., Eorzon has refused to repair the defects., 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled 1),R. Holo_n_y,Eight_kgicialDistric. court, 
215 P,3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requir -ornents for class action certification. 

D. Although TH,E ASSOCIATION belives that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, its not a certainty. 

E. if THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sae the builder for Rome 
defects., only thorn HOMEOWNERS who havu 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 
assert the individual alai= that the HOMEOWNER has againstD,R Eorton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to he defective development,. design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
COWt1110171e project andior HOMEOWER's unit. 

; 
G. It is understood that nothing in this Assig.Jment shall be construed to obligate THE 

ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HomEciwz..TER hereby assigns in THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against aR, 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 eon strati on of the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER—'S unit;  for defective construction, 
Such assigned claim s 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, hie., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties.: (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud aild equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofl‘N/R, Chapter 40, 
et. seq.; and (5) Any and ail claims relating to or -  arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

• 	 L.„ 

	

Datti± 	 Print Name(s) 	 q jLe 
■r 

Lu 
Signaturc(s) ...., 

et9hono 	 -fft)  

01.59 



Dated: A 

Telephone # —74412. V-555 
Vs cfrg 

Unit Address riLvi fk aOrt Jo 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by  the undersigned horneowner(s) at Hi gh Noon At Arlington Ranch ("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the Hi gh Noon At Arlington Ranch :Homeowners Association (hereafter "THE ASsoctAT,[oN") has the power to recover the cost of repairin g  defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the Ili gh Noon At Arlin gton Ranch townhotries_ 

B. TUE ASSOCIATION has brou ght a lawsuit against DR_ Horton, in Mph, Nctioin   at, ,Arlington 
figs 	v D.RacApai, Eighth Judicial Diabint, Clark Count y  Nevada, Case No. A542616.. DR,. Horton has DR Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its rulin g  entitied pa,antakmzstall Ju_4ealDiak  copt,  215 P.3t1697 (2%9), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for clai ms arising  from the individual units if it can meet the re quirements fbr class action certification, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing  to pursue the claims of the individual unit owners under this anal ysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Courtriot to be allowed to sue the builder fbr some defects, onl y  those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIA`rION will be abie to share in the recover y. 

F. IlOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Holton Inca, as well as any  other entity that contributed to the defective, developnierit, desi gn, construction, suppl y  of materials, or  sale of the  tov4iorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit 

G. It is understood that nothin g  in this Assignment shall be eonstmed to obli gate TIRE ASSOCIATION, in any  way  to undertake or pay  for any  particular repairs to any  individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE;  and in exchange ler. valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby  assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the &AIME and causes of acti cra that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR, Horton, Inc., and an y  and all of the desi gners, f.sontractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in an y  way  in the design, construction or supply of rpaterit.ds for construction of the townhome pr oject and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective constuution. Such assigned claims and cause's of action expressl y  include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property  from DR.. Horton, Inc., (2) Any  express or implied warranties ;  (3) Any  art all common law claims, includin g  but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable. 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 

printNazygo_Ziktg-e.,e  

Signaturet e___ 	 

0 1 60 



ItIAR 2 3 2610 
HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersignad homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlingon Ranch 
(HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners .Associetion 
(licirea.fter "TEE ASS.00IATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Siptifienni defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch town:homes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Neon At Mina -ton 
Ranch Ho 	sociation v. D.R. Horton Eighth Judicial District, Clark Calmly Nevada, Case No. 
A54261.6. D.R, Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitiW.I2,1314191;0,:a..-Ighti„„1,19skigLpla_c______riet 'ourt 
215 F3r1697 (2009), held that a homeowners assOdE4011 has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be priged standing to pirsue the claims or 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed t c sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOlviEONAWF.R.S who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to sham in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the 1101k1EOWNER. has against D.R. Horton Lno., as well as any ether entity 
that contributed to the defeotive development ;  design, construction., supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhoine project audio: HOMEOWER's trait 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assiaiment shall he construed to obligati.-- THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW, Ti ERE ORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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, 
subcontract= and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhorrie project andior HOMEOWNER' S unit, For defective construction, 
Such assigned claims aria causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton., Inc., (2) Any 
ex.oreas or implied warranties; (3) Any an all OOMMOI1 law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable clafros; (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. 

Dated; 	.IQ Print Name(s) 	&M  1 g 
...I  A  

1 A  
,/,,, he 

- Sip atureW  - q t vi P711 J.,,,i'llUL--  
i 1  

Unit Address 81 
	

t-DN Aye..iv  

/1\ 
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Dated : 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON R.A.tNCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES Or ACTION 

This Assignment is madi by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
('HOMEOWNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafler THE ASSOCIATION") he the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Nom At 
Arlington Ranch to wnhomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a IVISUit against D.R. Horton, in atb 
EAL_Icti kl,,Damostsgslojatigay.„12,1Laggmt,„. Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
AS42616. D.R. Homo, has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C, The Nevada Supreme Court, iu its ruling entitled D.R. Hortorigh_th_bakisaltfskilt. 
ggigit 2.1$ P.3 d 697 (2(09), held that bomeowaerv asRociation hes the tight to Ale the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certificeion, 

0, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted guiding to porsue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is note certainty. 

E IT THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have ar,signed 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 assert the individual elsirns that the HOMEOWNER has against Da. Horton Inc, as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective developrnent„ design s  construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhome project andfor HOMEOWER's unit 

It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for an particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuabit consideration, 

HOMFOWNER 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 desipers, contructont, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of the townhorne project and/or HOMaDIVNER'S unit, for defective 
construction, Such assigned claims and causce, of action expressly include, but are act limited to. all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of() The contract for saie of the subject property from DA. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims (4) Any and all claims relating to or ariRing 
out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq,; and (5) Any and ell claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116,  et 
seq.. 

Print 4me(s)  ..(i1A,5'74.  	77A ' .(1- 11r15t-1  
. 	 - 

Unit Address, , 	f 011.1  iNr 	/V i  /Di 
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horneownet(s) at High Noon Al Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners A.ssociation 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the pr„lject. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been diaeovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhoines. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION hes brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton. in Nigh Noon titArlimOn 
13...anch Homeowners Association„y„QA.jigijLon, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada :  C834 No. 
A542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to ;repair the defects. 

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

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. if TRE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assiped 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit. 

0_ It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., ani any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or aupply of 
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
ditifilS and causes of action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR. 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of -NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (3) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
seq. 

Dated r 	""1- 41.le--c- 	2-01 0 Print Narriet.,,,i 

Signature.(s),_ 

ci 737  1-  Unit Address  
) 
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13EIGH. NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCI:1 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This ASSignment is made by the unde.rsigned horneowner(s) at high Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER) in order to nisi.= that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") bas the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECII ALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Ntion At Arlington 
Ranch townhames. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in Bighon Ar Ariiriaton 
anch omelywns,L,_,„IL iciation 	Horton, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 

A5426115. D.R. Horton has D.R.. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitle&D.R.  Ilorten v. Eighth judicial District Court, 
215 P.3(.1 697 (20(19), held that a homeowners as5ociation has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class aetion certification. 

D. Althougb ME ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit o,wners wider this analysis, it is not a certainly, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assiped their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
tD share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D,R.. Horton lac., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to 4:pc dckctive development,. design, construction, supply of materitds, or sale of the 
townhorne project and/or 1101y1EOWER ' 5 unit 

O. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

J. 
NOW, TITZ'I.Z.E.r0RE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOPIEKAVER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against DR, Horton, Xne, 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 townhortieproject andfor HOMEOWNER 'S unit, for defective constru.ction. 
Such assigned clams  and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Ilorkm, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law clairr,.s, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NR.S Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Print Name(s) 

Sioature(s) 

Unit AddressIb c-tb , l&yc 	‘-\-1  
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON' RANCE! 
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 7: ,,loon At Arlington Rana Hormwners Association 

(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High NO03 At 
Ariiriaton Ranch townhomes, 

E. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit agains.t D.R. Horton, ht aie,LL_.ssioo,trAt.6.riingQa 
Earskamtp..1..snosiglict.R,llorton, Eighth Jedicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542516, O.R. Horton has a R.. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitledal, 	Ei 	Distri4 
gourt, 21.5 	697 (2009), held that a. homeowners ilt.SHOciation has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising front the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granttd standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners wader this analysis, it is not a certainty ,  

i. If THE ASSOCIATION is ddennined by the Court Fla 1-0 be allowed to fit25 the bid or for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, dasigi , construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhorne ,project and/or HOlvIEOWEWs unit 

0. It is understood that nothing, in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

. 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 HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
constrotlion. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to all 
claims and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D,R. 
Horton, Inc., (I) Any express or &np lied warranties; p) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter II 6, et 
seq. 

Dated: :LIZ_ 	Print Name(s) 

 

C/M&I  f rt/r  73.0  
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Print Narne(s 

$ignature(6)_ 

Dated.. 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON Riafca 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is marie by the undersigned horn eawner(s) atl-liellloon At Arlingion Ranch 
("HO4EO%-14ER") in order to irtrare. that the High Noon AT Arlington Ranch Hoineowners Associatiori 
Oaraailer tTHE A ssociAnON1 has the power to recover the cast of repairing defect! in the proje, 

RECITALS 

A, Signifcant defects have been discovered in the individual Emits at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhernes, 

B, THE ASSOC.',IATION has brought a lawatsit against DR. Horton, in Hirt Noon AtArkkittoR 
Ranch !- _1_,„,„eowners Avlatigion_v.,.1.11.1.kasiL Eighth ludiaiai District, Clark County Nevada, Case No 
A542616, D.R r 	nDRHorton has refused to repair the detects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  DLR., Horton v. Eighth „Ndioial District  
r tut,  215 P.:3d Ei97 (2149), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
urising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D. Although TI-LE A,SSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the Individual unit owne.ra under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION Is determined by the 	not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
.VITI15 defects, only those HOMEOWNERS 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 ZO have the right 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton triC, as well  as any other 

entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale or 
the lownhOME project and/or 1/GMEOWER's unit  

G. it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constumi to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for ally pt,rtfulo-  repairs to any individual mit, 

NOW THEREFORE, and in eNch ant.. for valuable consideration, 

HOA.4E-OWNER hareb-y assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Ina„ and any and all of the desigters, contractors, 
subcontractors and material st,tppliers that r.articipated in any way in the design, construction CM luppty of 
materials for construction of the to weltorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S enir, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of actior that arise out of (I) The contract fur sale of the subject property. rrom 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 

-cli(ed to claims in ngligme, fraud and equitable claims; (41 Any and all alstans rah:fine to or arising 
unt of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

Unit Address 	  

 

DOA- #1 0?)  
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCIE 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the 'undersigned horseewner(s) at High Noon At Arlin gton Ranch 
(1-1014EOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlin gton Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the oust of repairing defects in the pneject. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the Hi gh Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhorn es. 

R. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D,R. Morton, in 1-Ileh Noon At Ar  
atg. 	 car- Associatior m, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County  Nevada, Case No. 

A542616, D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The N'evada Supreme Coiat, in its Min g  entitled  D.R- Horton v,„fikgb_th Jadjci 	• 
Qourt,  215 P.3d 697 C:2009), bald that a homeowners association has the ri ght to sue the baildter for claints 
arising  from the individual units if it can meet the re quirements for clear action certification, 

D. Althtn3gh THE ASSOCIATION beliOVC5 that it will be granted standin g  to pursue the clahlIS 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certaint y. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by  the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects, only  those HOMEOWNERS 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 ri ght 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc, as wall as any  other 
entity  that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, suppl y  of material.s, or sale of 
the towribor= project and/or MOlvIEOWER's unit. 

G. it is understood that nothin g  in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way  to undertake or pay  for any  particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW THEREFORE, and in eNchan ge for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes f action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Motion, Inc., and an y  and all of the designet14  contrac:turs, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in an y  way in the design, construction or suppl y  of 
materials for construction of the townhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construotion. Such assigned olaitns and causes of action expressl y  include, but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of notion that arise out of (I ) The contract for sale of the subject property  from D.R. 
Horton, Ine.„ (2) Any  express or implied warranties ;  (3) Any  an all common law claims, ine.lucling  but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims ;  (4) Any  and all claims relatin g  to or arising  
out of NRS Chapter 40, et se q. ;  and (5) Any  and ail ClailTIS relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
seq. 

Unit Address  M /0  
4 

I
t 

id 
- 

0 	\ rrl 	d" C /V slt 

   

thf,7 



Sigma lArr (s 

attlA I\J 4'4 
MGR NOON AT .414.LINGTON Rik_NCTI 
ASSIQNMENT OF cAusEs EF ACTrOli 

This Attimunent is made by the undersigne hxneowner(s) t 1116' Noon AT Arlington Italia., 
("HOMEOWNUR.") in order to iraerre that the Rig.b Noon At Arline= P.11La Horncowne'rs Anociatior, 
(bartaftek.. THE ASSOCLA,TION") b.s.s the mver to 11SOOVer the east of reparing defect: 1,  in the ?raj c1. 

RECITALS 

Sigoineant defects have, been discovered in the intlivideral wits t tbnlh Nozni At &ay.= 
Racchirwrlholues, 	 ' 

B.. THE ASSOCIATION nos broi.kgbi a lawsuit against DA. Hocion, Ni  
'Rana Plor  k,1012.1.421.-  diEggdAicsi.y., 	 iodide District, Clark County /' ,;evacla, Case No, 
AS42616. DX Horton ha$ D,R, Horton 1m refused to repair the defects, 

C, The Nevada' Supreme Court, in itautfrientilloclilLF,Lazna,._122„ble.AUX,stit, 
21 

 
1 P,31;i 697 (20091, held tat a boii 	i1On116.5 the right to see the-builder ‘o/r .  

from the inddividaal urdis if it can meot the requirewants for class action c ,ertifican'or—.  

D, Althougll TI-IE ASSOCLATION belie-vet that a will be ftwated standing to pu sue the clai,truf 
thc individual Urtit OVendr5 under this alWysis, it is not .a Certftictly, 

E. If -11-12 AS SOCLATION Ls dc.--tiumind by tbg court DOT tabeii1i0wzri to sue thr -  builder thr trItne 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who tunic ANsigned their claims to latE ASSOCIATION will bc able 
to be ia the :rem-retry, 

P flOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION-  tr. lave the right ..tv 
azert the indi vidomi claims that the EOMEOWNER. hos agaitist Da, Horton Inc aswflr oy other entity 
that contributed te the defective devalopillealt, CkStf,n, COlatutaint4 mapply of .snatlats,, or sale of the 
townholne oroject aridfor 110-IWOWER 'a unit,- 

0. It is ander-stood that nothing in this .Assi,grornent shall be comstrne„d to cyh4gat THE 
ASSOC:LA:1 -10N. ix Any' la.Vy to Underfaske r  Or ply for al-1y partickliar repair& ta any individfiel tanft.. 

NOW, THEREFORE, arid in exchange for ,,raluable et:Inside:ration, 

HOKEOWNWit hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATrON all of the claims and eratTt1 a action that Hamacpc.,MR, nokr.scsgos against 1:),It: :Enron, Tue., and any and all of the desigli=s, eantractcsts, 
subcontractors and irrateziai suppliers that partieipated in any way in the de,sigN aunsfsuc on  tyr %Toy of 
materials for oi3nstrucacaorthe tokmhorna projent nod forROMEOWNER 'St nit, for defocrive construction. 
Ski oh R.54pod olsitnt irnd catuEnt aCtiou expreIy iiidiude, but are not natitcd tr), an eigi els and causes of 
.actiCul tbRt arise ont or (1) ThcOkaftra for .sale of the subject prof:toy rtent D.R. &Ma, Inc., (2) Any 
exp.= 

 
or kraplied wasrantier, (3) Any ark 	entatkon, law claims, including hill not Linlited to el nt 

neglinencc, itand and equitable, elai -ren (4) Any 2 ad all -claims relating to or arisikkg out Of IRS Cbapter 40, 
et seq.: and (5) Any and all el airr4 relating to or arising out of Phapter 116, et seq. 

Datedl 

 

prizNarnew:a.e.L.21fr _tap lit e,,14  
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNIV. IENT OF CAUSES OF AMON 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned horneowner(s) at Hip Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(herteer THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing detects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townhomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brouaht a lawsuit against D,R. Horton, in Hiab  Noon  4,,,62.-Eingm 
&Jim% kistmgam.„.-itAs 	 4.2.21Ltirm 	I 	Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. alt, Horton has DJL Horton has refused to repair the defeats, 

C, The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entawn,t,..act...hti  44.1.211.1  District 
court,  215 P-3d697 (2009), held the a homeovnita, amciation be the right to sue the baiider for claims 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action unification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it win be granted standing to putsue the oiairna 
of the individual unit owrias under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. WTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowe,d to sue the builder for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

F, HOMEOWNER end TICE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton Inc., as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Aigm-ner1 shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

I-I0kfpnWIN,IRR hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and cau ses of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses against D,R. Horton., Inc., and any and all of the designers, conirautors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design., construction or supply of 
materials for construCtiOn of the townbome project andior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, ail 
claims and causes of action that arise our of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DR, 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law CiAiMS, including but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq..:, and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter I 6, et 
seq. 

Print Name(s) 

Unit Address 

0 1 69 

Dated: 



HIGH NOON AT A.RUNGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the underairied hctrrieowner(3) at High Noon At Arlington R.anoli 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners AssociatiCM 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual unit at the High Noon. At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes. 

13. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, intliglingu At .Arlingps 
.richlionenwitus Assoc_________ .Roggn, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 

A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defeats. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its Tilting entitled322... 2n EihthJrAkiAll jaisgict Court, 
215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class acticm, certification. 

D. Although THE ASSOCIA.TION believes that. it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it s not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to the builder for some 
defeats, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their -claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

F. 1-10MEOWI<EER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 40 defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale a the 
townhome project and/or HOME014'ER's unit. 

Cy. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any v,...ay to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW, THOEFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER. poaseases against DR. Horton, Inc., and any arid all of the designers, contractors, 
subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construption of the townhome project andibr HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes or 
action that arise out,n1(1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, Inc_ (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (a) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable 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. , 

Dated: 	- 	Print Name(s)3r  4  

trait Aticire$3 	 1—co! &W. 	A 	J1,5, MI& Sct -73 
Telephone t 	  
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HIGH NOON AT APTINGTON rtANcri 
Asstc-N-Ann OF CAVES OF AMOK 

This Assignment is made by the undersigne,d hemeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
C"HOMEOWNER") in order to insure. that tho High Now Ai Arlington Ranch Homeowners Assocon 
(heron fief " THE AS S'OCIATIOW) has the power to recover the cost or repa1ring rtefeet o the pruicat, 

R EC ITA LS 

A. Significant ciefer.,ts have been discovered in the individuai unita at the High t4oct, At 
Ariinzten Ranch tow/thou:its, 

B. THE AR3OCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High 'Nona At...Artir=tu  
gAtle j:10mc.Gtar5ovRJon Eizhth Indietal District, Clark County Nevada, Cast No, 
A542616. DA, Horton has D.R. "rhrion has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  0,R—Hpittnti..tt, Riahth Judicial  District 
r,̀D,mg, 215 P,3d 697 (2009), held that a norbee waters association has the right to sue the builder for OH ims 
arising from the individual WIta if it cart meet the ruirernents for ola.9s action cerffication, 

D.. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that h will be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the Individual unit owners under this analysia, it is not &oertaint31 . 

E. IrTHE. ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some dertots, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to TI-CE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the. recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and ri.417. ASSOCIATION riesire for THE A SSOCfATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DA. Horton irc nswe aa any her 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, consttoction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townitorne project audior HOMEOWER's unit, 

a. it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to abitgate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any ponioular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCiATION all of the olaims and muses of action 
(Ant HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Inc., and any and all or the designers, contractors, 
uobtontinctocs: and materiel supplier; that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
rnnterials for contiruction of the townnoine project and/or HOMEO‘VNE'R'3 unit, for defective 
cemstructitm. Such assigned claims and caums ofetIort expressly include, hut are not limited to, a ll  

ioiras and U.: Li ME of action that arise out of (1) The contract rot sate of the subject property from D.A.. 
Horton, Inc.. (21 Any eNpr.ess or implied wart -antics; (3) Any art all common law claims, inelading but not 
limited to eittims in negligence, aunt and equitable claims; (1) Any and all claims relating In or arising 
out oIN RS Chapter 40, at seq,; and (5) Any and ail claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, at 
seq, 

Dated: 
• 	

Print Narnee(s) 
	

1„‘c.- "n.  

$ignat.tirecs 
	Jf.a/it 

Unit Address 	  
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Signature(s) at:A 

151:TG21 NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMVNT OP CAUSES OF 4cr1oN 

This Msignment is made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High NCrOn At Arrington Ranch 
(PTIOMEOWNER.") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units e the High Noon At 
Arlington Rauch townhomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Harlon, in lat Nat'l. At Ar)ingtoTi 
Aapottlime9AL-taw 	 Eiffhth Judicial Diarrict, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. D.R. Horton has D..IL Horton has rcfused to refiair the defects. 

C. The Mega& Supreme Court, in its ruling ertiitied 	Horton v 	.th Judicial Distric 
Court,  215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners asscarion bas the right to sue the builder for c alms 
arising from the individual units if it can meet the requirement, for class action certification, 

D. Although TI-1 ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursne the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this anaIyeit, it 4 not a. certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defeet, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION wig 
he able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has a.gaiost D.R. Horton Ine.„ as well as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materiais, or sale of 
the Wenhorw, prcject end/Or HOMEOWER's unit. 

0. It is understood that lulthin g in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER posseme.s 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 HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned Cialms and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited tot,all 
clai imo and causes of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DA, 
Horton, Inc., (2) Any express or implied vrarranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not 
limited to claims in negligenCe, fratid and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arisi n g 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et 
seq. 

Datett 411180._ 	Frint Name(s) 	al-71V 	‘C.A. /ph  are  

494.4.ek_  12"+ 
42Z_ 

Unit Address, gTs.747 	'Zen /Veld  /611/e.  #'="02 

L.44-4. VT/St  A)  VI: eqi:79 
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MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment i$ made by the undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("H.OlvIEOW1.',1ER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rantth Homeowners Assodsti.on. 
(hereafter THE A,SSOCIATION1 has tAllti power tn reeover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch townthome.s, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D. Horton ;  in 	r1inn 
- 	Homeok 	 J-Ict_vn 	 run. Eighth iudiclai District, Clark County Nevada, Case No 

A542616. T/R.. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled,2,&,Bay 	tgbilbdicial District Court, 215 P.311 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising from the individual units jilt can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

D, thougt: THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of the individual unit tv.vntirs under this analysis, it i.s not a certainty. 
,•, 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMF.OWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the recovery. 

F. HOME(*VER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity that centibuted to ...foe defective development,- design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the town, home project andior1101‘.1EOWER's unit 

G. • It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE ASSOCIATiOli, ia Fly way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW THEtEFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assips to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that HOMEOWNER possesses against DR. Horton, Inc, and any awl all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction. or supply of materials for e onstruption of the townhome project andierHOM.EOWNER'S unit, for defective comtn3cti on, Such assigned claim; and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to all claims and causes of eq.:Um that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R. Horton, lac,„ (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in, negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any pind all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or s ing out of chapter 116, et oq, 
),,s.,1  

Dated: ?.--;,17S,7-2.4. 	Print Name(0,1 yi 
/: 

/AY 
Signature(s)( 

Unit Address 4 9 v 	 
Telephone #  frie7rP.  t4.-..? S7- )70 	-2 
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SiPa-lvWs) tr214V2.1,12_ 

Unit Address 	  

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This AssiZItnellt is made by the. undersigoed homeowner(s) at High NO013 At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to Mum that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power-to recover tbe cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the Hig.h Noon At Arlington 
Ranch takkahOlnea, 

a. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Norton, in diALLEgoAALAElkatzt 
Rana Homeowners Associat  gatorm Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No, 
A542616- D.R, Horton has D.11., Horton has refined to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D. lipapay,lighliduttgLI2istiar.swft, 
27 5 Pic! 69.7 (2009), held that a homeowners association fists the right to sue the builder for elaims arising 
from the individual unizs if it can meet the requirements for class action certifl=tion„, 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owoms under this analysis ;  kt is not a certainty. 

B. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

P. HOMEOWN7-2.R and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have, the right to 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOW/itIER has against Ilk Horton Inc„ as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhorne project and/or I4Olvi1OWER's unit 

a. it is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns. to THE ASSOCIATION ail of the claimsand causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
subtIontntetOrs and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials for construction fthe townhorne project andior HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defect ive cons tructi on. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and  causes of 
action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.R., Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common taw claims, beittding but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and ail claims relating to or arising 'OW of -NRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; end (5) Any and ail claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq, 

PrintName( 	 1/‘979'  e  „ 

7.-767 
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EUGH NOON AT ARLINGTON 1ANC.11 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

ThiS AEgiznment is made by the undersigned hoineownea(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
(-HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Horneovmers Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch townhornes. 

R THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in 1.0.0  Noon AS. Arlington 
Ranch Eqrneowners  Association v. I.R. Horton,  Eialith Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. DR. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  D.P.. Ilortailyhtli ludjcial District Court,  
21.5 P .3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the rig,ht to sue the builda for claims arising 
from the individual units if it 0211 meet the requirements for class action certiEcation, 

U. Altbo-ugb THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will he granted standing to pantie the claims of 
the individual unit o7rners ilnder this analy,sis, itis not a certainty. 

E. II THE .ASSOCIATION a determined by the Coutt riot to be a:flowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those TIOMEOWN5RS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

R HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 :44e defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or :sale of the 
townhorne project and/or HOMEOWER's unit, 

. G. It is understood that nothing in tins Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THE
).
REFORE, and in exchenze for valuable consideration, 

1101 OWNER 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 consmiption of the /owl:home project andfor HOMEOWNER'S unit, fOr defective constructi on. 
Such ass-igned claim...5 and call= of action expressly include, hut are not limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise our.of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DS.. Horton, inc. (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any im all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of NRS Chapter 4D, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116, et seq. 

Print Name( 

thlit Address_ ... .0.(14.,44:40.1e6e, 

TO'ePhone # 	2 • V:4  erA 50.1, 	? • 	2  
S7/ 

{)175 



Date-d: 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assitrament is made by the undersived homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the MO Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

racrrAts 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual. units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Ranch tow/themes, 

15. THE ASSOCIATION has brounh.1 a lawsuit against D.R. Horton., in Jjh Noon 6t ArlinsIsin 
E..pngLIALriaeowiters Associatja t,Eonokr, Eighth judicial District. Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A.5,42616.. D.R. Horton has DR. Horton. has refused to melt the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court„ in its ruling entitled D.R. Horton v,E,:mtlibgiciiimis.ts_pl 
2.15 P3d 07 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the recitireinents for class action certification, 

D. Although THE ,ASSOCIATION belle-ves that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims of 
the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E, If TI.M ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be. allowed to sue. the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have as-signed 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 
assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
townhome project andfor vlovri.37),A1 trait 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be constme4 to obligate-  THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual writ. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 pa.rtioipeted in any way in the desip, construction or supply of 
materials for construction of townhome project andiorHOMEOWNER'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 (I) The contract for sate of the subject property from DR. Horton, Inc., (2) Any 
express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negliizence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofNRS Chapter 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and an claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 1.16, et seq. 

Print Narne(s) A47 lay 1415't /  P-4-43 

Signature(s) 

Unit Address f7gD L  

77  
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ETCH NOON AT ARLINGTON It.A,Nal 
ASSIGNMENT Or CAUSES OF AL:noN 

Tit Ass.ignment Is Fnade h thIladergiglied bomeowner(s) RIO Noori At Arlington Ranch 
(."1401vMOWNER"..) is order to irksnre th 21"1110 High Noon itt Arlington Ranch Hornerawnen Asitsiation 
(hereafle.r "THE ASSOCIATION n)hss the power to recover the cost of repairing defeat,. in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significantdelszts have been discovered in the individual units at the 17ligh Noon At 
Arlington Rantb townhomm 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit agains -t DR, Horton, in Iii.a.5.1k0/1,,L6LI.Inet -rm. 
ItitadijimatQwiters_Asscislatipay,,Qadipitot, Eighth futlicia.1Distriet, Ciark County Nevada, Case No 
A542616. D.R. Hortoo has DR. Horton has refused to repair the defects, 

C. Me Nevada Supreme CD art iti its ruling entitled DRJrftrn  v. Eighth Iudielrill:314rjci` 
Plurt, 215 P.3d 6.97 (2009), held that a homeowners association hag the right to got the builder for claims 
arising from the individual units If it cast meet the requirements for aas.9 ac!_bn certification_ 

D. Although THE ASSOCIATION helleves that it wilt be ranted standing to pursue the claims 
of the  individual unit uwner under this EinftfYS15„ 1 6' not s certain/Y. 

E. If 'THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects. only those HOMEOWNERS who. ba.ve  ossioned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
he: able. to share in the recovery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the Individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton inc,, as wail as any other 
entity that contributed to the rit:fective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or gale of 
the ic:Wili";01/14 projec.landfor HOMEOWER's unit 

G. It is understood that nothing in th'is Assignment shall. be  construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valtinbk aonsiderallOn, 

HOME.-:OWNER hereby a tins to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and tattses of actfoo 
that HOMEOWNER posses.ser. against DK Horton, ic and any end all of the de,signers, contractors, 
subcontractcm and material suppliers that participated any way in the design, construction Or supply of 
materials for construction or the townhcmc project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
construction. Such assigned claims arkd causes of ActiOn enrOSMY its'elDdtt but are not  limited to, all 
claims and uaug.c.t1 of action that arise out of (I) The contract for sale of the subject property from DA. 
Horton, hic.„ (2) Any express or implied warrantie5; (3) Any an all common law claims, inoruding but not 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and epoltab It claims; (.1) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out orNRS Chapter 40, et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter I 16, et 
seq. 

Print Naine(s).4.114 

Signature(s), 

Unit Addle. .ss ;iggi421 11/73  
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NIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF AC.II01%if 

ThL Assigrunent is made by the trialersigned homeuwner(s) at High NOW At Arlington Ranch ("1-101YE3(ThNER) in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association (hereafter "THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

Signi5caut defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington Ranch tcnvriliornes. 

R. ThE ASSOCIA.T1ON has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in Ejghis_Toori At Ar____Iington Ranch Homeowners Asjociatiog v. p.p, Horton,  Eighth Judicial District, Cask County Nevada, Case No. A542616. D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refiised to repair the defects, 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled D.,E,K2412LLAigketigliipigIDint., 215 P3d 697 (2009), held that a horneowne.rs association has the right to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it wi/l be granted standing to NI's= the claims of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able to share in the reentry. 

F. HOMEOWNER and T.HE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have 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 defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the townhorne pmject and/or HOM:EOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate TIM ASSOCIATION;  in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW, TI 	GRE, and in exchange for valuable consideration. 

HOMEOWNER. hereby assigns tolliE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 1-1-01v1801,17.. possesses igtgainst DR. Horton, Inc., and any and all of the designers, contractors, subcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the 'dmigri, construction or supply of 
13"3 wait 	ti , for defecve construction, materials for COrlitiniC. fi On of the tom-Amine project audior HOME° 

Suchassig-,ned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and causes of aation that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from DA. Horton, Inc., (2) Any c.xpreas or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable 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. 

Dated: OR  /22/2"2/0 Print Name(s)MSITAAYEa rgeis"- 
Z1 V 0 gAt-P N 114t74.10, rievsr-6 

Signature(s) 
-...0g4edeOrdattat 

Unit Address  S 	TRAYea 
Telephone # 	  

ve_k___L#jo 

 

  



MGR NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assig7..i.rnmit is made by the undexsigned homeowner(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") irt order to insure that the High Noon At Manton Ranch Homeowners Association 
(oereafter "THE ASSOCIATION") ha the power to recover the cost of pairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discover.-4 in the individual .'  nits  at the High Noon At A-dirigt011 Ranch townhomes, 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against D.R. Horton, in High Noon At Ariin2ton  
61.5.,osjaiipax,,D,T.L,,,acram, Eighth Judicial District..., Clark County Nevada, Case No.. 

A542616. DR, 1-1011e4 has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defeats. 

C. The Nevada Supr---...= Court, in its ruling entitledl?...ajkrion1LE DLi 
215 P 3a 697 (2009), held that a homeowners as 	has the right to sue the builder for claims alining 
from the individual units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification, 

D, Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the 	of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty, 

E. ;VIM ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assisped thcir 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 assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the tnwohome project and/or HOlvIEGWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he coriatued to obligate TEE ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit 

NOW. TREREFoRE, and in ex.oharie for valuable cousideration,„ 

HOMEOWNER hereby assigns to ME .AssocartrioN all of the claims and causes of action the 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.R. Horton, Tue., and any and all of the designers, contractors, 
.snhcontractors and material suppliers that participated in any way in the design, construction or supply of 
materials .for con squeti on of th e to limbo= proj ect an HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defecti construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are not limited to, all claims and ca-uses 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 warmnties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in. negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all ttiAinIc 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. 

Dated: Li:7-1).9z1.0 (0 Print Nanite(s)  —10-11f) 	C-CA  

Signature(s) 

Unit -Addrem=_I-12121, //2Q 	 JI2LL 7-  /a.  
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TIME NOON Kr ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGIN.trifEn Or CALIFS OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the undersigned hoinemnar(s) at High Noon At Arlington Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rlin.7.h Norneawners Assoclation 
(iereafier "Tp ASSOCLATION") has the power to r ,...tecver the cost of repairing defeatsh the prcjact 

RECITALS 

A,. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at .  the High Napa At 
Arlington Ra.neh kiwi-410:71es. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION has brought a lawsuit against DR. Horton, in .,Elighlko_n___,A,1,Arliagma 
R 	Elolzheowners A cna s '' __zit_ag,..Up.=„ Eighth Judicial District, Clark Coonty Nevada, Ca.se NO, 
A542616. DR, _Horton has D. Horton has refirsed to repair the defects, 

C. The Nv.,ada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled  1.).P...Batori v. Elath Judicial District 
cf.ourt, 215 1) ,:id 697 (2009). held that A homeowners association has the Tied: to sue the builder for claim 
arising from the individual units if it can Inca the l'equirernents ror Gio5 Action certification. 

D. AtillLIUgh THE ASSOCIATION believes that it will be granted standing to pursue the claims 
or the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not 

E. 3fTHE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to he allowed to sue the builder for 
some defects. only those HOMEOWNERS who have as.sIgaccl their CJATA5 to THE ASSOCIATiON will 
be able to share in the recovery. 

P. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individtiei claims that the HOMEOWNER has against DR. Horton lila., as well as any other 
oz-nity that contributed to Ile defective development, design, construction, supply ri r materials, or sale or 
the townhome project and/or HOMEOWER's unit 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Aid-sip-intent shall be oonstrue.d to obligale THE 
ASSOOATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit. 

NOW, THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

1.4.06,1EOWNE1. hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action 
that HOMEOWNER possesses agftinst D.R. Horton, inc., and any an all of the designer);, coRtractors, 
subcontractors and material tiuppliers that participated in any way in the design, coristractien or supply of 
materials for construction of the townliorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective 
mnsvocrion, Such assigned etaims and causes of action expressly include. but are not limited to, all 
claims and causes of aetion that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of ilia 31.1bjeat property from D.R. 
Horton, Inc.. (2) Any express or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, inciudirz but nut 
limited to 011ifITIS in negiigence. fraud and equitable elaims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NR,8 Chew( 40, et ..c.eq.!.. aud (5) My and al/ claims relating to or arising Out of Chapter 1 I t5, at 
seq. 

Dated:  	Print Nanie(s) 	etta..4. 

SignatureCsk 

/1/...Er 	/ 
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Print Name(s) 

Signatur e(s)_ 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

This Assignment is made by the 'undersigned homeowner(s) at High Noon Al Arling,ton. Ranch 
("HOMBOW-ral") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Rauch Homeowners Association 
(hereafter THE ASSOCIATION') has the power to re.cover the cost of repairing defects in the project. 

RECITALS 

A. Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At Arlington 
Rmicb.townhomes. 

E. THE ASSOCIATION: has brought a lawsuit against D.R, Horton, in Efiahl...,..Lom_ALArlagtrek 
Ragist_Rompz42,%,,a,,,,Nuolg„thay„,..„1„).1„, Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A5426I 6 D.R. Horton has D.R. Horton has refused to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitled ru,„, ,Ect Co ,  
215 P.3tt 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the ri.b.t to sue the builder for claims arising 
from the individual units if 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 individual unit owners under this alialysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is delerrnined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the builder for some 
defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assignod their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will be able 
to share in the recovery. 

E HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right, to 
assert the individual claims tht the HOMEOWNER has against D.R, Horton Inc., as well as any other entity 
that contributed to the defective development, deaioa, construction, supply of materials, or sale of the 
tovath arm, project and/or HONEEOWER's unit. 

0. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall he construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual opt  

NOW. THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

Homr,OWT.ER hereby assigns to THE ASSOCIATION all of the claims and causes of action that 
HOMEOWNER possesses against D.K. 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 ofthetownho me project and/or HOMEOWNER'S unit, for defective construction. 
Such assigned claims and causes of action expressly include, but are net limited to, all claims and causes of 
action that arise out of (1) The contract for sale of the subject property from D.P.,. Horton., Inc., (2) Any 
cx.prtss or implied warranties; (3) Any an all common law claims, including but not limited to claims in 
negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising out ofNRS Chapter. 40, 
et seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter t M., et sera, 

Dated; 

Unit Addres ic _z__"-- 	 — 



EaGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES OF ACTION 

Th is Assignment is made by the undersigned homeowrier(s.) at High Noon At Arlington 'Ranch 
("HOMEOWNER") in order to insure that the High Noon At Arlington Ranch 1-knneowners Association 
(hereafter "THE .ASSOCIATION") has the power to recover the cost of repairing defects in the project, 

RECITALS 

A., Significant defects have been discovered in the individual units at the High Noon At 
Arlington Ranch townbomes. 

B. THE ASSOCIATION }las brought a lawsuit against DL Hortor, in llittb:,9.0,ALLrljnPlort 
Ranch Horneowners .Associatigthr/Ltr-  Eighth Judicial District, Clark County Nevada, Case No. 
A542616. DR, Horton has D.R. Horton has refusal to repair the defects. 

C. The Nevada Supreme Court, in its ruling entitle y„,„Eighth  
Court  215 P.3d 697 (2009), held that a homeowners association has the right to sue the builder for claims 
arising from the Individuar units if it can meet the requirements for class action certification. 

Although THE ASSOCIATION believes that it svill be granted standing to pursue the claims 
of the individual unit owners under this analysis, it is not a certainty. 

E. If THE ASSOCIATION is determined by the Court not to be allowed to sue the bulkier for 
some defects, only those HOMEOWNERS who have assigned their claims to THE ASSOCIATION will 
be able to share in the rectwery, 

F. HOMEOWNER and THE ASSOCIATION desire for THE ASSOCIATION to have the right 
to assert the individual claims that the HOMEOWNER has against D.R. Horton Inc., as wall as any other 
entity that contributed to the defective development, design, construction, supply of materials, or sale of 
the townhome project and/or 1-101vIEOWER's unit. 

G. It is understood that nothing in this Assignment shall be construed to obligate THE 
ASSOCIATION, in any way to undertake or pay for any particular repairs to any individual unit, 

NOW. THEREFORE, and in exchange for valuable consideration, 

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 
material for construction of the townhorne project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 an all common law claims, including but riot 
limited to claims in negligence, fraud and equitable claims; (4) Any and all claims relating to or arising 
out of NRS Chapter 40, at seq.; and (5) Any and all claims relating to or arising out of Chapter 116 ;  et 
seq. 

Deed:  

(r.  
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No. Document Description Filed 
Date 

Vol. Bates 

Plaintiffs Complaint 06-07-07 1 0001-0012 
2 Order re: Plaintiff's Standing 11-12-13 I 0013-0022 
3 Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration on 

Order Shortening Time 
01-08-14 1 0023-0250 

3 Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration on 
Order Shortening Time 

01-08-14 II 0251-0501 

3 Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration on 
Order Shortening Time 

01-08-14 III 0502-0531 

4 Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Opposition 
to Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration 
on Order Shortening Time 

01-13-14 III 0532-0598 

5 Plaintiffs Reply In Support of Plaintiffs 
Motion for Reconsideration on Order 
Shortening Time 

01-14-14 III 0599-0603 

6 Court Minutes on Plaintiffs Motion for 
Reconsideration on Order Shortening 
Time 

01-16-14 III 0604-0605 

Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment 

01-24-14 III 0606-0750 

7 Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment 

01-24-14 IV 0751-0884 

8 Third-Party Defendant OPM, Inc. dba 
Consolidated Roofing's Joinder to D.R 
Horton, Inc.'s Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment 

01-29-14 IV 0885-0886 

9 Third-Party Defendant National Builders, 
Inc. Joinder to D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Motion 
for Partial Summary Judgment 

01-29-14 IV 0887-0889 

10 Third-Party Defendant, Efficient 
Enterprises, LLC dba Efficient Electric's 
Joinder to D.R. Horton's Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment 

01-29-14 IV 0890-0891 

11 Third-Party Defendant Circle S. 
Development Corp. dba Deck Systems' 
Joinder to Defendant/Third-Party Plaintiff 
D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment 

01-30-14 IV 0892-0894 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
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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 IV 0895-0896 

13 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 Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant, D.R. 
Horton, Inc.'s Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment and Joinders Thereto 

02-10-14 IV 0899-0909 

15 Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Reply to 
Plaintiffs Opposition, and in Further 
Support of D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment 

02-20-14 IV 0910-0930 

16 Transcript of Proceedings: All Pending 
Motions 

02-27-14 IV 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 IV 0985-0995 

20 Order Regarding Plaintiff's Motion for 
Reconsideration 

03-20-14 IV 0996-0998 

21 Plaintiffs Motion for Stay of Proceedings 
on Order Shortening Time 

03-24-14 V 0999-1006 

22 Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc.'s Non- 
Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Stay 
of Proceedings on Order Shortening Time 

03-26-14 V 1007-1008 

23 Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion for Stay 
of Proceedings on Order Shortening Time 

03-31-14 V 1009-1010 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 



of Angius & Terry, LLP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /25-   day of April, 2014, I submitted for 

electronic filing and electronic service the foregoing APPENDIX TO 

PETITIONER'S PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION OR MANDAMUS, 

VOLUME I OF V. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /ff  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 XXII 
Eighth Judicial District Court 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

15 

16 	I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /of April, 2014, a copy of APPENDIX 

17 
TO PETITIONER'S PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION OR 

18 

19 MANDAMUS, VOLUME I OF V was hand delivered to the following: 

20 
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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• ORZ:JAL 
COMP 

()\,
NANCY QUON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 6099 
JASON W. BRUCE, ESQ. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 6916 
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, ESQ. 

4 Nevada Bar No. 3861 
QUON BRUCE CHRISTENSEN LAW FIRM 

5 2330 Paseo Del Prado, Suite C101 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 

6 (702) 942-1600 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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DISTRICT COURT 

	

10 
	

CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF NEVADA 

11 

12 
HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH ) 

13 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 	) 
Nevada non-profit corporation, for itself ) 

14 and for all others similarly situated, 	) 
) 	COMPLAINT 

15 	 ) 
) 

16 	 Plaintiff, 	 ) 
) 

'7 	 ) 
V. 	 ) 

	 ) 

ENTITIES 1-100, inclusive, 

D.R. HORTON, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation DOE INDIVIDUALS 1-100, 
ROE BUSINESS or GOVERNMENTAL 

Defendants. 
	 ) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

24 

25 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

RECEIVED 
JUN 0 7 2,007 

CLERK OF Iht..tJJURT 

CASE ma: N
i) 

DEPT. NO.: 	
Y• I 1 

COMES NOW Plaintiff, HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS 

ASSOCIATION, 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: 

26 

27 

28 



PARTIES  

2 	1. Plaintiff, High Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association ("Plaintiff"), is a 

3 non-profit corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of 

4 Nevada, and has its principal place of business within the County of Clark, State of Nevada. 

5 	2. The Association's members are collectively the owners, in fee simple, of the 

6 Common Areas of the Subject Property commonly known as High Noon at Arlington Ranch. 

7 The Common Areas of the Subject Property include the entire property, except the separate 

8 interests therein, as well as all facilities, improvements, and landscaping located within the 

9 Common Areas. 

10 	3. The Association has the responsibility to maintain the Common Areas of the Subject 

II Property. Additionally its members have the duty, responsibility and obligation to paint, 

1 7  maintain, repair and replace all structures and appurtenances, including but not limited to, 

13 buildings, outbuildings, roads, driveways, parking areas, fences, screening walls, retaining walls, 

14 landscaping, exterior air-conditioning components, including, but not limited to, paint, repair, 

15 replacement, and care of roofs, exterior building surfaces, building framing, and other exterior 

16 improvements within the Subject Property. 

17 	4. Plaintiff's members are the individual owners of units within the Subject Property. 

18 Plaintiff brings this suit in its own name on behalf of itself and all of the High Noon at Arlington 

19 Ranch Homeowners Association unit owners. The constructional deficiencies and damages 

20 resulting therefrom are matters affecting the High Noon at Arlington Ranch Common Interest 

21 Community. If it is subsequently determined that this action, and/or any claims within the scope 

22 of this action, should more properly have been brought in the name of each individual unit owner 

23 or as a class action, Plaintiff will seek leave to amend this Complaint to include unit owners 

24 and/or Class Representatives. 

25 	5. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant, D.R. HORTON, INC., was and remains a 

76 business entity doing business in the County of Clark, State of Nevada. 

27 	6. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant D.R. HORTON, INC., a Delaware CorporM 

28 ("Defendant"), was engaged in the business of planning, developing, designing, mass producing, 

2 



building, constructing, and selling residential real property in the County of Clark, State of 

2 Nevada, and was the owner, developer, general contractor, and seller of the Subject Property. 

	

3 
	7. As the owner, developer, general contractor, and seller of the Subject Property, 

4 Defendant was directly responsible for the planning, design, mass production, construction, 

5 and/or supervision of construction of the Subject Property and, therefore, is responsible in some 

6 manner for the defects and deficiencies in the planning, development, design, and/or construction 

7 of the Subject Property, as alleged herein, and Plaintiff's damages related to such defects and 

8 deficiencies. 

	

9 
	8. The true names and capacities of Defendants sued herein as DOE INDIVIDUALS 1- 

10 100, 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.' 

	

12 
	9. The DOE INDIVIDUALS 1- 100, and ROE BUSINESS or GOVERNMENTAL 

13 ENTITIES 1-100, inclusive, and each of them, are responsible for the planning, development, 

14 design, mass production, construction, supervision of construction, and/or sale of the Subject 

15 Property and, therefore, they are responsible in some manner for the defects and deficiencies in 

16 the planning, development, design, and/or construction, inspection and/or approval of the Subject 

17 Property as alleged herein, and Plaintiffs damages related to such defects and deficiencies. 

	

18 
	 IL GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

	

19 
	10. The Subject Property is located in the County of Clark, State of Nevada. A site map 

20 of the Subject Property is attached hereto as Exhibit I.  The Community is composed of 342 

21 residences contained in 114 buildings. Sales of residences began in 2004 and continued through 

22 2006. 

	

23 
	11. At all times relevant herein, Defendants, including DOE and ROE INDIVIDUALS 1- 

24 100 or ROE BUSINESS ENTITIES 1-100, were the officers, agents, employees and/or 

,5 representatives of each other in doing the things alleged herein and in so doing were acting in the 

26 scope of their respective authority and agency. 

	

27 
	12. Defendants, and each of them, (excluding, however, ROE GOVERNMENTAL 0003 

28 ENTITIES 1-100 unless hereinafter specifically included), undertook certain works of 

3 



1 improvement upon the undeveloped Subject Property, including all works of development, 

2 design, construction and sale of the Subject Property, products, and individual units therein to the 

3 general public, including the Plaintiff, its members and/or their predecessors in interest. 

4 
	13. Defendants were merchants and sellers with respect to the Subject Property, non- 

5 integrated products, and all individual units therein, which are the subject of this action as 

6 described above. 

	

7 
	14, By reason of the sale, transfer, grant and conveyance to Plaintiff and its members, 

8 Defendants impliedly warranted that the Subject Property and all individual units therein, were of 

9 merchantable quality. 

	

10 
	15. Defendants failed to properly and adequately investigate, design, inspect, plan, 

11 engineer, supervise, construct, produce, manufacture, develop, prepare, market, distribute, supply 

12 and/or sell the Subject Property, non-integrated products and all individual units therein, in that 

13 said Subject Property, non-integrated products and individual units therein have experienced, and 

14 continue to experience, defects and deficiencies, and damages resulting therefrom, as more 

15 specifically described below. 

	

16 
	16. The defects and deficiencies include, but are not necessarily limited to, structural 

17 defects, fire-safety defects, waterproofing defects, civil engineering/landscaping, roofing, stucco 

18 and drainage defects, architectural defects, mechanical defects, plumbing and H VAC defects, 

19 sulfate contamination, acoustical defects, defects relating to the operation of windows and sliding 

20 glass doors, and electrical defects. 

	

21 
	17. The Subject Property may be defective or deficient in other ways and to other extent 

2/ not presently known to Plaintiff, and not specified above. Plaintiff reserves the right to amend 

23 this Complaint upon discovery of any additional defects or deficiencies not referenced herein, 

24 and/or to present evidence of the same at the time of trial of this action. 

	

25 
	18. Due to the failures of Defendants and the defects, deficiencies, and resulting 

26 damage, the Subject Property has been adversely impacted so as to diminish the function of the 

27 Subject Property and individual units thereon, thereby affecting and interfering with the healaQ04 

28 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 arid/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. 

HI. 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 quality, 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 all 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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I to issue permits and/or provide approvals of any nature as to the Subject Property, which were at 

2 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, 

4 and is not, of workmanlike quality, nor fit for the purpose intended, in that the Subject Property 

5 was not, and is not, safely, properly and adequately constructed. 

6 
	28. Defendants have been notified and have full knowledge of the alleged breaches of 

7 warranties and Defendants have failed and refused to take adequate steps to rectify and/or repair 

8 said breaches. 

9 
	29. As a proximate legal result of the breaches of said implied warranties by Defendants 

10 and the defective conditions affecting the Subject Property, Plaintiff and its members have been, 

11 and will continue to be, caused damage, as more fully describe herein. 

	

12 
	30. As a further proximate and legal result of the breaches of the implied warranties by 

13 Defendants and the defective conditions affecting said Subject Property, Plaintiff and its 

14 members have been, and will continue to be, caused further damage in that the defects and 

15 deficiencies have resulted in conditions which breach the implied warranty of habitability. 

	

16 
	31. Plaintiff incorporates by reference, as if set forth herein, the particular statement of 

17 damages described in the prayer for relief. 

	

18 
	32. Plaintiff is entitled to recover damages pursuant to NRS 116,4114. 

	

19 
	33. Plaintiff has been required to retain the services of Quon Bruce Christensen to 

20 prosecute this matter and is entitled to an award of attorney's fees based thereon. 

	

21 
	34. Plaintiff is entitled to recover its attorney's fees, costs and expenses pursuant to 

22 NRS 116.4114, 

	

23 
	35 The monies recoverable for attorney's fees, costs and expenses under NRS 40.600 et 

seq. and NRS 116 et seq., include, but are not limited to, all efforts by Qum Bruce Christensen 

25 on behalf of Plaintiff prior to the filing of this Complaint. 

26 

	

27 
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IV. SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Breach of Contract) 

36. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 35 of the 

3 Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 
4 	

37. On various dates, each of the Plaintiff's members and Defendants entered into a 

5 written contract pursuant to which Plaintiff's members would purchase a unit in the Subject 

6 Property and Defendants would sell a code-compliant and habitable unit to purchasers. 

	

7 	
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 

9 fault attributable to Plaintiff or its members. 

	

l0 	
39. Defendants have failed and refused, and continue to refuse to tender its 

11 performance as required by the contract in that said units were not and are not in a habitable and 

12 code-compliant condition. 

	

13 	
40. Said contracts contain a provision that if the subject of the contract should go to 

14 litigation, the prevailing party is entitled to attorneys' fees and costs. 

	

15 	
V. THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

	

16 
	

(Breach of Express Warranties) 

	

17 
	41. 	Plaintiff incorporates and realleges paragraphs 1-41 hereof by reference as though 

18 fully set forth herein. 

	

19 
	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 

1 1 ROE GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES 1-100, by and through their agents or employees, expressly 

22 warranted by verbal, written and demonstrative means, that the design and construction of said 

7.3 residences and improvements and appurtenances thereto, were designed and constructed free 

24 from defect or deficiency in materials or workmanship in compliance with applicable building 

25 and construction codes, ordinances and industry standards, and are fit for human habitation. 

	

26 
	

43. 	By designing and constructing the residences, improvements and appurtenances 

27 incident thereto in a defective and deficient manner violating building and construction codea007 

28 ordinances and industry standards then in force as described herein above, Defendants breached 

7 



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. As a result of Defendants' breaches of express warranties, Plaintiff has been 

compelled to 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 I-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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1 owed a fiduciary duty to disclose material facts pertinent to the condition and desirability of said 

2 property which were neither known to nor reasonably discoverable by Plaintiff or its members at the 

3 time of purchase, including the costs of maintaining and repairing same. Said fiduciary duties were 

4 continuing in nature, including the duty to disclose to Plaintiff's members the nature and existence 

5 of any defects of deficiencies in the design or construction of the Subject Property, the Common 

6 Areas thereof and the improvements and appurtenances incident thereto. 

	

7 
	49. 	Defendants breached their fiduciary duties by failing and refusing to disclose the 

8 existence and nature of such defects to Plaintiff's members, by failing and refusing to repair said 

9 defects, and by failing and refusing to take necessary action to have those responsible for the defects 

10 and deficiencies in design and construction repair, or pay to repair, said defects and deficiencies. 

11 Because Defendants and each of them were in some manner directly responsible for the 

12 development, design and construction of the Subject Property, the Common Areas thereof and 

13 improvements and appurtenances incident thereto, Defendants knew or should have known of said 

14 defects and deficiencies therein at or before the commencement of sales to the public, and their 

15 failure to disclose, repair or pay to repair said defects and deficiencies constitutes an act of self- 

16 dealing in reckless disregard for the health, safety and well-being of Plaintiff and its members. 

	

17 
	50. 	Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereupon alleges that Defendants have further 

18 breached their fiduciary duties by (1) entering into agreements, contracts and financial arrangements 

19 contrary to the best interests of the Association, (2) entering into unauthorized transactions resulting 

20 in losses to the Association, (3) maintaining conflicts of interest with the Association and failing to 

21 disclose said conflicts, (4) negligently and recklessly handling of Association revenues, income and 

22 accounts to the detriment of the Association, (5) promoting a marketing scheme that directly 

23 benefitted Defendants to the detriment of the Association, and (6) failing to collect adequate 

24 assessment income and prepare adequate operating budgets to meet the reasonable repair and 

25 maintenance needs and related Association needs. 

	

26 
	51. 	As a proximate cause of Defendants' conduct, Plaintiff and its members have 

27 suffered and continue to suffer damages, including without limitation, the cost to repair the datA19 

28 
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and deficiencies in the design and construction of the Subject Property, the Common Areas thereof 

2 and the improvements and appurtenances incident thereto, which are now and will continue to pose 

3 a threat to the health, safety and welfare of Plaintiff, its members, and their guests and the general 

4 public until such repairs are effected. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereupon alleges that 

5 said damages are in excess of $40,000.00 (Forty Thousand Dollars) and continuing. 

6 
	52. 	Defendants' breaches of the fiduciary duties owed to Plaintiff and its members were 

7 was at all times malicious and undertaken with the intent to defraud and oppress Plaintiff and its 

8 members for Defendants' own enrichment, thus warranting the imposition of punitive damages 

9 sufficient to punish and embarrass Defendants, and to deter such conduct by them in the future. 

10 
	

53. 	As a result of Defendants' conduct, Plaintiff has been compelled to retain the 

I I 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 

13 and witnesses as reasonably necessary to prove their case, thus entitling Plaintiff to an award of 

14 attorneys' fees and costs in amounts to be established at the time of trial. 

15 	
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants as follows: 

16 	
1. 	For general and special damages all in an amount in excess of $10,000.00; 

17 	
2. 	For such other relief that the Court deems just and proper, including, but not 

18 	
limited to equitable relief 

19 

Dated this  P*-   day of June, 2007. 

QUON BRUCE CHRISTENSEN 

NANCY QUOP;17 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 
(702) 9424600 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 
7 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 

Nevada non-profit corporation, for itself 
and for all others similarly situated, 8 

Electronically Filed 
11/12/2013 12:23:49 PM 

ORDR 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Case No. 07A542616 
Dept. No. XXII 

Electronic Filing Case 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

gPeS' 

Plaintiff, 

Vs, 

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; FIRE STOP, INC.; 
HARRISON DOOR DOMPANY; 
INFINITY BUILDING PRODUCTS, LLC; 
INFINITY WALL SYSTEMS, LLC; 
LUKESTAR CORPORATION; 

ORDER 

1 0013 
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NATIONAL BUILDERS, INC.; 02.M., 
INC. d/b/a CONSOLIDATED ROOFING; 

2 QUALITY WOOD PRODUCTS, LTD., 
RCR PLUMBING AND MECHANICAL, 

3 INC.; REYBURN LAWN & LANDSCAPE 
DESIGNERS, INC.; RISING SUN 
PLUMBING, LLC d/b/a RSP, INC.; 
SOUTHERN NEVADA CABINETS, INC.; 
SUNRISE MECHANICAL, INC.; 

6 	SUNSTATE COMPANIES, INC. d/b/a 
SUNSTATE LANDSCAPE; THE 
SYLVANIE COMPANIES, INC. d/b/a 
DRAKE ASPHALT & CONCRETE; 
UNITED ELECTRIC, INC. dibia UNITED 
HOME ELECTRIC; WALLDESIGN, 
INC.; WESTERN SHOWER DOOR, INC.; 
DOES 1 through 150, 

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 XXII 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 HIGH 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 

4 

5 

2 	 0014 



1 
	holding in First Light III  as applicable only to the alleged interior defects of individual units located 

2 within a common-interest community, and thus, found, without performing a NRCP 23 analysis, that 

3 	Plaintiff had standing to litigate representative claims based upon building envelopes as "building 

4 	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 HOMEOWNERS 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 to 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). 2  

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, ordered Plaintiff HIGH 

'Lawyers and judges have referred to the case, D.R. Horton_ Inc. v. District Court, 125 Nev. 449,215 Pld 697 
(2009) as the Pim' Lizht it  decision. 

2As previously noted, the community consists of 114 buildings, each containing three (3) individual homes, for 
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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NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION to report what constructional 

2 	defects, if any, are suffered by two or more owners within both the "building envelope" and 

3 	individual units. Once the question was answered, this Court noted it would determine how or 

4 	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 Plaintiffs 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 

Plaintiff's Supplement, and after hearing the attorneys' oral arguments, it took the matter under 

advisement on October 24, 2013. 

Plaintiffs Supplement to Matrix identified all defects found within the 194 units, including 

their "building envelopes." It grouped them into categories: Roofs, Architectural, Electrical, 

Plumbing3  and Structural. While, in some instances, this Supplement did not identify where the 

particular defect was located, 4  it did state, in summary fashion, 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." 

4The location of the particular defects is identified within the "Electrical" and "Plumbing" Matrices, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

4 	 0016 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Unsecured Field Tile" was found in 46 of 114 inspected units. Plaintiff again extrapolates that 

figure, 461114, 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 

8 1 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, et seq. on behalf of all 

homeowners in its representative capacity. s  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 ("2-bar Counterflashing Not Used") (Confined Rakes) 
01.07.04 ("2-bar Counterflashing Not Used") (Headwalls) 

Architectural:  

07.02 ("Failed water test) (SGD's) 
07.03 ("Gap between frame and BPS") (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 would substantially increase. Should 
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") 

PlumbinA: 6  

Na, P4, P5a, P6, PlOa, PlOb, PlOc, P1 1, P14, P15, P16, P17, P18, Ml, 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 HOMEOWNERS 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. 

7See 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 located 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 s  

This Court disagrees with Plaintiffs assessment it should be permitted to bring suit on behalf 

of a11194 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 to 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 

aWhiIe this Court has provided examples, it notes within this Footnote which defects Plaintiff can pursue 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 (56), 2, (65), 3, (74), 6, (76), 9, (75), 10 (41), 11 (59), 13(60), 14 (52) and 15 (83), Plumbing Plb (46), P2a 
(46) and P7 (109), Structural 5.1401 (40), 5.1501 (49) and 7.11 (49). 
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or 15 percent of the limited number of units inspected. In other words, the entire class of 194 unit 

2 owners should not be permitted to recover monies when the constructional defect allegedly is found 

3 	in only seven (7) of 114 homes inspected, as such could result 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 

HOMEOWNERS 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, Plaintiff 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 Plaintiffs 

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 "ntunerosity" 

requirement of NRCP 23(a), the Association cannot present evidence by way 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 one 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 lijnstitute, defend or intervene in litigation" on behalf of 

individual owners suffering one isolated or unique defect. Claims for such constructional defects 

8 
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must be brought by the real party in interest, which, in this case, are those homeowners. This Court 

2 accords Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

3 	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 

homeowner-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 demonstrate 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 116.3102(1)(d). 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, however, Plaintiff may 

2 not institute or maintain a lawsuit on behalf of those homeowners who along suffer certain 

3 	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 12th  day of November 2013. 
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Paul P. Terry, 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 
Telephone: (702) 990-2017 
Facsimile: (702) 990-2018 
EsaLuri. 	ius:Ltyso_err 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 

FILE WITH 
MASTER CALENDAR 

CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF NEVADA 

HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON .RANCH 
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22 

23 	MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION ON ORDER SHORTENING TIME 
24 	COMES NOW Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS 
25 ASSOCIATION (hereinafter "HIGH NOON" or "Plaintiff"), a Nevada non-profit mutual 
26 benefit corporation, by and through its attorneys, hereby applies to and moves this Honorable 
27 Cow/ for an order shortening time for Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration, pursuant to 
28 EDCR 2.26. This application is made upon the attached affidavit pursuant to EDCR 2.26. 
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Plaintiffs request for shortened time for hearing on its motion for reconsideration is 

2 warranted and brought in the furtherance of justice and judicial efficiency. As will be further 

3 discussed in Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration, good cause exists for reconsideration, and 

4 an order shortening time to hear Plaintiffs motion will ensure that no prejudice will befall any 

5 non-moving parties, relating to the resolution of Plaintiffs motion. Specifically, an order 

6 shortening time would allow the motion to be heard and decided before expert depositions 

advance, For instance, Plaintiffs 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 Plaintiffs 

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  7,2014 
	

ANGTUS & TERRY LLP 

By: 
Paul P. drry, Jr,, SBN 7192 
Rachel Saturn, SBN 8653 
Aaron C. Yen, SBN 11744 
ANG1US & TERRY LLP 
1120 N. Town Center Drive, Suite 260 
Las Vegas, NV 89144 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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19 
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25 

26 

27 

ORDER SHORTENING TIME  

Good cause appearing therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the time for the 

hearing of Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMED ERS 

ASSOCIATION's Motion for Reconsideration shall be shortened to the  / 	day of 

January, 2014, at the hour of  q 	or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, this motion 

will be brought on for hearing in Department XIX of the above-captioned Court. "eny 
7 OppositioX,§hall be filed and served bN(csimile on or before 

 

`><2014. 

 

 

8 

IT IS SO ORDERED this  0 'day/ 	 , 2014. 

ISTR1CT CO 

I 
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4 

5 

6 
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2 	 AFFIDAVIT OF AARON C. YEN ESQ. 

3 
4 STATE OF NEVADA 	

) ss: 
5 COUNTY OF CLARK 

6 
7 AARON C. YEN, ESQ., being first duly sworn, deposes and states that: 

	

8 
	1. I am an attorney duly licensed to practice law before all courts of Nevada and am a 

9 
	Partner with the law firm of Angius & Terry LLP, attorneys of record for Plaintiff 

10 
	HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, 

	

11 
	2. I am personally familiar with this case and can testify based on personal knowledge of 

	

12 
	the facts of this ease. 

	

13 
	3. This affidavit is made pursuant to EDCR 2.26 and NRCP 6(d), and in support of 

	

14 
	Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration. 

	

15 
	4. Good cause exists for the Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration to be heard on 

	

16 
	shorted time because Trial in this matter is currently set for April 21, 2014. The 

	

17 
	deposition of Plaintiff's expert Tim Valine is scheduled to commence on January 14, 

	

18 
	15 and 16, 2014. Defendants experts are scheduled to commence thereafter. Given 

	

19 
	the impending Trial and the commencement of expert depositions, the prompt 

	

20 
	resolution of Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration will ensure that the ends of justice 

	

21 
	and judicial efficiency are met by allowing all parties, including the Special Master, to 

	

22 
	plan and prepare for further discovery and trial. 

	

23 
	5. Good cause also exists because the granting of an Order Shortening Time will operate 

	

24 
	to minimize, rather than creating, prejudice to the affected parties. In particular, the 

	

25 
	prompt resolution of Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration will allow the maximum 

	

26 
	amount of remaining time to be devoted to additional discovery certain defendants 

	

27 
	may claim is needed in the preparation of their defense. 

28 
Nous &TERM° LIP 
2D N. Town Center Dr. 

Suite 264 
is Vegas, NV 89144 

(702) 940-2017 
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MARCELLA L MCCOY 
Ncereiry Publk Stlafe of *mato 

Na. 06-106225-1 
My oppi. exp. June 4, 2014 

6 

6, This application is made in good faith and not for the purposes of delay, 

Further, Affiant sayeth not 

2 

3 

4 

0027 
5 

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to 
before me this  1  day of January, 2014. 

1 FAA 
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said County and State 
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1 	 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

2 I. 	INTRODUCTION  

3 	Plaintiff, by clear application of the law, has standing to pursue a representative action 

4 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 P3d 128 (2012). Beazer cogently observed that 

"[f]allure 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 its 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 IL 

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 surn, HIGH NOON never relented in asserting that it was pursuing a representative 

action on behalf of all 342 units at the Project, and its "belt and suspenders" prophylactic 

measure 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. For 
0028 

6 



instance, in the hearing transcript for Plaintiff's motion for declaratory relief re: standing, 

2 dated November 10, 2010 1 , Mr. Terry clearly set forth that position in no uncertain tenns 2 . In 

3 a subsequent motion to determine the alternative procedure for NRS 116.3102(1)(d) claims, 

4 dated April 19, 2013, HIGH NOON clearly reiterated its claims for defects found in two or 

5 more units pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d)3 . The title of that motion expressly references 

6 "All Members' Interests". 

7 IL LEGAL ARGUMENTS 

	

8 
	

A. 	Reconsideration of the Standing Issue is Appropriate Where 
Circumstances, Facts and Issues Justify a Revisiting a Prior 

9 
	

Pronouncement that is Clearly an Error 

10 
The Court has the inherent authority to reconsider its prior orders. Trail v. Faretto, 91 

11 
Nev. 401, 536 P.2d 1026 (1975) (IA] court may, for sufficient cause shown, amend, correct, 

12 
resettle, modify or vacate, as the case may be, an order previously made and entered . . ."). 

13 
Indeed, EDCR 2.24(b) specifically authorizes reconsideration of prior orders upon the filing 

14 
of an appropriate motion. Rehearing is appropriate where substantially different evidence is 

15 
16 subsequently introduced or the decision is clearly erroneous. See Masonry & Tile Contractors 

17 
v. Jolley, Urga, & Wirth, 113 Nev. 737, 941 P.2d 486 (1997). Finally, this Court "remains 

18 free to reconsider and issue a written judgment different from its oral pronouncement." Rust 

19 
v. Clark City School District, 103 Nev. 686, 688, 747 P.2d 1380, 1382 (1987). 

	

20 
	Here, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Honorable Court exercise its inherent 

21 authority to reconsider its prior belief that this action is limited to 194 units where 

22 assignments have been issued. The assignments were a prophylactic measure but subsequent 

23 rulings by the Nevada Supreme Court has shown that assignments of claims by homeowners 

24 

25 
'Recorder's Transcript of Hearing Re: Plaintiff's Motion for Declaratory Relief Re; Standing Pursuant to 

26 Assignment and Pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d), dated November 10, 2010, attached as Exhibit 1. 

	

27 
	

Id. at 3:14-6:14. 

28 
NGILIS & TERRY LLP 
20 N. Town Ccwer Dr. 

Sate 260 
A3 Vegas, NV 89344 

4702) 99.0•2017 

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, dated April 19, 2013, attached as Exhibit 2. 	 0029 
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1 does not affect, one way or the other, the application of NRS 116,3102(1)(d) 4 . Therefore, if 

2 assignments do not confer standing, it may not restrict it either. Moreover, during oral 

3 argument on December 12, 2013, this Honorable Court specifically and repeatedly invited 

4 Plaintiff to move for reconsideration on the issue of standing for all 342 units 5 . 

5 	As noted earlier, this Honorable Court's extremely heavy case load likely contributed 

6 to 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 

its interpreting decisions categorically grants standing to HIGH NOON to pursue claims for 

construction defects found in two or more of all 342 units and any limitation of this action to 

194 units is clearly erroneous. Finally, this Honorable Court has yet to issue a written 

judgment from the December 12, 2013 oral argument on defendants motion to strike and thus 

further retains the right to modify its ruling to reflect HIGH NOON's right to pursue claims 

for all 342 units. 

B. 	High Noon's Prior Motions Regarding Standing Never Waived Standing 
to Pursue Claims for 194 Units Nor Represented that the Association 
Would Restrict the Action to Only 194 Units, and the Association's 
Actions Must be Viewed Within the Context of Good Faith Efforts to 
Comply with Evolving Nevada Law on this the Standing Issue 

This Motion for Reconsideration must be analyzed within the historical context of not 

only the facts specific to this action, but the evolving state of Nevada law on common-interest 

association standing issues, The "pre-First Light II" era was characterized by the erroneous 

position of the defense bar that common-interest associations had no standing to sue for 

defects existing beyond "common areas" of a common-interest development. It was during 

this era that Chapter 40 plaintiffs, especially associations, would as a matter of practice, 

obtain assignments of rights from individual members as a "belt and suspenders" approach 

while the standing issues were decided in the District Courts and eventually the Nevada 

Supreme Court. The practice of regularly obtaining assignments was to ensure that common- 

' Nevada Supreme Court Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandamus or Prohibition dated January 25, 2013, 
attached as Exhibit 3. 

5  Recorder's Transcript Motions in Limine, dated December 12, 2013, at 43:10-44:5, attached as Exhibit 4. 	0030 
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1 interest associations had a "fall-back" position in ease the law evolved against standing for 

2 associations. 

	

3 	However, on September 3, 2009, the Nevada Supreme Court filed its opinion in First 
4 Light II which clarified for the first time that common-interest associations, under NRS 

3 116.3102(1)(d), had standing to assert constructional defect claims in a representative 

6 capacity on behalf of individual units. The language of that opinion led some legal observers 

7  to conclude that a strict application of NRCP 23 was required as well. It was during this 

8 "First Light II" era that HIGH NOON continued to pursue its "belt and suspenders" strategy 

9 by obtaining assignments from individual members as the case law continued to evolve. 

	

10 
	

Indeed, in its reply brief on its Motion for Declaratory Relief Re: Standing Pursuant to 

11 Assignment and Pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d), dated November 3, 2010,6  HIGH NOON 

12 cogently summarized its position on the matter: "With regard to all buildings in the 

13 development, Association asserts standing pursuant to NRS 116.3102(I)(d) to pursue claims 

14 for all defects in the building envelope (roofs, decks, windows, doors, stucco), the fire 

15 resistive system, and the structural system . . because those defects by their "building wide" 

16 nature affect two or more unit owners, and affect the common interest conununity." 7  

17 Therefore, HIGH NOON continued to assert that it had standing under NRS 116.3102(1)(d) in 

18 a representative capacity for issues affecting two or more units. 

	

19 	After the Nevada Supreme Court's decision in Beazer was filed on December 27, 

20 2012, HIGH NOON once again asserted its claim that it had standing for all of its members 

21 pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) in a motion entitled Plaintiffs Motion for Determination that 

22 the Superior Alternative Procedure to Proceed with Claims Pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) is 

23 as a Representative Action for All Members' Interests with Regard to the Building Envelope 

24 Issues, and as a Representative Action of the Assignee's Interests with Regard to the Firewall 
25 

26 

27 6  Pla intiffs 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. 

NalT.15 T111tRY LLP 
10 N. Town Centel Dr. 

Suite 260 
IS Vegas, NV 59144 
(702) 990-2017 

7 /d. at 5:21-5:22. 

9 
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I and Structural Issues, dated April 19, 2013 8 . In Section ITI(A) of the Motion, HIGH NOON 

2 categorically asserts that it has standing pursuant to NRS 116.3102(1)(d) to pursue a 

3 representative action on behalf of all homeowners at the Project, where defects affect two or 

4 more units. Indeed, 111011 NOON stated by way of example, "rwjater intrusion into the 

5 envelope anywhere on the building affects all homeowners of the building. Each of the 

6 alleged building envelope claims, by their very nature concern two or more horneowners." 9  

7 	In sum, HIGH NOON's reference to 194 assignees was simply a "belt and suspenders" 

8 approach to asserting standing for constructional defects for all homeowners and units 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 where 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 Court's 

confusion: the Nevada Supreme Court Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandamus or 

Prohibition dated January 25, 2013 (hereinafter 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 Plaintiffs claim was that the 

assignments for 194 units created a self-defined class and therefore the Association had 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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Plaintiff's Motion for Determination that the Superior Alternative Procedure to Proceed with Claims Pursuant 
to NRS 1 16.3102(3)(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, 2013, attached as Exhibit 2. 

9 1d. at 10:21-10:24. 	
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1 standing to pursue all defects associated with those units in a class action format, using 

2 generalized proof and extrapolation. The Nevada Supreme Court rejected that contention and 

3 denied the writ 

4 	The critical consideration is that HIGH NOON's writ focused on 194 "assigned" units 

5 for purposes of class certification, but no party has challenged that HIGH NOON retains its 

6 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 required. In sum, the Nevada 

Supreme Court in Beazer settled the standing issue in favor of standing for common-interest 

community associations and therefore HIGH NOON is entitled to pursue claims for defects in 

all 342 units in the Project pursuant 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 Novembes 033  
1 1 
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12, 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: 

"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 construction defects under NRS 
40.645, or ultimately, to bring an action on behalf of all homeowners in 
its representative capacity. . . 

With the aforementioned said, Plaintiff HIGH NOON AT 
ARLINGTON RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION may institute 
and/or maintain litigation on behalf of two or more individual owners 
suffering from the same construction defects. See NRS 116.3102(1)(d)." 

Id. at 5, 8. This Honorable Court's reference to "all homeowners in a representative capacity" 

recognized the application of Beazer and NRS 116.3102(1)(d). Finally, the Order expressly 

stated that "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 constructional 

defects that may not have been experienced or encountered by their neighbors pursuant to 

NRS 116.3102(1)(d)." Id. at 9. This Honorable Court correctly omitted any limitation to 194 

units in that statement, and thus it is a recognition of HIGH NOON's right to pursue claims 

for all 342 units where the construction defect has been found in two or more units — defect 

claims that are in addition to those authorized for class treatment under NRCP 23. 

D. 	Defendants Will Suffer No Prejudice. 

The Court's ruling on this motion will not prejudice defendants. This motion does not 

seek to expand the number or nature of the defects that must be addressed by the defense. It 

simply seeks to expand the number of units that are in the litigation. There have been no 

settlement discussions to date, and defendants have made no settlement offers. Therefore, the 

only change for the defendants would be a simple mathematical one. Moreover, plaintiff has 

already deposited and served its cost of repair based both 194 units and 342 units_ 
9411.1S & TERRY 1.1,1,  

N Town Center Dr. 
Suite 260 

as Vegas. NV 89144 
(702) 9911-2017 
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By: 

IlL 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, 

6 Dated: January  / , 2014 
	

ANGIUS & TERRY LIT 

Paul P. TOT, 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 A.M. 

2 

	

3 
	

THE COURT: Okay. Let's go ahead and start with High Noon at Arlington 

4 Ranch Homeowners Association versus D R Horton, case number 07-X542616. 

	

5 
	

MR. TERRY: Good morning, Your Honor. Paul Terry appearing on behalf of 

6 the Plaintiffs. 

	

7 
	

MR. ODOU: Good morning, Your Honor. We we're sitting in the cheap seats. 

8 Joel Odou and Tom Trojan on behalf of D R Horton, and David Jennings from D R 

9 Horton is with us. 

	

10 
	

MR. JENNINGS: Good morning. 

	

11 
	

THE COURT: Okay. And, counsel, I have gone through your paperwork, I 

12 understand the issues. And have you all had a chance to review my decision in -- 

13 oh gosh, it was the Henderson one -- the Mountain -- 

	

14 
	

MR. TERRY: View of Black -- 

	

15 
	

THE COURT: -- well, Black Mountain -- 

	

16 
	

MR. TERRY: -- View of Black Mountain. 

	

17 
	

THE COURT: View of Black Mountain case. 

	

18 
	

MR. TERRY: I'm very familiar with it, Your Honor. 

	

19 
	

MR, ODOU: We've reviewed it. 

	

20 
	

THE COURT: Okay, All right. With that said, I am prepared to hear 

21 argument. 

	

22 
	

MR. TERRY: Well, Your Honor, since I know that you read the papers I'll be 

23 brief and then respond to any issues that happen to rise, 

	

24 
	

THE COURT: I do have a question. You indicated that the Homeowners 

25 Association wants to -- they've been assigned certain claims I 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? I mean, I can understand your position with respect to 

possibly a joinder action, but I don't know that -- I 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 I see any in any of the papers of a 

requirement of satisfying class action allegations where there is in fact an 

assignment. 

10 
	

THE COURT: Well, I know but we'd have to treat it as a joinder as opposed 

11 to a class. Would you agree? 

12 
	

MR. TERRY: Absolutely. 

13 
	

THE COURT: Okay. 

14 
	

MR. TERRY: No question about it, it would be -- 

15 
	

THE COURT: all right. 

16 
	

MR. TERRY: -- it would be a joinder case; we would have to treat it as such. 

17 That is correct. 

18 
	

THE COURT: Okay. I'm listening. 

19 
	

MR. TERRY: All right. So, what the gist of our motion is that there are 

20 three separate and distinct basis for a jurisdiction that the Association is asserting. 

21 The first as the Court already noted, is that with respect to an assignment the 

22 Association steps into the shoes of those individual homeowners and therefore has 

23 the right for standing purposes -- which is what we're here for today, for standing 

24 purposes to assert any claims whether they're inside or outside of those units 

25 because they step into the shoes of the. homeowner so they can make the same 
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claim that the homeowner would make. So that applies to right now approximately 

2 199 of the 342 units. 

3 
	

The Association has authority to represent what we believe are claims 

4 similar to what would exist under 31.02(1) (d), but really kind of a separate and 

5 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 

7 would impact that owner and for the same reasons frankly as exists in under 3102 

8 and your decision in View of Black Mountain. Because the Association steps into 

9 the shoes of the homeowner the homeowner would have under traditional principles 

1 0 of proximate cause, nothing fancy, would have a right to bring the claim with respect 

11 to any defect in their building which impacted or affected their unit whether or not it 

12 was physically located within their unit. And that -- again, that's a -- that's a simple 

13 proximate cause analysis. So that would -- to take sort of a -- one example, if 

14 there's a broken countertop in a neighboring unit clearly that doesn't affect another 

15 units -- it doesn't affect the other units. However, if there's a structural defect some 

16 place in the building or there's a defect in the fire resistive systems somewhere else 

17 in the building that does affect all the units in the building and therefore under, 

18 again, basic principles of proximate cause that individual owner would have a right 

19 to bring the claim whether or not it physically existed within the confines of their unit 

20 or existed some place else in the building because it affects their unit under 

21 proximate cause. 

22 
	

So the second basis for the Association's standing which would apply to 

23 the 107 buildings in which the Association has at least one unit owner who has 

24 assigned the claim would apply to the building envelope, it would apply to the 

25 structural system, and would apply to the fire resistive system but would not apply to 
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any of the individual defects that were within the neighboring units because they 

2 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 

5 subject of this Court's ruling in the View of Black Mountain and that's that under 

6 116.3102.1(d) the Association has standing to bring claims that affect common 
7 property in other words property that's shared with other owners in the same 

8 building; in this case in View of Black Mountain they were duplexes, in this case it's 
9 even clearer because they're triplexes. And again contrary to the assertion in D R 

10 Horton's opposing papers, these are not separate and distinct buildings that are 
11 stuck together. It's even more I think compelling than in view of Black Mountain 

12 because in feet the units are stacked. And we've put in the affidavit of Tom Sanders 
13 who's the architect we've retained when the assertion was made in the opposing 

14 papers. In fact they were complete, separate and distinct buildings that were -- units 
15 that were stuck together. That's in fact architecturally incorrect they're not and 
16 which is why we had Mr. Sanders submit an affidavit to the Court. 

17 
	

The one difference really between the assertions that we're making in 
18 this case and the findings of this Court in View Black Mountain is that we have 

19 included in the Association's standing -- or in our request for declaration of standing 
20 the structural systems and the fire resistive systems. And that is based on the -- on 
21 the notion that even though they are inside the building they're not inside the units, 
22 those are the dividing lines between the units. And again for the same reason as 
23 under proximate causation, if there's a defect in the firewall or what we found 
24 missing firewalls in one unit and it's in the same building it necessarily affects every 
25 other unit in the building. The same thing is true with respect to structural defects. It 
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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 
4 building how do I 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 morning, Your Honor. I have a prop. If you'll bear with ME 

I'd like to prop it up. We're gonna do a little Wheel of Fortune, and Mr. Trojan is 

gonna help me out although we only have one letter to turn. 

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, I haven't seen this before 

22 SO — 

23 
	

MR. ODOU: It was one of the exhibits. 

24 
	

THE COURT: Do you want to look at it real quick before I see it? 
25 
	

MR. TERRY: Well -- 
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1 
	

THE COURT: Why don't you show it to counsel. 

	

2 
	

MR. ODOU: It was attached to our pleadings. 

	

3 
	

MR. TERRY: All right Then I have no objection. 

	

4 
	

THE COURT: Okay. 

	

5 
	

MR. ODOU: Thank you, sir. 

You know, Your Honor, this case has had a very long and tortured 

7 history beginning in 2007 with a complaint rather than a Chapter 40 notice, that has 

8 lead to D R Horton fighting for its rights to see the units. D R Horton has been 

9 fighting for those rights now for three years just to get Chapter 40 started. What I've 

10 placed before you is a blow up of an exhibit attached to our pleadings which is the 

11 189 units we've never seen. We've been fighting for three years to find out what the 

12 claims are in those units. 

	

13 
	

So, just taking a step back for a moment and discussing -- where we 

14 began our discussion today or where the Court's began its discussion today about 

15 Black Mountain. This case is significantly different from Black Mountain. This case 

16 is significantly identical to two cases this Court's already decided, Dorrell Square 

17 and Court at Aliante both involving the same cc and es, both involving virtually the 

18 identical same claims. We heard a minute ago counsel for the Plaintiff say if it 

19 doesn't affect two or more units and we're not making a claim for it. That's not true 

20 at all, Your Honor, in looking at their defect list which is attached to their moving 

21 papers they have sliding glass door claims. In their sliding glass door claims they 

22 say ninety-one percent of the units are affected. You don't need to go into an 

23 adjoining unit to fix a sliding glass door, that doesn't affect the common interest. 

24 Moreover, the person who is in the best position to know of their sliding glass door 

25 to leak is all of those people with a red dot. Any one of those people could have 
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1 picked up the phone and called D R Horton and said my sliding glass door leaked. 
That didn'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 
do that for you, we're not going to let you into those 189 units. 

Your Honor, if you look at the claims for the windows they say one 
hundred percent of the windows leak. Again, 189 units we've never been into. They 
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 
called up D R Horton just a few weeks ago and said, hey, I've got a problem with an 
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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1 same_ Look at paragraph G. it is understood nothing in this assignment shall 

construe to obligate the Association in any way to undertake or pay for any 
3 particular repair to any individual unit". So then you recover the money supposedly 
4 for these units that no one is allowed to see but they're not obligated to fix them. 
5 They told the homeowners that. Well, what else did they tell the homeowners? 
6 Well, they told the homeowners, hey, sign this piece of paper because only those 
7 homeowners who sign this piece of paper can share in the recovery. Well, if you go 
8 to a homeowner and say, hey, you want to share in the recovery, sign this little piece 
9 of paper. Absolutely they're gonna sign. 

10 
	

So, D R Horton challenges the validity of those assignments just as a 
11 very threshold issue, we challenge what was been assigned. We also note that if 
/2 this is an assignment and this is a joinder case now we again as we've had in this 
13 entire case have the cart before the horse, where's Chapter 40 been for these 
14 assignments? Where have these homeowners been about providing us notice? 
15 What window in your home leaks? What sliding glass door in your home leaks? 
16 What other issues do you have in your home that you want us to fix? We don't have 
17 that. What we have is a defect list on an extrapolated basis that says one hundred 
18 percent of the windows leak and we're not gonna let you see those units. That's 
19 what's happened in this case in the last three years. 
20 
	

We've brought two motions before this Court on motions to compel to 
21 get into these units. One of those motions was rendered moot because we had the 
22 summary judgment, another one of those motions was also rendered moot because 
23 of that, and the third motion that we filed on this issue I mean, I know we're 
24 beating a dead horse here, was to just get access to do the common areas which 
25 we've fought for. Then they tell the homeowners in their assignment, ahh well, D R 
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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 you 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 
You're now using these same expert 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 oh 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 Square, all of those issues were raised on appeal before the Nevada 
Supreme Court. Those issues were fully briefed. The Nevada Supreme Court didn' 
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carve out an exception in First Light il  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 in the D R 
Horton/First Light II,  we direct the District Court to review the claims asserted by 

High Noon to determine whether or not those claims conform to class action 

principles". That's what we are supposed to be doing, that's what we're supposed ti 

have done a year ago in this case. Instead for the last year the Plaintiffs have been 

dragging their feet, going door to door handing people a piece of paper and say, 

hey, you want to 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 

sending the subcontractors a notice and they're telling us, well, what are we 

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 

claimant commences a claim or amends a complaint to add a claim for 

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 tell me where the defects are in each one of those red dots that won't let me 

see them. We need an accurate notice to tell us where the defects are. That's step 
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2 

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 DomeII 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 guilty 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 

requesting this Court to declare the adequacy of the Chapter 40 notice or whether or 
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 

4 

5 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

0048 
Page - 12 



standing. And I 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 its 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 I  the standards for 
what's an adequate Chapter 40 notice. All of those issues were addressed in First 
Light I  and I 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 that'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 I heard was that somehow 
the assignments are invalid. Now, First Light Ii  actually addressed an issue with 
respect to validity of the Association standing and at page 701 it made clear a 
builder has the right to challenge 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 
Asso* aation to raise. Now, if you really want to I'd be happy to address these 
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different issues because I think they're all red herrings. 

THE COURT: Well, let me ask you this. I am concerned -- I 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. I mean, has that been accomplished in your 
view? 

MR. TERRY: In my view yes. Yes. There's a pending issue which frankly I 

don't think has been resolved by the courts yet and that is that does a builder or a 

subcontractor for that mailer 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 I don't think that's correct, 

no. 

THE COURT: Because I don't know that -- it's my understanding that they 
did. That -- that's what -- the concern that I have, I mean, if this is what my 

thinking is. if I 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. I 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, I think they've got a right to do that. I mean, and looking at — 

MR. TERRY: But, Your Honor, if I may? 
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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 I know that these issues are not briefed, 

but I am concerned about that. 

MR. TERRY: I understand. 

THE COURT: I mean, I don't know that I 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 concern that I have. I'm concerned about whether or not we're 

going to be disturbing this trial date and this is an '07 case. 

Okay. 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 all. 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 

where the class action analysis fails in this case. 
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1 
	

THE COURT: Well, I don't think we're at a class action, I think we're at a 

2 joinder situation is what I'm understanding with respect to the alleged defects within 
3 the interiors of the units. 

MR. ODOU: But they've asked for it for both. They've asked for a class 
5 action standing to pursue all 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 going to go gee, we're sorry, but these people didn't sign assignments 
9 therefore we can't compel them to let you in but we're still gonna take the 

10 information and do an extrapolation and stick you with that extrapolation at trial and 

11 say, well, we inspected a hundred windows and ninety-nine of them leaked. Well, 
12 yeah, you may have but you only got into ten units or twenty units because the other 
13 unit owners said no way and the Court may say, well, in that case we'll just not let 
14 them recover for those other units. Well, now we've got an extreme problem 

15 because now we've got the problem of all these homeowners who think, okay, the 
16 Association is taking care of this Wait, they're not taking care of this? Weil, they're 
17 going to repair it. Well, they're saying they're not going to repair it. That's why this 
18 case is so upside down, that's why this motion should be denied. Standing should 
19 be denied for the Homeowners Association. It's their burden to come forward and 
20 show that they can adequately represent all of the homeowners on the building 
21 envelope. They can't, the proof is right there in nice red dots everywhere. That's 
22 why the motion should be denied. 

	

23 
	

As far as the trial and the we've been crowing about that problem for 
24 a while now which is we don't know who the plaintiffs are, we don't know what the 
25 claims are, we sure as heck can't figure out who the third party defendants are. 
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1 There's no way this case can go to trial next year. 

2 
	

THE COURT: These sliding glass windows are they on the balcony or -- 

3 
	

MR. ODOU: The sliding glass doors are -- these are triplexes, so it's the first 

4 floor sliding glass doors. They can't affect anybody else's unit. If you've got a leak 

5 in your sliding glass door it's leaking into your unit. 

6 	THE COURT: Okay. So that only affects the first floor not the second or 

7 third? 

MR. ODU: In many cases. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well if -- 

10 
	

MR. ODOU: And it's the same with a lot of the other claims too. If -- the 

11 window claims, they don't leak from one window -- one unit into another. If they do 

12 they should put that evidence before the Court. There's no evidence of that. Yeah, 

13 they're not stacked on top of each other these are triplexes. So, one unit owner 

14 owns a first floor and a second floor. These are triplexes. 

15 
	

THE COURT: Okay. Now with respect to the assignment of the interior, if 

16 you're not allowed to get into certain units -- let's say that I were to grant the HOA's 

17 standing with respect to these assignments with respect to the interiors but you're 

18 not able to get into let's say fifty percent of the units -- 

19 
	

MR. ODOU: That's what it's been. 

20 
	

THE COURT: -- because -- whatever it is, then wouldn't it be right for you to 

21 file a motion to dismiss with respect to that fifty percent because if they don't get 

22 cooperation then you -- I mean, in my view I'm looking at Chapter -- Chapter 40, I 

23 don't know that I agree with Mr. Terry that you only get to get into certain amount of 

24 units. If you want to go into all of them, I think you can go into all of them. And if 

25 there's no cooperation with respect to the fifty percent -- and I'm just throwing that 
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out there I don't know what the percentage is, then you got a motion to dismiss. 
They can represent them with respect to those homeowners. 

MR. ODOU: We did exactly that in May of 2008, we brought before this Court 
that exact motion and not only -- 

THE COURT: And I 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 problem 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 
making our experts wait around day after day after day. That's all documented in 
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 call the 
developer. If the developer is unresponsive to ahead and file suit, but you don't file 
suit first and then figure it all out 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 these homeowners have any idea that they're getting into. 

THE COURT: Well, that's a different issue I think then what we're talking 
about here. I mean, that gets into the validity of the assignments and so forth than — 

MR. ODOU: If they're gonna do a joinder action and they want to put their 
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malpractice carrier on a risk for the fact they didn't advise these people of that, that's 

right, I don't have standing to crow about that. I do have standing to crow about the 

fact that none of these assignments ever issued a Chapter 40 notice, I do have 

standing to crow about the fact that 72 -- 71 of those assignments of those 193 

refused to let me -- or let my clients rather and my client's subcontractors who are 

monitoring into their home. 

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Terry? 

MR. TERRY: Yes. Oh boy, that's a lot of stuff -- a proverbial bucket thrown al 

the wall. 

Again. I 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. I haven't 

really looked carefully at the law and how extrapolation might work or not work. But 

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 somebody 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 allowed to assign a cause of action 

to somebody else. 

Now, one of the issues that sort of sits around here and I 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 

2 when this Court talks about this being a 2007 case although technically that's 

3 correct, I think it's a bit of a misnomer because it just really had to do with how 

procedurally Quon, Bruce, Christensen handled their cases It's not typical I think 

5 for really any of the other construction defect firms in town to be operating that way. 

So, really what's going on as we're within the Chapter 40 process or the 

7 standard Chapter 40 process and we're at that particular point where you say okay 

8 we're asking for a declaration of standing, and that's really all that's going on here 

9 and it may be that a trial date has to be moved because of the fact we've been up 

10 and down to the Supreme Court and there's some unique aspects to these cases, 

11 
	

THE COURT: Well, you know, and I'm concerned too because unless the 

12 stay -- and I don't recall it saying that -- basically it says we're staying the Rule 41(e) 

13 tolling as well. I have to get you a trial date within five years of the filing. Of course 

14 there is the tolling of course whenever things went up to the Supreme Court which I 

15 probably need you to figure all that stuff out too, but I will tell you I do entertain as 

16 you well know motions to dismiss when Chapter 40 has not been adhered to. So, I 

17 get concerned about these things. And now I've gotta get you a trial date before 

18 2012. You know, if-- of course I've got you a trial date right now in July and I'm 

19 concerned now because I'm hearing Chapter 40 still has not been taken care of. 

20 
	

Let me ask you this, Mr. Terry, if I were inclined to grant your motion 

21 with respect to the assignment of those -- of the interiors are you gonna be able to 

22 coordinate so that we're not having a situation where the developer goes out at 8:00 

23 o'clock then he has to wait for the next unit at 5:00 and so forth, I mean -- because I 

24 think that the Chapter 40 process has gotta be adhered to. 

25 
	

MR. TERRY: I -- first off, Your Honor, again, I wasn't there 
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THE COURT: I know. 

MR. TERRY: -- when these events allegedly occurred. 

THE COURT: You're the new kid on the block. I know. 

MR. TERRY: And I 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 will we cooperate with D R Horton irrespective 

of what may have happened between Quon, Bruce and ID R Horton, I mean, I don't 

know, I wasn't there. I 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 

• assigned claims it sounds like they've already been into more than half of them. As 

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 213 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 to 

this Court and say okay we want a lifting of the stay. To the extent that there's 

issues with respect to gaining access, I think the Supreme Court, you know, 

indicated that the very accomplished special masters that 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 to satisfy compliance with Chapter 40. 

And again, I 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 
2 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. I want to look at the issues 
4 with respect to the building envelope. I think I need to look at this issue a little bit 
5 more. With respect to the joinder action, I am going to allow the Homeowners 
6 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 
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 I 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. 

So, I 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. I don't know if we've got that but 

that's not the basis of your motion. With respect to the structural -- you're talking 
18 about the interior walls like the firewalls and things -- I've gotta look at that a little bit 
19 more. 

20 
	

MR. TERRY: I understand. 
21 
	

THE COURT: And I am gonna look at the building envelope thing a little bit 
22 more so I'm taking that part under advisement. 
23 
	

MR. ODOU: Can I ask a couple of questions, Your Honor? 
24 
	

THE COURT: Sure. 

25 
	

MR. ODOU: Just real briefly. I assume the Court will look 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: -- I 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 plaintiffs 

petitioned in Dorrell Square for a re-hearing arguing this very issue, the Supreme 

Court declined to hear that. Now, I know obviously read into that whatever you want 

but its still -- 

THE COURT: Yeah, because — it's been a while 

MR. ODOU: it's an issue. 

THE COURT: -- since I did the decisions on Dorrell Square and Courts at 

Aliante, but those are the only two that I 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 I -- I went back and reviewed it and it wasn't 

just a building envelope case, it was -- they were looking at everything and I just 

went through the class action analysis. Of course the building envelope idea was 

not brought up in those cases so I saw that those were a little bit different, but I will 

be looking at the motions for re-hearing on those. But, I want to look at this one 

because it looks like these are very closely related -- 

MR. ODOU: And then -- 

THE COURT: -- in terms of issues. 
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MR. ODOU: They are, Your Honor. And then the second problem that were 
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. I don't — well, I did have — 

THE COURT: Well, they should be doing at least twenty percent I would 
think. 

MR. ODOU: But my point is for us to now comply with Chapter 40 on a 
10 joinder action, just taking the joinder part of the case separately, we -- D R Horton 
11 believes that those homeowners have an obligation to do a proper Chapter 40 
12 notice. Now, we could -- 

13 
	

THE COURT: Well, wait a minute -- 
14 
	

MR. ODOU: — be back before you on that -- 
15 
	

THE COURT: — are they using the extrapolated notice? Then it gets down to 
16 whether or not that notice -- that extrapolated notice is adequate. 
17 
	

MR. ODOU: Exactly. 
1:8 
	

THE COURT: Are you -- 
19 
	

MR. ODOU: So -- 

20 
	

THE COURT: -- telling me we need a hearing on that? 
21 
	

MR. ODOU: We are going to. If we need to file a motion on that we certainly 
22 can, but the problem is gonna be that when you tell me, okay, my windows leak and 
23 you're joining this case I have a right and my client has a right to know, okay, which 
24 windows so we're not a wild goose chase, what are the claims that you're joining? 
25 What are the claims that you are making, you Mister Homeowner or you Miss 
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Homeowner are making against D R Horton and against the subcontractors? It's 

critical for the reason -- for the inspection, it's also critical for us to know that so we 

can put the correct subcontractors on notice. 

When this case arose three years ago we put everybody on notice. 

They weren't happy to get that notice but that's the facts of life. Now it's a joinder 

action on behalf of these people who have signed assignments. That's fine but what 

am I -- who am I putting on notice for those things? Do I put on notice everybody 

again including the guy who was lucky enough to drive by the place? It just -- we 

have a Chapter 40 notice that's not going to work in the joinder part of the case is 

what I'm saying. So, I 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, I think first of all we have to look at the extrapolated 

notice which Was originally given on whether or not that is adequate because they 

can use an extrapolated — 

MR. ODOU: Sure_ 

THE COURT: -- notice. So, are you telling me we need to schedule a 

hearing on the — 

MR. ODOU: We— 

THE COURT: adequacy? 

MR. ODOU: -- absolutely will because the exact language of Chapter 40 says 

that you're supposed to describe the nature and extent of the defects within the 

home. This notice does not describe the nature and extent of the defects in any of 

1these joinder homes. 

THE COURT: When -- 
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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 
she has. And there's where -- if it's a joinder action that's fine but it's gotta be a 
joinder action that complies with Chapter 40. Mrs. Smith has to comply with Chaptel 
40; she has to give us a list of her claims whatever -- 

THE COURT: But — 

MR. ODOU: -- they are. 

THE COURT: -- she can rely upon an extrapolated notice though. For 
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 
wrong with, oh gosh, I -- let's just say that there was something wrong with the 
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 to look there. That's up 
to you if you want to, if you don't want to that's up to you too. But, I mean, you've 
seen my orders with respect to the extrapolated notices I 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 0 R Horton's view. 

THE COURT: Okay. You're revisiting stuff we dealt with years ago, counsel. 
And I — 
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1 	MR. ODOU: I'm really trying not to. 

THE COURT: But if you're challenging the notice then what we can do is I 
3 can go ahead and set a day aside like on a Friday for us to discuss the adequacy of 
4 the extrapolated notice, we can do that. When would you be ready to do this? 

	

5 
	

MR. ODOU: Pretty much in two weeks with the exception of Thanksgiving. 
6 Three weeks. 

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Terry? 

	

8 	MR. ODOU: First week in December maybe. 

	

9 
	

THE COURT: I'm looking at -- 

	

10 
	

MR. TERRY: Well, I mean, to the -- I'm just trying to think. To the extent that 
11 we're -- I mean, I have all the expert reports, I already have all the matrices showing 
12 exactly where the testing took place, etcetera. So, in that respect is this Court 
13 anticipating a full blown evidentiary hearing where I'm Putting -- 

	

14 
	

THE COURT: I did before. I mean, because they're challenging the 
15 sufficiency of the hearing — I mean, of the notices and where they you know, and 
16 so forth. I will tell you 

	

17 
	

MR. ODOU: Can we make a recommendation on that so we don't -- 

	

18 
	

THE COURT: Pardon me? 

	

19 
	

MR. ODOU: Could I make a recommendation on that? 

	

20 
	

THE COURT: Sure. 

	

21 
	

MR. ODOU: Perhaps we could brief the issue, discuss amongst ourselves 
22 whether an evidentiary hearing is required -- 

	

23 
	

THE COURT: That's perfect. 

	

24 
	

MR. ODOU: -- and then try and narrow the issues to whatever they are. 

	

25 
	

MR. TERRY: Yeah, I would 

0063 
Page -27 



THE COURT: That'd be fine. 
2 
	

MR. TERRY: -- I would say probably a submission by affidavit and maybe 
3 one witness on each side, you know -- 

	

4 
	

THE COURT: That would be fine. Just to give you an FYI, it looks like if 
5 you're looking for a Friday afternoon now I do have trial so those are going to be 

intermixed and my secretary will probably kill me, but I do have the I O th  and the 17th  
7 of December it looks like available and then I've got just about every Friday it looks 
8 like in January -- 

MR. TERRY: I could - - 

	

10 
	

THE COURT: -- except for the r h . 

	

11 
	

MR. ODOU: Counsel, would you prefer to brief those? 

	

12 
	

MR. TERRY: I could do December 17 th , I couldn't do the 1 0. 

	

13 
	

THE COURT: Okay. Why don't you get together and tell us what would be 
14 good for you and we will do our best to accommodate you. I mean, but I think -- 

	

15 
	

MR. ODOU: Yeah, we can meet on that. 

	

16 
	

THE COURT: — we better get this adequacy of this notice taken care of and 
17 get this and get this Chapter 40 stuff taken care of like asap because I don't like to 
18 disturb trial dates. And I'm a little concerned because I'm looking at the numbers of 
19 cases that the cd judges have to get set for trial and we've got a ton that were filed 
20 in 2008. Not as quite as many as 2007 but we -- I think we had 113 filed in 2007; in 
21 2009 we had 110. We've got to get all these things set for trial. And then we've got 
22 the 2010 that we've got to get set for trial and we're clicking around with the 2007 
23 and we're going to be abutting a five year rule problem. I've got concerns about 
24 that. So — 

	

25 
	

MR. TERRY: Your Honor, what we'll also do is we'll submit a brief on the five 
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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 I 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 I understand and just so we're all clear then, what we're gonna 

propose is that 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 notice I'm presuming we would be the moving party, they will then oppose, we'll 
reply and then we will try and work with the Plaintiffs counsel as to whether or not 
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 th  now just so that 

THE COURT: The 17 1h  of December? 

MR. TERRY: Yeah. 

THE COURT: We can do that, 
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k 	 4 

MR. ODOU: That's fine. 

THE COURT: Is that good for you? 

MR. ODOU: Yeah_ 

THE COURT: December 17th 

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 morning? I usually 

start court at 8:30. 

MR. ODOU: Fine. 

10 
	

THE COURT: 8:30? 

11 
	

MR. TERRY: 8:30 is fine with me. 

12 
	

THE COURT: Okay. 

13 
	

MR. ODOU: And then Your Honor is going to take under submission the 

14 standing issue for the Association to pursue the common area claims or what 

15 common claims and then there'll be a ruling on that -- 

16 
	

THE COURT: And I'm gonna warn you right now -- and I think I can speak on 

17 behalf of the all cd judjes; we're starting to get buried with a lot of these motions. 

18 And it's not just the cd cases that we've got; we've got under advisements in other 

19 cases as well. So, I mean, I'm starting to fall behind and I know I'm not the only 

20 judge. 

21 
	

MR. ODOU: Now, we have one that's been pending for about eight or nine 

22 months now which kind of -- 

23 
	

THE COURT: In front of Judge -- 

24 
	

MR ODOU: -- the reason why I raise -- 

25 
	

THE COURT: -- Earl? 
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MR, ODOU: Yeah. The reason why I raise it only is because of with our trial 

2 date -- eight or nine months from now we're in trial trying to figure out who's -- 

3 actually we wouldn't be in trial because we haven't answered. So, I think our trial 

date needs to be moved. I know we're here for sweeps next week but I just wanted 

to alert the Court that we need to have that discussion. 

6 
	

THE COURT: Okay, I'll discuss it with you next week. 

7 
	

MR. ODOU: Thank you, Your Honor. 

a 	MR. TERRY: Thank you, Your Honor. 

9 
	

MR. JENNINGS: Your Honor, Dave Jennings on behalf of D R Horton, bar 

10 number 6694. 

11 
	

There's just one issue I wanted to address briefly. I know you're going 
12 to take under advisement the building envelope issue and I wanted to -- I know Joel 

13 has touched on this already, but all the defects that are alleged -- that are included 

14 in the building envelope list of defects, those defects were all alleged in the 

15 underlying cases in First Light,  Courts at Aliante, this one here, those all went up to 
16 the Supreme Court. Now, they did not segregate the interior defects versus the 

17 building envelope defects. I understand that, but all of those defects went up to the 
18 Supreme Court and the Plaintiff's argued a number of times both in the original 
1 9 briefing and on the motion for re-hearing that NRS 116.3102 did not require -- or 
20 does not require the HOA to go through a Rule 23 and Shuette  analysis to 
21 determine whether or not they're allowed to represent them in a class action or 
22 representative capacity. And in both cases, both in the main briefing and the oral 
23 argument and in the motion for re-hearing the Supreme Court rejected the argument 
24 that the Plaintiffs put forth regarding 116,3102. And I've read the Black Mountain  
25 case, the ruling on that, and my understanding of that ruling -- and if I'm incorrect 
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issues. 

	

2 
	

MR. TERRY: Okay. 
3 
	

MR. ODOU: The Plaintiffs will prepare that order and run it past us. 

	

4 
	

MR. TERRY: Of course. 

	

5 
	

MR. ODOU: In the meantime — 

	

6 
	

THE COURT: Perfect. 

	

7 
	

MR. ODOU: — I'll ship off a letter to them with the briefing -- proposed briefing 
schedule. We could even incorporate that if we want. 

	

9 
	

THE COURT: Perfect. 

	

10 
	

MR. TERRY: Great. Thank you, Your Honor. 

	

11 
	

THE COURT: Thank you. 

	

12 
	

MR. ODOU: Thank you, Your Honor. 

	

13 
	

[Proceedings concluded at 10:35:50 a. m.] 
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15 

16 
D.R. I-IORTON, INC, a Delaware Corporation 

17  1  DOE INDIVIDUALS, 1-100, ROE 
BUSINESSES or GOVERNMENTAL 
ENTITIES 1-100 inclusive 

19 
Defendants_ 

And Related Cross-Actions 

20 
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Paul P. Terry, Jr. (Nev. Bar 7192) 
John Stander (Nev. Bar 9198) 

3 11 Melissa Bybee (Nev. Bar 8390) 
ANG1US & TERRY LLP 

4 111120 N. Town Center Dr., Suite 180 
Las Vegas, NV 89144 

5ii Telephone: (702) 990-2017 
Facsimile: (702) 990-2018 
Inbybee@angius-terry.com   

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

1 1 HIGH NOON AT ARLINGTON RANCH 	Case No, 07A542616 
12 1] HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a Nevada Dept, 	)0c1I 

non-profit corporation, for itself and for all 
13 others similarly situated, 	 PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 

DETERMINATION THAT THE 
SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
PROCEDURE TO PROCEED WITH 
CLAIMS PURSUANT TO NRS 
1163102(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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0 N. Irwin Center Dr .  

Suite 260 
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PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR DETERMINATION THAT THE SUPERIOR 
ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE TO PROCEED WITH CLAIMS PURSUANT TO NRS 

116.3102f1)(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 F1REWALL AND STRUCTURAL ISSUES 

COMES NOW Plaintiff 	Noon at Arlington Ranch Homeowners Association 

("Association") by and through its attorneys, Angius & Terry LLP, respectfully seek 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 representative action 

concerning the 194 assignees' interests with regard to 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 are hereby 

incorporated by this reference, as well as any oral arguments that may be heard at the time of 

the hearing of this matter. 
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17 Dated: April 19, 2013 
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1 	 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 1163102(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 will be heard in Department 

 

XXII of the above entitled Court on the 2 1  day of  MAY 
8:3(1 	• or soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. 

 

2013 at 

12 
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ANGIUS & TERRY LLP 

411' . Atir..... 	 
Iv Paul P. erry, r IN 7192 

John J. Stander, .N 9198 
Melissa Bybee, ' r. N 8390 
Angius & Temy, LLP 
1120 Town Center Dr., # 260 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89144 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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14 Dated: April 19,2013 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. 	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 Plaintiff 

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 measure 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 two or more 

members for issues that affect the common interest development are permitted pursuant to 

11T.RS 116.3102(1)(d). Moreover, and notwithstanding the language to the contrary in its 

earlier decision, DJ?. Horton, Inc. v. Eighth Judicial District Court, 215 P.3d 697, 699 (Nev. 

2009) (hereafter "First Light 11"), the Association's representational action under NRS 

116.3102(1)(d) is not precluded by failure to meet MCP 23 7 ' 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 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. 

Beazer Homes Holding Corp. v. Eighth Judicial District (View of Black Mountain 

Homeowners Association, Inc.), 291 P.3d 128, 231 (2012) (hereafter "View of Black 

Mountain). 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 manner. Ibid. 

Here, plaintiff Association does not seek 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 

can have the option to "opt out" of the proceedings, and the claims of that particular 

homeowner will not be asserted. 

This approach is superior in that it complies with the rulings of the Nevada Supreme 

Court in this ease, and its decision in View Of Black Mountain. Also, it obviates the concern 

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. 

H. STATEMENT OF FACTS  

A. Procedural History 

On June 7, 2007, Association filed a Complaint against D.R. Horton alleging 

23 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 
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1 pursuing claims related to the individual units. On November 20, 2008, Association filed a 

2 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 

7 the guidelines set forth in that opinion, whether Association may file suit in a representative 

8 capacity for constructional defects affecting the individual units. 

9 	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 

granting plaintiff's motion in part and denying it in part: Roth 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. Hortorn 2  and a separate ruling denying the petition for writ brought 

by Association. 3  

//1 

/// 

/// 

22 

A copy of the Court's Order regarding Plaintiff's' Motion for Declaratory Relief Re: 
Standing Pursuant To Assignment 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.") 

3 A copy of the Nevada Supreme Court's Order denying the petition of Association, dated 
1/25/2013 is attached hereto as Exhibit 3 (hereafter "Order Denying Petition.") 

Jthus Re `FERRY LIP 	 3 
!O N. Town Centol Dr. 

Suite. 260 
as Vegas. NV 139144 

(702) 990-2017 

3 

4 

5 

6 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



B. General Facts 

2 11 	This matter concerns a planned townhorne development 4 known as High Noon at 
3 

Arlington Ranch (hereafter "Association"). Plaintiff Association is a Nevada non-profit 
4 

5 

6 
 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, 

and a one-coat stucco system. Association was developed, constructed and sold by D.R. 

Horton in or about 2005. 

C. Assignments 
11 

13 

14 11 107 of the 114 buildings. 

D. Inspection And Testing 

Association, through its retained experts, has conducted extensive testing and 

investigation of the buildings. The building envelopes and firewall systems were inspected by 

19 
Association refers to the development as a "townhome development." However, with the 

20  I stacked configuration of the multiple residences within the buildings, one would expect the 
21 I I 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 
22 n all of the maintenance and ownership responsibilities over the common areas of the buildings 
23 that a condominium association would normally have. Where a condominium association 

would have maintenance responsibilities over, for example, the building envelope , 	here D.R. 

26 	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 

27 Exhibit 6. 
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I I RH Adcock & Associates. °  The structural elements were inspected by Mareon Forensics, 

2 Inc. 7  

	

3 	
E Building Envelope  

4 
a. Roofs 

5 

6 
	Association's expert, RH Adcock and Associates has visually and destructively 

7 inspected 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 
10 defective components vary from roof to roof, the same patterns of defective conditions were 
ii 

observed throughout the development. Each of the roofs is defective, and the repair 
12. 

recommendation for each of the roofs is the sam.e. 8  
13 

	

14 
	 b. Decks and Balconies 

	

15 
	

Mr. Adcock and his inspectors visually inspected 52 private balconies, and 

16 destructively tested seven. The defects found at the privacy balconies were uniform—the 

17 same defects were identified at 100% of the decks inspected. 9  Those defects include use of 
18 

inappropriate sheet metal nails, incomplete and inadequate sheet metal flashing laps; lack of 
19 

20 

21 

22 

	

23 
	

The CV of the architectural expert is attached hereto as Exhibit 7. Their report is attached 
hereto as Exhibit 8. 

24 

25 11 7  The CV of the structural engineer is attached hereto as Exhibit 9. Their report and matrix of 
locations is attached here as Exhibit 10. 

26 

27 

	

28 
	See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 63-73. 
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sealant at same; and inadequate sloping of the deck surfaces. 1°  The repair recommendation 

for each balcony is the same. n  

c. 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 excessive cracking; penetrations not sealed; missing backing at horizontal surfaces; 

8 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. 12  

d. Doors 

R.H. Adcock visually inspected 57 sliding glass doors, and invasively tested 11 of 

thern. 13  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 

door frame sealing and a head flashing. Not every door exhibited every defect, but each door 

inspected was defectively installed with regard to one or more of the defective conditions 

observed. 14  The repair recommendation is the same for each of the defective doors. 15  

22 
Ibid_ 

23 
11  Ibid. 

24 

25 
12  See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 74-85. 

26 13  Sliding glass doors only exist in unit types 102 and 103. French Doors exist in unit types 
1 01 and at some unit types 102 and 103, 

27 

28 
" See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 86-96. 
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I 
	

e. Windows 

	

2 	R.H. Adcock visually inspected 719 weather exposed windows at 91 units, and 

3 invasively tested 25 windows. Every window inspected was found defective. The main 
4 

defects identified include: Leaking window during spray tests, EPS not sealed at frame, 
5 
6 missing or incomplete sealant behind nail fin, flashing improperly installed, shear panels at 

7 windows short of window fin„ improper penetrations through nail fin, and alarm contacts 

8 drilled at sill of windows. 6.  Although every window did not exhibit every defect identified, 

9 every window observed was defective in one or multiple ways. The repair recommendation is 

10 the same for each window.' 7  
11 

2. Fire Resistive Construction 
12 

	

13 
	Defects were found in both the unit to unit fire separation walls, and the garage to unit 

14 fire separation walls. Adcock destructively tested 13 fire walls. Defects in the firewalls were 

1.5 identified at 100% of the locations inspected.' s  

	

16 	 3. Structural 

	

17 	Structural engineer Felix Martin of Marcon Forensics, inspected the structural systems 

18 of the building, and discovered serious structural deficiencies at each of the locations 
19 
20 inspected. For example, they identified insufficient nailing at the shear wall, insufficient 

21 width of shear wall, nailing at foundation hold down strap missing, floor to floor hold down 

22 

23 

24 
" Ibid. 

25 
See Adcock Report, Exhibit 8, pp. 134-160. 

26 
" 

27 

28 
1 ' See Adcock Report, Exhibit S. pp. 107-121. 
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8 

9 

10 

A. As Confirmed By Recent Rulings Of The Nevada Supreme Court, 
Association Does Have Standing Pursuant to NRS 1163102(1)(d) to Bring A 
Representative Action 

1. Notwithstanding the Outcome of a NRCP Rule 23 Analysis, Association 
Does Have Standing To Assert Claims On Behalf of its Members 

0080 

IGTUS& TEfittY 
	

8 
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&Lige 260 
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1 strap and sill nailing misses rim joist at exterior walls. 19  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. 

III. ARGUMENT  

After much confusion in the District Courts arising from the First Light II dedsion, 

12 the Nevada Supreme Court clarified its ruling in Beazer Homes, Inc. v. District 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-

interest 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 Riad( Mountain, supra, 29113.3d 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 association is acting 
on behalf of two or more units' owners, it can represent its members in 

See Maroon Forensics Report and Matrix, attached as Exhibit 10. 
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actions concerning the community. This statute affords the conunon-interest 
community association not only the right to come into court, but also the 
right to obtain relief solely on behalf of its members. [Citations.] Failure 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 its members under 
AIRS 116.3102(1)W [Citations]. 

View of Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at 134 (emphasis added.) 

2. Clarified Role of NRCP Rule 23 Analysis In Determin 
Representational Standing 

8 
In View of Black Mountain, the Nevada Supreme Court clarifies its holding in First 

9 
Light IL requiring that a NRCP Rule 23 analysis be performed in connection with NRS 

1 16 .3102(1)(d) standing analysis. The Supreme Court clarifies that, notwithstanding 

12 language to the contrary in First Light II, representative standing under NRS 116.3102(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 determine 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 
representative 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 goes on to 

clarify further the roll of the NRCP Rule 23 analysis in this context: 
27 

28 
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5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

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 manner. 

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 23 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 1163102(1)(d) to Pursue Those 
Claims 

13 

14 

15 

16 

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, 

18 stucco system, and exterior openings (windows and doors). The building envelope is a 

19 monolithic structure, and can only be repaired as a 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 envelope 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 vary 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 

28 
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I of the entire building. Similarly, where there is a defect in the structural integrity of the 

buildings, that defect necessarily affects every owner in that building and affects the common 

3 interest community_ 
4 

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 View of Black Mountain. The Supreme Court confirmed in its 

Order Granting Petition in this matter, that: 

"[F]ailure of a common-intezrest community association to strictly satisfy the 
NRCP 23 factors does not automatically result in a failure of the 
representative action," 

In this orderw, 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(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. 21  

The Nevada Supreme Court granted the writ petition of D.R. Horton, because it found that the 
23 
24 District Court impermissibly did not conduct an NRCP Rule 23 analysis regarding the 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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building envelope issues,22  This also is consistent with its ruling in View of Black Mountain. 

2 In that case, and as set forth above, the Nevada Supreme Court clarified that an NRCP Rule 

3 23 analysis must be performed, not to determine if the association has representational 
4 

standing, but to determine what is the most appropriate means to proceed with; 
5 
6 representational action, class action, joinder, consolidation, or some other method. View of 

7 Black Mountain, supra, 291 P.3d at 135, 136. 

8 
B. Rather Than as a Class, the Best Alternative Means To Proceed is 1)With 

9 
	

Regard to the Building Envelope 'Issues, as a Representative Action on Behalf 
of All Homeowners; and 2) With Regard to the Firewall and Structural 
Issues, as a Representative Action on Behalf of All Assignees 

11 
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 NR.CP 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 

27 

28 
"Ibid. at p. 5. 
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affecting the other units—the units all share one roof. If any owner of a unit does not want to 

2 be involved, that owner will be given the opportunity to opt out, and the pro rata proportion of 

3 the building envelope claims in that building will not be pursued. 
4 

2. A Representative Action of All Assignees Is the Superior Means to 
5 
	

Proceed With Regard to the Fire Resistive and Structural Claims 

With regard to claims in the interior components 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 to the Association, 

By virtue of the assignments, as well as NRS 1163102(1)(d), Association has standing 

12 to pursue the firewall and stnictural claims arising in all of the buildings in which even one 

assignee owns a unit. 23  This is so because defects arising from and relating to those buildings 

will necessarily impact the rights of the assigning homeowners. 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. 

18 	It is an elemental principal of law that a problem caused on one person's property 

19 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 causes 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 proximate 

causation. See e.g., Bower v. Harrah's Laughlin, 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. Sunset Station, Inc, 252 P.3d 206, 208 (2011). NRCP 

27 
28 " The 194 assignees own units in 107 of the 114 buildings. 
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17(a) provides that "[e]very action shall be prosecuted in the name of the real party in 

2 interest." A real party in interest is  one who possesses the right to enforce the claim and has 

3 a significant interest in the litigation." Szilagyi v. Testa, 99 Nev. 834, 838, 673 P.2d 495, 498 
4 

(1983). A homeowner of a unit in a building that contains defects in the firewall or structural 
5 
6 components of that building is damaged by the defect. That owner therefore is the real party 

7 in interest, and has standing to assert a claim regarding that defective condition. That owner 

8 can then, as was done here, assign those claims. 

9 
	

Negligent construction within the portion of a common component owned by one 

10 homeowner (whether it is in the building envelope, firewalls, or structural elements) will both 
11 

foresecably and necessarily adversely affect the rights of each homeowner in that building. 
12 
13 Each of the homeowners in that building is damaged, and each homeowner in the building is 

14 the real party in interest to make a claim for that defect. Each homeowner therefore has 

15 standing to redress constructional defects throughout his or her building which affect the 

16 entire building. Thus where a homeowner assigned his or her claims to Association, 

17 Association is the real party in interest, and has standing to assert claims for such defects 
18 

throughout the entire building. 
19 

	

20 
	If any owner of a unit contained in a building with an assignment does not want to be 

21 involved, that owner will be given the opportunity to opt out, and the pro rata proportion of 

22 the firewall and structural claims in that building will not be pursued by the Association. 

	

23 
	

3. Rule 23 Analysis For the Sole Purpose of Determining the Preferred 
Altenthfive Means to Proceed 

24 

	

25 
	The Nevada Supreme Court has directed this Court to perform a thorough NRCP Rule 

21 analysis regarding the "building envelope c1ahns_ 24  This is consistent with the Supreme 
26 

27 

	

28 
	See Order Granting Petition, Exhibit 2, at p. 5. 
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Court's directive in View of Black Mountain, that a NRCP Rule 23 analysis must be 

performed to aid the court in determining the best alternative method of proceeding with 

regard to the NRS 116.3102(1)(d) representational claims. View qf Black Mountain, supra, 

291 P.3d at 135. 

Pursuant 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 
interests 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 
members 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 
or impede their ability to protect their interests; or 

(2) the party opposing the class has acted or reffised to act on grounds 
generally applicable to the class, thereby making appropriate final 

15 
0087 



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 
interest 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 particular forum; (D) 
the difficulties likely to be encountered in the management of a class 
action. 

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: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
Thus, for example, 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," Shuette, 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 preclusion issues should be addressed. 

View of Black iliountain, supra, at 135. 

The putative "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 

judicially economical, especially when dealing with similar breach of warranty and 

negligence claims. 

While an individual homeowner 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 assignors and proceed 

with the assigned claims is the preferable method. 

b. 	The Instant Action Involves Common Questions of Law and Fact. 

The Supreme Court also gave guidance regarding application of this criterion in the View 
of Black Mountain decision. The Court stated: 

The commonality requirement, which examines the factual and legal 
similarities between claims and defenses, Shuette, 121 Nev. at 846, 
124 P.3d at 537, and the NRCP 23(b)(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 certification from those requiring individualized proof." 125 
Nev. at 459, 215 P.3d at 704. By evaluating the commonality and 
predominance requirements, the court can best organize the 
proceedings for the particular circumstances of the case. 

28 
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View of Black Mountain, 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 

5 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 constnietional 

9 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 

11 D.R. Horton breached any express and implied wananties in light of defects in the 

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 

15 
Here also, the View of Black Mountain Court provides guidance: 

16 
Reviewing any concerns with typicality and adequacy, which seek to 
ensure that the class members are fairly and adequately represented by 
the plaintiffs, will affect issues regarding notice to the association 
members and influence how claim preclusion issues should be 
addressed. [Citation.] As the California court noted, a common 
interest community association "is typically the embodiment of a 
community of interest." Id. Although the typicality of the claims 
pertaining to at least two of the units will generally meet the adequacy 
requirement, issues regarding the overall adequacy of representation 
must be determined by the district court. [Citation.] 

View of Black Mountain, supra, at 136. 

In this matter. Association is the assignee of over one half of the unit owners at the 

development. Therefore, its claims are literally the same as the homeowners. Also, with 

regard to the units and buildings for which the Association does not have an assignment, the 

claims of its assignors (which the Association is exercising) are similar to and very typical of 

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 Robiekux v. Celani, 987 F,2d 931, 936 (2d. Cir. 1993)). 

This does not require all class member claims to be identical. Id. at 849. Thus, "certification 

will not be prevented by mere factual variations among class members' underlying individual 

claims." 

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 each 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 

DR. 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 relief for their construction defects. Therefore, the claims and defenses 

of the Association are typical of the entire High Noon at Arlington Ranch membership. 

d. 	The Association Will Fairly and Adequately Protect the Interests of 
the Membership 

The Association will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the membership. To 

23 satisfy this prong, generally the class representatives (here the Association) and members 

24 must "possess the same interest and suffer the same injury" as the other class members in 

25 order to avoid any potential conflicts of interest. Shuette, supra, 121 Nev. at 849. 

	

26 	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 

28 
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Association, its assignors and the other homeowners all possess the same interest in proving 

the defects and otherwise seeking 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 into 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 class. The firm has handled 

numerous class action lawsuits dealing with construction defects. A-V rated attorney Paul P. 

Terry, Jr. has several years of litigation experience in handling complex matters relating to 

construction defects. As such, the membership will be adequately represented by Angius & 

Terry LLP. 
e. 	Common Questions of Law and Fact Predominate Over Individual 

Questions and a Class Action is the Superior Method of 
Adjudication 

In addition to satisfying the nurnerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy of 

representation elements of NRCP 23(a), Plaintiff 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, those prongs are met. 

1. 	Common Questions Predominate Over Individual Questions 

The predominance prong "tests whether proposed classes are sufficiently cohesive to 

warrant adjudication by representation." Amchem 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 

F.R.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." Id. 

(quoting Waste Mgrnt. Holdings, Inc. v. Mo -wbray, 208 F.3d 288, 296 (1st 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. Of 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 Lighi IL As the Court stated: 

And if necessary. NRCP 23(0(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. 

19 

	

20 
	 a. A Representative Action is the Superior Method of Adjudication 

	

21 
	Plaintiffs also satisfy the superiority element of NRCP 230;9(3). The purpose of a 

22 class action is to prevent the same issues from "being litigated over and ()wit} thus 

23 avoid[ing] duplicative proceedings and inconsistent results." Shuette, supra, 121 Nev. at 852 

24 (citing Ingram v. The Coca-Cola Co., 200 F.R.D. 685, 701 (N.D.Ga. 2001)). "It also helps 

25 class members obtain relief when they might be unable or unwilling to individually litigate an 

26 action for financial reasons or for fear of repercussion." Id. In general, "class action is only 

27 superior when management difficulties and any negative impacts on all parties' interests 'are 

28 outweighed by the benefits of class wide resolution of common of common issues." Id. 
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(quoting Peltier Enterprises, Inc. v. Hilton, 51 S.W.3d 616, 624 (Tex.App.2000)). Her; 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 F.R.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. Blumenthal, supra, 139 Ohio App.3d 283, 743 N.E.2d 923. 

The trial court initially certified a class that included thousands of Ohio 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. id. However, the Ohio appellate court deemed 

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 throughout 
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 t -lins, 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 all 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. 

d. at 296-97 
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Thus, the court emphasized the high class volume and the high litigation costs as major 

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 F.R.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, to be prohibitive." 

Id. at 29. 

Like Blumenthal and Payne, and perhaps even more so, the putative class in the instant 

case is far too 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 

minimize these expenses to the class since investigations will be limited to a representativ e 

sample of homes and the associated costs will be shared by all class members. Any attorneys' 

28 
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fees and associated costs would also be shared by the class as opposed to 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 claims from 194 of the homeowners 

in High Noon.25  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 
tovvnhome project and/or HOMEOWNER'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 DR. 
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 equitable 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. 

1:3y 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 to 

pursue. In re Silver State Helicopters, LW, 403 RR. 849, 864 -865 (Blcrtey.D.Nev.,2009). 

"The assignability of rights generally depends on local law. See, e.g. 
Donning v. Mintz, 367 F.2d 304, 308 (9th Cir.1966), Like any other 
valid agreements, assignments are enforceable under Nevada law. See, 

See Assignments, attached as Exhibit 4. 
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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. B„AP 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 

Petition, 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 

12 at the end of the order: 2()  

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(1)(d) did not eliminate High Noon's duty to 
fulfill the requirements ofNRCP 23 as set forth [First Light III. 

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 concern as to whether 

notice to affected "class members" is made, or whether they have an opportunity to opt in OT opt 

out, Here, the 194 assignors have already "opted in"—they have consented through the 

23 assignment to the Association proceeding with their claims. If any of the other owners do not 

24 wish to be involved they will be given an opportunity to opt out. 
25 

26 

27 

28 
26  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) representative 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. 
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