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CLERK OF THE COURT 

10 EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

18 

19 

SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC, a Nevada 
limited liability company, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FIRST HORIZON HOME LOANS, A 
DIVISION OF FIRST TENNESSEE BANK, 
N.A., a national association; ANA TORRES, an 
individual; DOES I through X; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS I through X, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.: 
Dept. No. 

A-13-679329-C 
XXVI 

FIRST HORIZON HOME LOAN'S 
OPPOSITION TO SFR INVESTMENT 
POOL 1, LLC'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

20 First Horizon l-Iome Loans (First Horizon) opposes SFR Investment Pool 1, LLC (SFR) for 

21 summary judgment. 

22 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

23 L 

24 INTRODUCTION 

25 First Horizon is entitled to notice and an opportunity to be heard. The HOA trustee, Alessi & 

26 I(oenig, LLC, admitted as much. It did not happen here. SFR's theory in this case, of foreclosure 

27 without notice, based on the fig leaf of deed recitals, violates Shadow Wood Homeowners Assoc., et 

28 al. v. New York Com,n. Bancorp., 132 Nev. Adv. Opn. 5, 11 (2016). Here, the auction price was a 
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fraction of the fair n1arket value. Plus, the HOA foreclosed without notice, in violation of its own 

CC&Rs, against First Horizon. This Court should deny SFR1s motion for summary judgment. 

II. 

PLAINTIFF'S ALLEGATIONS 

First Horizon owned the property at via a foreclosure sale on February 26, 2013. (Ex. A at 

~23). SFR alleges it purchased the property at a homeowner's association foreclosure sale that 

occurred on March 6, 2013. (Id. at ~6). SFR asserts that it paid a sufficient amount to pay the super 

priority portion of the homeowner's association lien and costs. (Id. at ~16). 

SFR does not allege that First Horizon, as 01-vner, received a notice of delinquent assessment, 

a notice of default and election to sell, a notice of trustee's sale prior to First Horizon acquiring title. 

SFR does not allege that First Horizon, as owner, was in default on any assessments. SFR does not 

that First Horizon was delinquent in any assessments demanded of First Horizon by the HOA. SFR 

does not allege that the HOA requested that First Horizon pay a super priority amount. SFR does 

not allege that the HOA complied with its CC&Rs mandatory notice provision to First Horizon. 

III. 

GENUINE ISSUES OF MATERIAL FACT 

A. SFR's Wilful Blindness to Facts Putting SFR on Notice to First Horizon's Foreclosure. 

First, SFR1s manager's declaration confirms that SFR wilfully blinded itself to the flaws in 

the HOA foreclosure sale. This is perfectly encapsulated by Chris Hardin's statement at paragraph 

15: 11 SFR has no reason to doubt the recitals in the Trsutee1s [sic] Deed Upon Sale. If there were 

any issues with delinquency or noticing, none of these were communicated to SFR before the sale. 11 

(SFR's Motion at Exhibit 2, ~15). This declaration is written passively to show that SFR undertook 

no affirmative steps to inquire with the HOA's trustee, the HOA, or First Horizon - whose 

foreclosure sale date was public record prior to SFR participating in the HOA auction. 

Second, SFR's manager confirms that he only selectively reviewed the public records prior to 

the HOA foreclosure. He wrote at paragraph 9 of his declaration: "Based on my research, no 

release of the super-priority lien was recorded against the Property prior to SFR purchasing the 

Property. Prior to the Association sale, no Trustee's Deed Upon Sale was recorded by the Bank:. 11 

(37887138; 1} 2 
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1 (Id. at if9). This portion of SFR's declaration demonstrates that SFR did review the public records, 

2 albeit selectively. 

3 Had Mr. Hardin reviewed First l-Iorizon's notice of sale, the CC&Rs, or attended First 

4 Horizon's foreclosure sale, then he would have discovered the obvious flaws in the HOA's 

5 foreclosure sale. 

6 B. Public Record Put SFR on Inquiry Notice of Flaws in the HOA Sale. 

7 

8 

1. First Horizon's Notice of Sale. 

Ana Torres defaulted on her home loan. A notice of default and election to sell was recorded 

9 on October 30, 2012. (Ex. B, NOD). A certificate of compliance with Nevada's Foreclosure 

10 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Mediation Program was recorded on February 1, 2013. (Ex. C, Cert.). A notice of sale was 

recorded on February 7, 2013. (Ex. D, NOS). The notice of sale stated that the date for the public 

auction of the prope1iy was February 26, 2013. (Id.) These foreclosure notices put the public, 

including SFR, that a bank: foreclosure was imminent and that parallel HOA foreclosure would be 

affected as there was going to be a new unit owner of the Property. 

2. Unit Owner's Rights to Written Notice. 

Section 7. 7 of the CC&Rs is called "Rules Regarding Billing and Collection Procedures." 

(Ex. E, CC&Rs at pg. 31 ). This section, in relevant party, provides as follows: 

The failure of the Association to send a bill to a Member shall not 
relieve any Member of his liability for any Assessment or charge 
under this Declaration, but the Assessment Lien therefor shall not be 
foreclosed as set forth Section 7 .10 below until the Member has been 
given not less than thirty (30) days written notice prior to such 
foreclosure that that the Assessment or any installation thereof is or 
will be due and of the amount owing. 

(Id.). There are no exceptions to the HO A's rule of 30 days' notice. 

3. Alessi Would Have Postponed the Sale if it Read First Horizon's Notice of Sale. 

24 David Alessi, testified as Alessi's person most knowledgeable. (Ex. F, Transcript of David 

25 Alessi's Deposition). He testified as to Alessi's procedures where a lender forecloses and becomes 

26 owner prior to a homeowner's association foreclosure: 

27 

28 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Okay. If Alessi had known that the lender had foreclosed days 
before the HOA foreclosure sale, would it have moved forward 
with the sale? 

Ms. Ebron: Calls for speculation, incomplete hypothetical. 

Mr. Loizzi: Join. Go Ahead. 

I would answer the question that in general we would not. 

And why not. 

Because there would have been a new - well, would have been 
a trustee's deed recorded by the bank and we would have 
known of the foreclosure and probably would have sought 
pay1nent by the bank of the amounts due. We probably would 
have restarted the collection process if there had been a 
trustee's deed recorded into the bank's name. That is my 
recollection of our policy at that time. 

!;:; 11 (Id. at 49:9-25 and 50: 1 ). 1 

00 
0 0 
~!~ 12 IV. 

" ,-,:; °' N ~ ;::::sooo 
...:I UJ ~ t;, 
...:i ~"Q .. 13 LEGAL STANDARDS z ·i::-«: ~ < Q>r:,.. 

~ ~ ~Ld. 14 Under Rule 56, a motion for summary judgment should be granted 11when the pleadings and 
"' CZ) 0 u~:7': 

~ ~ ~ ~ 15 other evidence on file demonstrate that no 'genuine issue as to any material fact [remains] and that 
< ~ CZ)~ 

o,«:2; 
;.....i'?- 16 the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law."' Wood v. Safeway, (2005) 121 Nev. 

µ:j 
f-< 17 724, 729; 121 P.3d 1026, 1029, NRCP 56(c). Materiality is dependent on the underlying substantive 

18 law, and includes only those factual disputes that could change the ultimate outcome of a case. Id. 

19 v. 

20 LEGAL DISCUSSION 

21 A. SFR's Claims for Quiet Title/ Declaratory Relief All Fail under Nevada State Law. 

22 1. Flaws in the HOA Foreclosure Sale. 

23 First, the HOA's foreclosure violated its own governing documents - the CC&Rs. CC&Rs 

24 run with the land and provide a burden and a benefit of rights to the property owner. Boulder Oaks 

25 C,nty. Ass'n v. B & J Andre1,vs, 169 P.3d 1155, 1160-1161 (Nev. 2007). Here, First Horizon was the 

26 

27 

28 
1 The question that pron1pted J'vfr. Alessi to describe Alessi's collection policies where a new owner attains 
title was not objected to during the deposition. 
{37887138;1} 4 
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1 property. It was entitled to the benefit of the CC&Rs. The HOA denied First Horizon of the benefit 

2 of the CC&Rs' notice provision at Section 7.7. 

3 Pursuant to Section 7.7 of the CC&Rs, First Horizon, as a unit owner, was entitled to written 

4 notice of default and written notice of the amount supposedly due. (Ex. E, supra, at pg. 31). The 

5 HOA made these notice provisions mandatory by stating that the "Assessment Lien therefor shall not 

6 be foreclosed," if these notice provisions are not complied with by the HOA. (Id.) SFR in its 

7 motion completely ignores this important notice provision. 

8 Second, the HOA's trustee admitted in deposition that he would have restarted the collection 

9 process had he had lu1own of First Horizon's foreclosure. The HOA trustee, Alessi, ignored the 

10 publicly recorded notice of sale that demonstrated that there would be a new owner entitled to have 

i;; 11 the collection process restarted. Importantly, there is no requirement that a lender who purchases 
00 

0 ' <'1 0 

'2!~ 12 property at a foreclosure sale immediately record the trustee's deed. To the contrary, Nevada law 
,.., . .t:: o,. N 
.-,.; ;:I 00 0 
~ [/)~(::, 
- ~"~~ 13 grants the purchaser or trustee 30 days to record the trustee's deed. See NRS §107.080(9)(a)-(b). 

~ 
8>~ 
j ~t::i 14 A trustee such as Alessi cannot simply ignore First Horizon's rights as an owner. Nevada law 
.., [/) 0 
u ~ ::;=: 

~ ,::O.,j. 
~ ~::; ~ 15 affirmatively imposes a duty of good faith onto Alessi's foreclosure activity on behalf of the HOA. 

E--< [/) ,....,_ 
o~8 ;::...l~ 16 See NRS §116.1113. Nevada's legislature took the concept of "good faith" directly from Nevada's 

~ 
E--< 17 then version of the Uniform Commercial Code at NRS §104.1203. (Ex. G, Legislative History of 

18 AB 221 at pg. 91). The duty of good faith required Alessi to act according to the reasonable 

19 expectations of First Horizon. Hilton Hotels Corp. v. Butch Lewis Productions, Inc., 107 Nev. 226, 

20 234, 808 P.2d 919, 9?3 (Nev., 1991).2 In addressing a similar concept involving the duty of a trustee 

21 in the bank foreclosure context, Washington's Supreme Court wrote as follows: 

22 The trustee of a deed of trust is not required to obtain the best possible 
price for the trust property. (Citation Omitted). Nonetheless, the 

23 trustee 1nust "take reasonable and appropriate steps to avoid sacrifice 
of the debtor's property and his interest." (Citation Omitted). 

24 

25 Cox v. Helenius, 693 P.2d 683, 687 (Wash. 1985). Alessi was no notice that First Horizon's 

26 foreclosure was imminent and would occur prior to the HOA's foreclosure. Alessi was obligated 

27 

28 
2 The meaning of good faith, whether under the UCC or the co1nmon law, is the same. K Mart Corp. v. 
Ponsock, 103 Nev. 39, 48-49, 732 P.2d 1364, 1370 n.8 (1987). 
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1 under the CC&Rs to give First Horizon 30 days' notice of the amount due and owing after First 

2 Horizon became owner. Alessi, contrary to its duty of good faith and contrary to the CC&Rs, 

3 charged ahead with the HOA's foreclosure and sacrificed First Horizon's rights to notice and 

4 opportunity to pay the HOA. 
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2. Alessi's Conduct is in Addition to the Grossly Inadequate Price. 

The Shadow Wood court adopted the analysis of Restatement (Third) of Property: 

Mortgages §8.3 (1997). Shado111 Wood Homeowners Assoc., 132 Nev. Adv. Opn. at 15. Section 8.3 

provides: 

(a) A foreclosure sale price obtained pursuant to a foreclosure 
proceeding that is otherwise regularly conducted in compliance with 
applicable law does not render the foreclosure defective unless the 
price is grossly inadequate. 
(b) Subsection (a) applies to both power of sale and judicial 
foreclosure proceedings. 

(Emphasis added). 

The Restatement authors went on to define what it means by "grossly inadequate:" 
"Gross inadequacy" cannot be precisely defined in terms of a specific 
percentage of fair market value. Generally, however, a court is 
warranted in invalidating a sale where the price is less than 20 percent 
of fair 1narket value and, absent other foreclosure defects, is usually 
not wa1Tanted in invalidating a sale that yields in excess of that 
amount. See Illustrations 1-5. While the trial court's judgment in 
matters of price adequacy is entitled to considerable deference, in 
extreme cases a price may be so low (typically well under 20°/o of 
fair n1arket value) that it would be an abuse of discretion for the 
court to refuse to invalidate it. 

Id. at cmt. b. (Emphasis added). 

Finally, the Restatement authors expressly embraced Nationstar's formula and method of 

proving gross inadequacy: 

{37887138;1} 

This section articulates the traditional and widely held view that a 
foreclosure proceeding that otherwise complies with state law may not 
be invalidated because of the sale price unless that price is grossly 
inadequate. The standard by which "gross inadequacy" is 
measured is the fair market value of the real estate. For this 
purpose the latter means, not the fair "forced sale" value of the real 
estate, but the price which would result from negotiation and mutual 
agreement, after ample time to find a purchaser, between a vendor who 
is willing, but not compelled to sell, and a purchaser who is willing to 
buy, but not compelled to take a particular piece of real estate. 

6 
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Id. (Emphasis added). No one would be so daft as to argue a foreclosure sale should bring a fair 

market value. Indeed, the Restatement's authors note that forced sales such as foreclosures typically 

sell for less than fair market value in their introductory discussion in Section 8.3. See Restatement 

(Third) of Property: Mortgages §8.3 cmt.a (1997). The point of the Restatement approach adopted 

by the Shad0Vi1 Wood court is to compare the fair market value of the property versus what it actually 

sold for at the foreclosure sale. Id. at cmt. b, Illustration 2. If the forced sale price is less than 20% 

of the fair market value, then the court should set aside the foreclosure sale as ''grossly inadequate." 

Id.; see also Shad0Vi1 Wood Homeowners Assoc., 132 Nev. Adv. Opn. at 15. 

The Court should note that the Restatement author's formula for arriving at "fair market 

value" is identical to Nevada law under NRS §375.010(2), the statute that the Clark County Assessor 

used to formulate the property's assessed value that appears on the trustee's deeds' declaration of 

value page. 

In Shadow Wood, the amount paid was 23 percent amount, which was, to quote the Court, 

"not obviously inadequate." However, in the instant matter, the sales price SFR was able to obtain 

the Property for was less than 10% of appraised value. SFR paid $7,000. The appraised value was 

$94,000. In addition, there was a procedural flaws in the foreclosure sale. First, the HOA did not 

serve First Horizon with the notice required by Sec. 7.7 of the CC&Rs. Second, every HOA notice 

prior to First Horizon's foreclosure sale instantly became meaningless or stale once First Horizon 

foreclosed on February 26, 2013. First Horizon's foreclosure extinguished the sub-priority portion of 

the HO A's lien. Third, Alessi testified that it was its policy to restart the collection process where it 

knows that a bank has foreclosed. First Horizon's foreclosure at a public foreclosure sale was public 

information in the notice of sale. Alessi simply did not read the notice of sale. The Court is 

warranted therefore under Shadow Wood to set aside the foreclosure sale on summary judgment. 

3. SFR is Not a BFP. 

25 SFR has it wrong. It is SFR 's burden to prove that it is a bona fide purchaser for value. 

26 Berge v. Fredericks, 95 Nev. 183, 188, 591 P.2d 246, 248 (1979) ("In order to be entitled to the 

27 status of a bona fide purchaser without notice under NRS 111.325, respondent Valdez was required 

28 to show that legal title had been transferred to her before she had notice of the prior conveyance to 
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1 appellant.") Under Nevada law, for a buyer to qualify as a bona fide purchaser, that buyer cannot 

2 have notice, actual or constructive, of another party's unrecorded interest in the property. 

3 Huntington v. Mila, Inc., 119 Nev. 355, 356, 75 P.3d 354, 357 (2003). A duty of inquiry arises 

4 where circumstances put a reasonable person on notice of another's rights in the property. Id. 

5 SFR mistakenly claims that the public records only showed (1) a deed of trust recorded, and 

6 (2) CC&Rs under which Torres was delinquent on assessments. (SFR's Motion at pgs. 10-11). 

7 However, SFR ignores the meaning of the duty of inquiry. The duty of inquiry is SFR's to bear. 

8 Allison Steel Mfg. Co. v. Bentonite, Inc., 86 Nev. 494, 498, 471 P.2d 666, 668 (1970). The duty of 

9 inquiry means that SFR cannot be passive. The duty of inquiry charges SFR with all of the facts that 

10 it could have learned through an investigation - even if SFR did not undertake such an investigation. 

~ 11 Id. SFR did not attend First Horizons' publicly recorded foreclosure sale. SFR was on record notice 
00 

0 ' 
"' 0 

:;::!;~ 12 of the First Horizon's foreclosure sale. SFR was on further record notice of First Horizon's rights to 
f"'I .• t::O\N 
~ :;coo 
..;i (/)<Gt:, 
..;i ~·:;l~ 13 30 days' notice as an owner under Section 7.7 of the CC&Rs. SFR chose be passive, but its non-
~ 8~~ 

i j~), 14 investigation cannot save it from what a reasonable investigation would have uncovered; namely, 
0 (/) 0 
u<i::$; 

~ ~~;:!; 15 First Horizon's status as owner and First Horizon's right to 30 days' notice to pay whatever remained 
< ?=: (/) ~ 

O<GN 
~ ....1 ~ 16 ov,ring to the HOA . 

...:i 
~ 

E-< 17 Bourne Valley Court Trust v. Wells Fargo, NA., 80 F.Supp.3d 1131 (D. Nev. 2015) and 

18 Golden v. Tomiyasu, 79 Nev. 503, 518, 387 P.2d 989, 997 (1963) are not on point. First, it was 

19 decided before Nevada's Supreme Court adopted the Restatement approach in Shadow Wood, supra. 

20 Second, SFR purchased the property for less than 10% of the fair market value. Third, SFR had 

21 inquiry notice of the defects in notice of this foreclosure sale. Fourth, SFR's is a professional bidder 

22 who should know better and cannot claim ignorance of facts that may have slipped by an amateur. 

23 Albice v. Premier Mortg. Servs. of Washington, Inc., 239 P.3d 1148, 1157 (Wash. Ct. App. 2010) 

24 (purchasers experience in bidding at foreclosure sales, when coupled with a low sale price, sufficient 

25 to demonstrate that buyer was not a BFP); see also Estate of Yates, 25 Cal.App.4th 511, 513 (Cal. 

26 Ct. App. 1994) (Yates held the gross inadequacy in price was sufficient to put a skilled and 

27 experienced purchaser on notice of the actual procedural defect). 

28 
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4. Deed Recitals, Applicable to Torres, are Irrelevant to this Unique Case. 

SFR relies on minimal recitals in the foreclosure deed as 11 conclusive" the HOA provided 

proper notice and followed all statutory procedures. SFR1s argument is incorrect. First, the plain 

language ofNRS 116.31166 does not support SFR1s sweepingly broad interpretation. Second, SFR1s 

argument eradicates any meaning from NRS 116.3 l 164(3)(a). Third, SFR1s expansive 

interpretation is con1pletely at odds with NRS 116.3 l l 66's legislative history. Fourth, since 

Nevada1s super priority foreclosure scheme is a novel change of the common law, then the deed 

recital statute should be strictly construed to avoid SFR1s expansive interpretation. Fifth, SFR1s 

interpretation is at odds with the Nevada Supreme Court1s interpretation of NRS 116.31166 in 

Shadow Wood Homeowners Association, et al. v. Nev.1 York Comm. Bancorp, 132 Nev. Adv. Opn. 5 

(2016). 

a. NRS 116.31166's Plain Language Does Not Support SFR. 

The language of the statute should be given its plain language unless doing so violates the 

act1s spirit. McKay v. Bd. of Supervisors, 102 Nev. 644, 648, 730 P.2d 438, 441 (1986). SFR1s 

argument that NRS l l 6.31 l 661s deed recital language is pertinent to this dispute between a senior 

position security interest holder and SFR violates the plain language rule. 

First, there is no language in NRS 116.31166 that concerns security interest holders1 rights, 

let alone a security interest owner that has attained title after a foreclosure parallel to the HOA1s 

foreclosure. 

Second, NRS 116.31166, by its terms, could only apply to the former owner, Torres. The 

statue lists the foreclosure events - default, mailing of the notice of delinquent assessment, recording 

of the notice of default and election to sell, the elapsing of 90 days, and the giving of notice of sale -

that only pertain to the former unit owner, Torres. A senior mortgagee, lilce First Horizon prior to 

February 26, 2013, has no obligation to pay assessments prior to taking title. The CC&Rs provide 

that such assessments that became due prior to First Horizon1s foreclosure sale are the personal 

obligation of the forn1er owner, Torres. (Ex. E, supra, at pg. 33).3 

3 Note, Section 7.8.3 is not a mortgage savings clause of the type ruled unenforceable in SFR. See SFR 
Investnients Pool 1, LLC, 130 Nev. Adv. Op. 75 at 23-24. Indeed, Section 7.8.3 recites NRS 116.3116(2). 
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b. Shadow Wood Homeowners Association, Inc., et al. v. New York Comm. 
Bancorp is contrary to SFR's Deed Recital Argument. 

Nevada's Supreme Court recently interpreted NRS 116.31166's deed recital language in the 

Shadow Wood decision. The court in Shadow Wood expressly refused to interpret NRS 116.31166 

as broadly as SFR proposes in its motion: " ... the Legislature, through NRS 116.3 l l 66's enactment, 

did not eliminate the equitable authority of courts to consider quiet title actions when an HOA's 

foreclosure deed contains conclusive recitals." Shadovv vVood Homeowners Association, Inc., et al., 

123 Nev. Adv. Opn. at 14. The court further wrote that deed recitals could not confirm a default 

where in fact no default had occurred. Id. at 11. 

SFR's argument in this case is contrary to Shadow Wood. SFR asks this Cou1t to find First 

Horizon in default based on irrelevant deed recitals where, in fact, no default occurred. This Court, 

like Nevada's Supren1e Court, should decline to "give the default recital such a broad and 

unprecedented reading ... " Id. 

B. SFR's Claims for Quiet Title/ Declaratory Relief All Fail under Federal Law. 

First Horizon incorporates by reference its arguments under federal law made in Section 

VI(B) in its motion for summary judgment. The HOA foreclosure sale must be set aside under the 

Federal Supremacy Clause and the Federal Due Process Clause - as applied to the facts of this case. 

VI. 

CONCLUSION 

SFR is a professional bidder that wants to be treated as an amateur in the foreclosure market. 

SFR did not participate in First Horizon's foreclosure auction and now wants this Court to ignore (1) 

the facts that put SFR on notice of that sale and (2) First Horizon's rights to notice and an 

opportunity to be heard that necessarily arise because of First Horizon's ownership. Worse still, 

Alessi chose to stea1m·oll ahead with the HOA foreclosure process, despite the fact that its policy 

was to restart the collection process with a new owner. Alessi's duty of good faith required it to do 

Thus, the HOA, in contrast to the HOA in SFR, is not waiving its rights to a super priority of assessments. 
Sections 7. 7 and 7 .8.3, when read together, provide a procedure for the HOA to collect the super priority lien 
an1ount after the 1nortgagee's foreclosure through 7.7's notice procedure. 
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1 the opposite. Alessi's duty of good faith obligated Alessi to give due reference to First Horizon's 

2 rights and not to sacrifice First Horizon's right to notice and an opportunity to pay the HOA upon the 

3 alter of Alessi's version of efficiency. At a minimum, there is a genuine issue of material fact 

4 concerning the equities of this foreclosure under Shadow Wood. This Court should deny SFR's 

5 motion for summary judgment. 

6 DATED this 21st day of March, 2016. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 21st day of March, 2016 and pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I 

served through this Court's electronic notification system (11 Wiznet11
) a true and correct copy of the 

FIRST HORIZON HOME LOAN'S OPPOSITION TO SFR INVESTMENT POOL 1, LLC'S 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT foregoing addressed to: 
Howard C. l(im, Esq. 
Diana S. Cline, Esq. 
Jacqueline A. Gilbert, Esq. 
HOWARD KIM & AssOClATES 

1055 Whitney Ranch Drive, Suite 110 
Henderson, Nevada 89014 
diana@hkimlaw.com 
sarah@hkimlaw.com 
to1nas@hkimlaw.con1 
eservice@hkimlaw. coin 

Attorneys.for SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC 

Huong Lam, Esq. 
ALESSI & KOENIG, LLC 
9500 W. Flamingo, Suite 205 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
eserve@alessikoenig.com 

Attorneys for Alessi & Koenig LLC and 
Squire Village at Silver Springs Community Association 

Isl Julia Diaz 
An employee of AKERMAN LLP 
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