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Attorneys for SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC 

 
DISTRICT COURT 

 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual, 
 

Plaintiff, 
vs. 
 
SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC; 
NEVADA ASSOCIATION SERVICES, INC.; 
HORIZON HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS 
ASSOCIATION; KB HOME MORTGAGE 
COMPANY, a foreign corporation, DOE 
Individuals I through X, ROE Corporations and 
Organizations I through X,  
 

Defendants. 

 Case No. A-13-684715-C 
 
Dept. No. XVII 

 

SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC’S 
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER 
MOTION TO STRIKE  

 

Hearing Date: January 17, 2018  

Hearing Time: 8:30 a.m. 

And Related Claims   

SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC (“SFR”) hereby replies in support of its motion to strike 

Exhibit B to Bank’s motion, “Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation’s [“Freddie Mac’s”] 

Declaration in Support of Nationstar Mortgage, LLC”s Renewed Motion for Summary 

Judgment” because neither Freddie Mac nor Dean Meyer were disclosed within the original or 

the extended discovery period. This reply is based on the following memorandum of points and 

authorities, the papers and pleadings on file herein, including SFR’s motion for summary 

judgement and SFR’s opposition to Nationstar’s motion to reopen discovery and oral argument 

heard by the Court at the hearing on this matter. 

… 

Case Number: A-13-684715-C

Electronically Filed
1/12/2018 10:56 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In Nationstar’s opposition to SFR’s counter-motion to strike the late disclosure of Freddie 

Mac as a witness and the declaration of Dean Meyer, it boldly states, that “Nationstar’s 

disclosure was timely as Nevada’s Rules of Civil Procedure do not mandate that supplements to 

initial disclosures be made before the discovery cutoff date.” Nationstar cites to NRCP 16.1 in 

support of this statement, but fails to point to any language that could potentially allow 

disclosures well after the close of discovery, at the summary judgment phase. Similarly, it fails to 

provide any case law to support its position. 

Nationstar should be held to its position that it does not need Freddie Mac to be a party or 

to produce evidence as a witness in this case. It should not be allowed to slip in a new witness 

after the close of discovery, cutting off any opportunity of SFR to depose that witness. 

Nationstar’s opposition to SFR’s counter-motion to strike is essentially a motion to reopen 

discovery that must be denied. Nationstar has failed to show good cause for an extension of 

discovery as required by NRCP 16(b). Nationstar’s counsel’s declaration fails to explain how it 

“inadvertently” failed to name Freddie Mac as a witness in any of its initial or five supplemental 

disclosures signed pursuant to NRCP 11, despite making multiple revisions to the witness section 

of the disclosure. Nationstar does not fully explain why it purportedly did not learn of its failure 

to disclose until November 29, 2017 when SFR references the non-disclosure in its motion for 

summary judgment filed on November 16, 2017. 

In addition to its failure to show good cause, Nationstar’s bad faith is apparent on the face 

of its briefs. If Nationstar truly “inadvertently failed to disclose Freddie Mac as a witness,” it 

would at least offer to attempt to mitigate the prejudice to SFR caused by its late disclosure. But 

it does not. Instead it asks for discovery to “be reopened for the limited purpose of allowing 

Nationstar to disclose a Freddie Mac witness.” It appears Nationstar is using gamesmanship to 

try to deprive SFR of its right to properly challenge the purported evidence by waiting until well 

after the time SFR could have subpoenaed Freddie Mac to even claim Freddie Mac had any 

relevant information to this litigation. 
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As the Nevada Court of Appeals explained, “[d]isregard of the [scheduling] order would 

undermine the court's ability to control its docket, disrupt the agreed-upon course of the 

litigation, and reward the indolent and the cavalier.” Nutton v. Sunset Station, Inc., 131 Nev. 

Adv. Op. 34, 357 P.3d 966, 971 (Nev. App. 2015) (citing Johnson v. Mammoth Recreations, 

Inc., 975 F.2d 604, 610 (9th Cir.1992).) In this case, as outlined below, Nationstar has 

disregarded the deadlines in the scheduling orders over and over again. Nationstar’s failure to 

comply with the requirements of NRCP 16.1 has already caused extensive delay and duplicative 

costs for SFR that would have been unnecessary if Nationstar had properly disclosed documents 

in the first instance. Granting Nationstar’s instant motion would “reward the indolent and 

cavalier.”  Nationstar’s motion should be denied, and SFR’s countermotion to strike the rogue 

declaration of Freddie Mac attached to Nationstar’s motion for summary judgment should be 

granted. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Nationstar first appeared in this litigation in September 2013 by filing a motion to dismiss 

SFR’s claims. The motion was ultimately granted. On November 25, 2014, a stipulation and 

order vacating the order granting Nationstar’s motion to dismiss with prejudice and entering an 

order denying the motion to dismiss was filed. On December 22, 2014, the parties submitted a 

joint case conference report.  On December 31, 2014, a scheduling order was entered that set the 

close of discovery on August 6, 2015 and a dispositive motion on September 8, 2015.   

Although SFR granted an extension of the initial disclosure deadline from November 20, 

2014 to December 30, 2014, Nationstar failed to make its initial disclosures until July 9, 2015.  

The initial disclosures failed to mention Freddie Mac as an entity “likely to have information 

discoverable under Rule 26(b)” as required by NRCP 16.1(a)(1)(A).  The documents attached to 

Nationstar’s initial disclosures were limited to “Recorded documents for APN 179-31-714-046.”   

On July 27, 2015, Nationstar made its first supplemental disclosures adding only 

“Documents produced responsive to subpoena duces tecum served upon by Nevada Association 

Services, Inc.”  Again, Nationstar failed to include Freddie Mac as having any discoverable 

information or any documents evidencing Freddie Mac’s purported interest.   
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Later, after the close of discovery and four days before the dispositive motion deadline, 

on September 4, 2015, Nationstar made its second supplemental disclosure which again did not 

mention Freddie Mac as a potential witness.  Similar to the previous disclosures, Nationstar’s 

second supplemental disclosure failed to provide any documents showing Freddie Mac’s 

purported interest in the Deed of Trust—instead, it disclosed an expert report and “Documents 

produced responsive to Subpoena Duces Tecum served upon Horizon Heights Homeowners 

Association on July 22, 2015.”   

On September 8, 2015, SFR filed its motion for summary judgment.  Nationstar failed to 

file any dispositive motion by the deadline.  Nationstar filed a “counter motion” for summary 

judgment 20 days after the dispositive motion deadline. SFR’s motion was ultimately granted. 

This matter was remanded from the Nevada Supreme Court with very simple 

instructions. This Court was to conclude “whether Freddie owned the loan in question, or 

whether Nationstar had a contract with Freddie Mac or the FHFA to service the loan in 

question.” Nationstar Mortgage, LLC v. SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC, 396 P.3d 754, 758 (Nev. 

2017). As a result of the remand, the Bank had one job: prove that Freddie owned the loan and 

that the Bank had a right to service this loan on behalf of Freddie.   

Although it was SFR’s position that discovery should not be reopened, at a July 19, 2017 

status check, Nationstar requested and received 90 days of additional discovery to produce the 

evidence it failed to produce in nearly four previous years of litigation. See July 19, 2017 Status 

Hearing Transcript, attached as Exhibit A.  

In its argument to obtain additional time for discovery, Nationstar’s counsel explained 

that it needed to make additional disclosures and acknowledged that once Nationstar made those 

disclosures, SFR should have the opportunity to do “anything and everything they need—they 

believe is necessary to evaluate that evidence” including take depositions. Id. at 4:5-17. SFR’s 

counsel confirmed that SFR would need to take depositions of “whoever they’re going to 

disclose.” Id. at 4:21.  

Importantly, at the same hearing, counsel for Nationstar also expressed its position that 

the evidence previously produced, “in the form of testimony from Nationstar saying it was the 
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servicer and it—and that Freddie owns the loan” was enough to prove the servicing relationship 

and Freddie’s ownership. Id. at 3:21-4:4.  

After the status check, on July 28, 2017, Nationstar made its third supplemental 

disclosures adding that Nationstar’s witness would testify as to Freddie Mac’s ownership and 

disclosing several hundred pages of documents not previously disclosed. Freddie Mac was not 

named as a witness. On September 19, 2017, Nationstar made its fourth supplemental 

disclosures, adding three additional witnesses, but not Freddie Mac.  The fourth supplemental 

disclosure also added several documents. On the last day of discovery, October 17, 2017, 

Nationstar made its fifth supplemental disclosure, listing, but not producing a “Payoff statement” 

and updating its computation of damages.  

Although SFR had previously gone through the expense of deposing Nationstar, during 

the extended post-remand discovery period, SFR had to depose Nationstar a second time due to 

the hundreds of pages of documents disclosed post-remand. SFR’s position has always been that 

Freddie Mac does not actually have an interest in the loan underlying the Deed of Trust or any 

relevant information to this case. The reason SFR did not notice the deposition of Freddie Mac 

during the discovery period was because Nationstar had not disclosed Freddie Mac as a witness. 

Additionally, Nationstar changed the description of the testimony that it would provide to 

include “Freddie Mac’s ownership.” It appeared that the Bank would rely on its own witness to 

attempt to prove both Freddie Mac’s purported ownership and its servicing/agency relationship 

with Freddie Mac/FHFA. It was this change in the description of Nationstar’s testimony, 

combined with Nationstar’s consistent position that Freddie Mac was not necessary to the 

litigation in this case and several other cases that led SFR to believe Nationstar’s strategy was to 

attempt to prove Freddie Mac’s ownership and the servicing relationship through testimony from 

Nationstar alone. Nationstar attempts to shift the blame onto SFR, claiming that SFR is somehow 

responsible and not prejudiced by Nationstar’s failure to disclose because SFR purportedly knew 

the non-disclosure was “inadvertent.”  It most certainly did not. If Nationstar truly believed it 

had disclosed Freddie Mac as a witness, it would have given available dates for Freddie Mac’s 

deposition after counsel’s first email.  It did not.  
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The undersigned counsel was surprised by the testimony of Nationstar during the second 

deposition and the witnesses position that he could not testify about any of the documents it 

disclosed that purportedly show an interest by Freddie Mac.  By then, there was no longer time 

in discovery to subpoena Freddie Mac. Nationstar makes a big deal about SFR not following up 

again   

On November 15, 2017 and November 16, 2017, Nationstar and SFR filed their motions 

for summary judgment. SFR’s motion included a reference to Nationstar’s inability to 

authenticate certain documents because Nationstar’s witness had testified that he could not do so 

and Freddie Mac had not been disclosed as a witness. Nationstar’s motion included a declaration 

from Dean Meyer, employee of Freddie Mac. 

On November 29, 2017 at 6:33 pm, Nationstar served its sixth supplemental disclosure 

which named Freddie Mac as a witness.  In a meet and confer, even though SFR explained that it 

would be prejudiced by the inability to depose Freddie Mac due to the late disclosure, Nationstar 

insisted the late disclosure was “harmless.” During the meet and confer, counsel for SFR 

confirmed Nationstar’s position that it would not allow a deposition of Freddie Mac, despite the 

late disclosure. 

III. LEGAL ARGUMENT 

The Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure “shall be construed and administered to secure the 

just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action.” NRCP 1 (emphasis added).  

Allowing Nationstar to keep its rogue exhibits by effectively reopening discovery at this late date 

to make a disclosure it had every opportunity to make—and was required to make—during two 

separate discovery periods is not just.  Further it would encourage Nationstar to continue to cause 

delay and added expense in similar cases.  

In its opposition to SFR’s counter-motion to strike, Nationstar fails to address the fact 

that NRCP 16.1(a)(1)(A) required the Bank to provide the “name and, if known, the address and 

telephone number of each individual likely to have information discoverable under Rule 26(b), 

including for impeachment or rebuttal, identifying the subjects of the information” within 14 

days after the Rule 16.1(b) conference, which in this case was held on November 6, 2014. 
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Similarly, Nationstar failed to address SFR’s argument that puursuant to NRCP 

16.1(e)(3), the Court “shall impose upon the party or a party’s attorney, or both, appropriate 

sanctions in regard to the failure(s) as are just, including the following: (A) Any of the sanctions 

available pursuant to Rule 37(b)(2) and Rule 37(f); (B) An order prohibiting the use of any 

witness, document or tangible thing which should have been disclosed, produced, exhibited 

or exchanged pursuant to Rule 16.1(a).” (emphasis added). 

In its motion to re-open discovery, Nationstar quotes EDCR 2.35, explaining that a 

request to extend a discovery deadline less than 20 days prior to the deadline “shall not be 

granted unless the moving party, attorney or other person demonstrates the failure to act was the 

result of excusable neglect.” But Nationstar does not explain in its motion how its failure to 

timely move to extend the discovery deadline constitutes excusable neglect in this case. 

 “Excusable neglect” has been defined as follows: 
 
A failure—which the law will excuse—to take some proper step at the proper 
time (esp. in neglecting to answer a lawsuit) not because of the party's own 
carelessness, inattention, or willful disregard of the court's process, but 
because of some unexpected or unavoidable hindrance or accident or because of 
reliance on the care and vigilance of the party's counsel or on a promise made by 
the adverse party. 

Clark v. Coast Hotels & Casinos, Inc., No. 62603, 2014 WL 3784262, at *3–4 (Nev. July 30, 

2014)(unpublished) (citing Black's Law Dictionary 1133 (9th ed.2009).)(emphasis added). 

Nationstar’s sole explanation appears to be that it was careless or just not paying attention 

to the disclosures its counsel signed and served on SFR.  This does not constitute excusable 

neglect, even if that were the standard for granting Nationstar’s motion. Instead, the standard is 

found under NRCP 16(b), which would apply even if the motion were timely under EDCR 2.35, 

which it is not. Pursuant to NRCP 16(b),  

the judge, or a discovery commissioner shall . . . enter a scheduling order that 
limits the time: (1) To join other parties and to amend the pleadings; (2) To file 
and hear motions; and (3) To complete discovery. 

. . . 
A schedule shall not be modified except by leave of the judge or a discovery 
commissioner upon a showing of good cause. 

(emphasis added). 
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  In Nutton v. Sunset Station, Inc., 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 34, 357 P.3d 966, 972 (Nev. App. 

2015), the Court of Appeals of Nevada noted there is a non-exclusive four-factor test to 

determine whether good cause exists: “(1) the explanation for the untimely conduct; (2) the 

importance of the requested untimely action; (3) the potential prejudice in allowing the untimely 

conduct; and (4) the availability of a continuance to cure such prejudice.” citing S&W Enters., 

LLC v. SouthTrust Bank of Ala, N.A., 315 F.3d 533, 536 (5th Cir. 2003).  However, because the 

factors are non-exclusive, “ultimately, if the moving party was not diligent in at least 

attempting to comply with the deadline, ‘the inquiry should end.’” Id. (emphasis added), 

citing Johnson v. Mammoth Recreations, Inc., 975 F.2d 604, 609, (9th Cir. 1992) and Perfect 

Pearl Co. v. Majestic Pearl & Stone, Inc., 889 F.Supp.2d 453, 457 (S.D.N.Y. 2012) (“A party 

fails to show good cause when the proposed amendment rests on information that the party 

knew, or should have known, in advance of the deadline.”). Additionally, “carelessness is not 

compatible with a finding of diligence and offers no reason for a grant of relief.” Id. 

(emphasis added). 

Here, Nationstar has not provided any evidence of good cause. Nationstar provides no 

adequate explanation of its repeated failure to disclose Freddie Mac as a witness within the 

discovery period. Instead, it offers only carelessness as an excuse—“Nationstar fully intended to 

disclose a Freddie Mac witness, and in fact, thought it had done so until November 29, 2017.”  

Even taking this excuse at face-value, this failure can only be explained by carelessness when 

Nationstar served multiple disclosures post-remand in which the witness disclosures were both 

added to and modified.  Nationstar was not diligent, so the inquiry should end.  

Even if the Court looks beyond Nationstar’s failure to be diligent, which it should not, 

Nationstar does not meet any of the factors for good cause.  First, Nationstar has failed to 

provide a believable explanation of its failure to timely name Freddie Mac as a witness, 

particularly since it has taken the position multiple times that it does not need Freddie Mac to put 

on its case.  It is more likely that Nationstar intentionally left Freddie Mac off as a witness 

because it wanted to prevent SFR from obtaining a deposition of Freddie Mac. Second, 

Nationstar has not explained the importance of adding Freddie Mac as a witness, especially since 
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over the years of litigation in this case, Nationstar has repeatedly taken the position that Freddie 

Mac is not necessary. Third, allowing Nationstar to add Freddie Mac as a witness after 

discovery has closed and summary judgment briefing is complete (or should be complete) 

prejudices SFR.  SFR has not had the opportunity to depose Freddie Mac.  Had Nationstar timely 

listed Freddie Mac as a witness, SFR would have taken Freddie Mac’s deposition. Fourth, a 

continuance would not cure the prejudice caused by granting Nationstar’s request to reopen 

discovery “for the limited purpose of allowing Nationstar to disclose a Freddie Mac witness.” 

Nationstar has not, and cannot meet any of the factors required to show good cause.   

Any attempt by Nationstar to benefit from its late disclosure should be denied in its 

entirety and SFR’s motion to strike should be granted pursuant to NRCP 37(c)(1), which 

provides that:  

A party that without substantial justification fails to disclose information 
required by Rule 16.1, 16.2, or 26(e)(1), or to amend a prior response to discovery 
as required by Rule 26(e)(2), is not, unless such failure is harmless, permitted to 
use as evidence at a trial, at a hearing, or on a motion any witness or information 
not so disclosed.  

NRCP 37(c)(1)(emphasis added).  Nationstar seems to argue that its failure to disclose is 

“harmless” because Freddie Mac’s ownership was central to the remanded case, so SFR should 

have known that Nationstar’s failure was “inadvertent.” Banks like Nationstar litigate their cases 

in a way that does not always make sense to SFR.  They take the position that certain key 

documents and witnesses (at least those SFR believes are key to the banks’ case) are irrelevant 

and unnecessary.  These banks resist discovery into the very documents and testimony they need 

to meet their burdens in this case and then, on the eve of trial, realize they should have just 

answered SFR’s discovery requests and deposition topics. SFR has been subjected to trial by 

ambush on multiple occasions due to late bank disclosures.  This Court should not sanction this 

behavior in this case.     

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above and in SFR’s counter motion to strike filed along with SFR’s 

opposition to Nationstar’s motion for summary judgment, this Court should enter an order 
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striking Exhibit B to Nationstar’s motion for summary judgment, along with all argument based 

thereon. 

Dated this 12th day of January 2018 
 
 KIM GILBERT EBRON 
 
 By:  /s/ Diana S. Ebron, Esq.  

DIANA S. EBRON, ESQ. 
 Nevada Bar No. 10580 
 7625 Dean Martin Drive, Suite 110 
 Las Vegas, Nevada 89139-5974 
 Telephone: (702) 485-3300 
 Facsimile: (702) 485-3301 
 Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimant/ 
 Cross-Claimant, 
 SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the   12th   day of January 2018, pursuant to NRCP 5(b)(2)(D), I 

caused service of a true and correct copy of the foregoing SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, 

LLC’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER MOTION TO STRIKE  

 to be made electronically via the Eighth Judicial District Court's electronic filing system upon 

the following parties at the e-mail addresses listed below: 

 /s/ Diana S. Ebron 
an employee of  
KIM GILBERT EBRON 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, WEDNESDAY, JULY 19, 2017 

[Proceedings commenced at 8:30 a.m.] 

 THE COURT:  Anyone else? 

 MR. BRENNER:   Good morning, Your Honor, Darren Brenner for Nationstar. 

 MR. CLAYTON:   And good morning, Your Honor, Zachary Clayton for SFR 

Investments. 

 THE COURT:  And this is a status check, a Supreme Court remand. Did we 

need any supplemental briefing or where are we at on this case?  I understand from 

the remand I got to make a determination on whether a regulated entity owned the 

loan in question; correct? 

 MR. BRENNER:   I think -- 

 MR. CLAYTON:   Go ahead. 

 MR. BRENNER:   -- Judge Bixler did it on your behalf, -- 

 THE COURT:  Oh. 

 MR. BRENNER:   -- if that makes a difference, but, Your Honor, you -- 

 THE COURT:  I like that when you have a senior judge appear, when it’s a 

reverse or remand they put the originating judge on this, so -- 

 MR. BRENNER:   Of course. 

 THE COURT:  -- okay. 

 MR. BRENNER:   Of course.  You know, Your Honor, there are a lot of judges 

who rule this way. This the first order we have gotten on the HERA preemption issue 

and it’s -- as you’ve probably seen, it’s not dispositive. It only resolves the issue of 

standing and it says there’s two factual issues that remain; ownership and the 

servicing relationship between the servicer and the GSE.  And then there’s a legal 

issue that remains. The Supreme Court decided it was still going to leave whether 
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the legal issue of federal preemption to the district court and not resolve that issue. 

  What I can tell Your Honor is this is, not surprisingly, the first order -- it’s 

one of the first cases that addressed the issue. We do not brief them the same way 

and we do not use the same evidence that we used to in order to address the 

issues. I think what my client would like to have is an opportunity to present the 

evidence in the form it would today based on the actual issues presented and 

decided for the first time by the Supreme Court, and then re-brief the matter and that 

would require some additional disclosures on our part.  

  If Your Honor wasn’t willing to do that at a status check, and I think it’s 

the easiest way is just to re-open deadlines and do it today, but if you weren’t willing 

to do it a status check then I think we would at least need some additional briefing 

and the opportunity to explain why 56(f) relief is appropriate in this circumstance 

given how everything has changed. 

 MR. CLAYTON:   And if I may, Your Honor, I agree with Counsel’s description 

of the case from the Nevada Supreme Court. However, being that factual issues is 

the -- really the servicing relationship and then ownership, those -- that’s all 

evidence that should be presented at the underlying trial. I mean this is a quiet title 

action.  So, while I agree with briefing, I do not think we need to re-open discovery.  I 

think we can get right to the briefing in deciding these issues. 

 THE COURT:  Specifically, what discovery are you seeking? 

 MR. BRENNER:   Let me tell you what happened in this case, Your Honor.  

We -- the evidence we presented was in the form of testimony from Nationstar 

saying it was the servicer and it -- and that Freddie owns the loan.  And you 

probably saw the concurrence from Judge Stigler. She said that’s enough to prove it 

and think -- and I think the Supreme Court decided it. The Supreme Court didn’t say, 
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no, that’s not enough. The Supreme Court remanded on the procedural issue of the 

Court didn’t decide whether that’s enough and I -- and we want the Court to decide 

first. So, it’s not that we don’t think that’s enough. It’s that we want it to be 

consistent.  

  So, what we do today is -- that’s different two years later after this is all 

developed and especially if we have this new opinion, is we supply testimony from a 

corporate representative of Freddie. We supply all of the servicing guides. We 

supply the business records that the individual from Freddie relies on. And really 

what we’re trying to do is just get to the merits here and this is how its evolved two 

years since this motion after dealing with these issues, and ultimately, yes, Counsel 

is right that that was the record that was presented to the Court, but I think there’s 

this unique situation of Nevada HOA where there is no precedence, where 

everything is a moving target. We just want to submit the best record to the Court so 

it can be decided on the merits. And absolutely, no problem; once we make those 

disclosures with Plaintiff doing anything and everything they need -- they believe is 

necessary to evaluate that evidence, take depositions, do what it is that they think 

they need to do in order to assess. 

 MR. CLAYTON:   Well, I would just say that in a quiet title action it’s always 

been you had to present evidence of your interest in the property superior to other 

parties, so that should have been the underlying record. However, if the Court is 

inclined to grant them, we would need to take depositions of their -- whoever they’re 

going to disclose. 

 THE COURT:  How much time do you need? 

 MR. BRENNER:   I think we could do it in 90 days. 

 THE COURT:  All right, we’ll re-open discovery for 90 days, thereafter either 
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party is free to file any new briefing on this matter; okay? 

 MR. CLAYTON:   Thank you. 

 THE COURT:  All right, thank you, Counsel. 

 MR. BRENNER:   Thank you, Your Honor. 

 THE COURT:  And I remember when I saw this, I didn’t remember ruling on 

this and so that’s why -- but they put my name on it, so. 

 MR. CLAYTON:   Thank you, Your Honor. 

 MR. BRENNER:   Thank you, Your Honor. 

 THE COURT:  Thank you. 

  

[Proceedings concluded at 8:35 a.m.] 

* * * * * * 

 
ATTEST:    I do hereby certify that I have truly and correctly transcribed the 
audio/video recording in the above-entitled case to the best of my ability. 
 
 
        __________________________ 
       CYNTHIA GEORGILAS 
       Court Recorder/Transcriber 
       District Court Dept. XVII 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2018 AT 9:31 A.M. 

 

THE COURT:  Gutierrez, SFR.   

MS. MORGAN:  Yes.  Melanie Morgan for Nationstar. 

MS. HANKS:  Karen Hanks for SFR Investments Pool 

1, LLC. 

MS. EBRON:  Diana Ebron for SFR Investments Pool 

1, LLC. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  And this is Nationstar’s 

Renewed Motion for Summary Judgment and then we also have a 

Counter Motion as well, but -- 

MS. MORGAN:  Yes, Your Honor.  As you know, this 

is a matter on remand following a published opinion and the 

issue on remand is Freddie Mac’s ownership of this loan.  

In support of our Motion for Summary Judgment, we disclosed 

a declaration of Dean Meyer and Mr. Meyer’s declaration 

sets forth details concerning Freddie Mac’s ownership, how 

long it’s owned the loan, who the servicers were, and, 

essentially, how it was tracked in Freddie Mac’s system. 

The MITA [phonetic] screenshots attached as 

Exhibit 1 in the second column shows that the loan with was 

funded in August 22
nd
, 2005.  That’s when Freddie Mac 

obtained its ownership interest.  Freddie Mac purchased the 

loan from Bank of America in 2005.  Its participation 

percentage is shown as 1 percent.  That means it’s 100 
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percent Freddie Mac owned.  Bank of America serviced the 

loan, which was Freddie Mac owned, from August 22
nd
, 2005 

through July 16
th
, 2012 and that’s when Nationstar began 

servicing it and, again, the record will reflect that as 

well.  Nationstar was servicing on behalf of Freddie Mac at 

the time of the HOA foreclosure in April 2013.  And the 

MITA [phonetic] screenshots attached to Mr. Meyer’s 

declaration show that Nationstar was the servicer at the 

time and was servicing at the time that these screenshots 

were printed out.   

All of these business records were disclosed 

during the time of discovery.  Counsel had the opportunity 

to depose Nationstar in this case not once but twice and 

Nationstar’s testimony was consistent with Freddie Mac’s 

testimony.  Now, Nation -- SFR takes issue with the fact 

that Freddie Mac was not disclosed as a witness and, 

admittedly, Freddie Mac -- we thought we had disclosed 

Freddie Mac as a witness.  As soon as it was remanded, we 

realized on November 29
th
 that we had not and, on that same 

day, we disclosed a witness for Freddie Mac.   

And, you know, we meant to disclose it earlier.  

We didn’t realize that the Freddie Mac witness hadn’t been 

disclosed, but there’s no prejudice in this case.  And, in 

fact, NRCP 26(e)(1) says that a party is under a duty to 

supplement if it learns that information is complete -- is 
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incomplete, I’m sorry, and if the information is not 

otherwise been made known to the other parties.  Well, SFR 

has known for years that this -- well, they don’t agree 

that it's a Freddie Mac loan, but they’ve known for years 

that we’ve contended that this is a Freddie Mac loan.  This 

is not new information.  Nationstar testified as to Freddie 

Mac’s ownership the first time it was deposed.  It 

testified to Freddie Mac’s ownership the second time it was 

deposed.   

And, in fact, SFR wanted to depose Freddie Mac in 

this case.  SFR’s counsel e-mailed my office on September 

12
th
 saying we need to depose Freddie Mac, Nationstar, and I  

think the other one was Countrywide.  That same day, SFR’s 

counsel e-mailed me again saying:  I only see your first -- 

I think they said first and third supplemental disclosures.  

Have you made any other disclosures?  We e-mailed them all 

of our disclosures and, at that time, SFR realized, because 

we just gave them all of our disclosures again, that we 

hadn’t disclosed a Freddie Mac witness.   

We went forward with the second deposition of 

Nationstar.  SFR didn’t bring up deposing Freddie Mac again 

and sat on that information until they filed their Motion 

for Summary Judgment which, of course, if that’s how they 

want to litigate and that’s how they want to strategize, 

they don’t have a duty to tell us, you know, you didn’t 
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disclose this person.  If they don’t want to disclose them 

that’s fine.  They don’t have to disclose Freddie Mac, but 

what you can’t do is sit on the information and then -- 

knowingly for months and then come in and claim some kind 

of prejudice.  And on that basis, on that strategic 

decision to sit on that information try to exclude the 

affidavit of Mr. Meyer. 

Again, the business records were disclosed.  This 

is not any kind of surprise that this is a Freddie Mac 

loan. 

Now, importantly, this is the same type of 

information that the courts relied on in Berezovsky, in 

Elmer.  The declaration and the screenshots from the 

enterprise that indicate when the enterprise became the 

owner of the loan and, you know, we’ve set that all out.  

There’s no competing affidavits or information that some 

other entity owns the loan.  So, to that extent, it’s 

unrebutted that this is a Freddie Mac loan.  

And, again, it seems that the real thing that SFR 

is attempting to rely on at this point is that a Freddie 

Mac witness wasn’t disclosed until November 29
th
.  I’ll just 

point out, we don’t even have a trial date yet.  We did 

file a Motion to Reopen Discovery that’s being heard by the 

Discovery Commissioner on February 14
th
 for -- and the 

Motion, the basis is for the sole purpose of just 
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disclosing that one witness.  We can open discovery for 30 

minutes while I put together -- you know?  I mean, that’s -

- for all we know, that’s it.  The witness was disclosed.   

Again, there’s no prejudice here and, you know, 

when we look at the issue on remand, it’s:  Did Freddie Mac 

own this loan?  And we’ve provided the unrebutted evidence 

that indeed Freddie Mac does own this loan.  And, so, 

there’s nothing -- I mean, summary judgment is warranted in 

this case. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you. 

MS. HANKS:  Your Honor, I’m going to just -- we 

have a Motion for Summary Judgment too, but I want to 

address the Counter Motion to Strike because that’s really 

what it boils down to because it’s our position that you 

can’t even consider anything that Ms. Morgan just argued 

because she’s relying on the affidavit of Dean Meyer, who 

wasn’t disclosed.   

And, so, -- and I want to back up because I want 

to give them some context.  This is a 2013 case.  2013.  

And here we are in 2018 back from remand from the Supreme 

Court which said you’ve got to prove the contractual 

servicer relationship and you have to prove ownership and 

yet they actually stand before you and say it -- we didn’t 

realize we didn’t have the witness to prove that.  I find 

it absurd and then to say -- and she does correctly 
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recognize that I don’t -- we don’t have the burden to tell 

you you’re not proving your case.   

And, so, that’s where we are.  The burden of proof 

is on them.  It’s their claim.  It’s their defense.  

They’re saying 46.17J3 app[lies and yet as a threshold 

question, the Nevada Supreme Court said:  Okay.  We agree 

with you.  You can have a sub servicer bring this claim, 

but you have to prove the contractual service relationship 

between the sub servicer and Freddie Mac and then you have 

to prove that Freddie Mac actually owned it.  Those are the 

threshold questions and then they remanded it back. 

And, so, -- and then they don’t meet their burden.  

If you look at this case as to what they disclosed, they 

did not disclose a witness that could authenticate those 

documents.  While they disclosed the documents from Freddie 

Mac, they did not disclose the witness who could testify 

about them.  And essentially said -- in fact, actually 

identified Nationstar as the witness who was going to 

testify about all of that.  That’s what they did.  That’s 

the key here.  Their disclosure said:  Nationstar was going 

to testify about all oft hose documents, the ownership of 

Freddie Mac, and the contractual servicer relationship.  

That’s how they identified that witness.  And they had 

taken the position throughout the course of this 

litigation, all the way up to the Nevada Supreme Court, 
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that Freddie Mac does not need to be here.   

So, when we decide to notice a deposition of 

Nationstar after the remand, we fully expected to be able 

to get questions -- answers to our questions about the 

documents they produced and those two key questions that 

were on remand.  And then when we get in there, Mr. Kovalic 

says:  I can’t testify about those Freddie Mac documents.  

I’ve never seen them.  I’m not aware of how Freddie Mac 

maintains their records.  And, so, all he could testify 

about was one sole screenshot from Nationstar’s records 

that have an acronym that he said identifies Freddie Mac.  

That’s it.  He knows nothing about the loan of what Freddie 

Mac did after they supposedly purchased it.  He can’t 

answer any questions about whether it was securitized.  He 

can’t answer questions of how the loan was handled once it 

was in the Freddie Mac system.  He basically tells us:  I 

can’t answer any of those questions.   

And based on that, and based on their disclosures, 

discovery closes and we file a Motion for Summary Judgment 

saying they haven’t done what they were supposed to do.  

They didn’t do it before and they still haven’t done it 

after remand.  And now they come -- and once we notify them 

of that, once they see that in the Motion for Summary 

Judgment, then we get the 1129 2017 disclosure.  It’s after 

we file our Motion for Summary Judgment that they finally 
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say:  Oh, crap.  We messed up.  Now we’ve got to identify 

Freddie Mac.   

And, interestingly, when Ms. Ebron had the 2.34 or 

the 2.47, I think, whatever you want to call it at this 

point, but had the meet and confer to do the Counter Motion 

to Strike, Ms. Ebron asked:  Are you not even suggesting 

that you would allow a deposition of Freddie?  In other 

words, are you not even offering to rectify the prejudice 

to SFR at this point, to offer a deposition of Freddie Mac?  

And Ms. -- my understanding from the meet and confer is 

that the Bank said:  No.  That -- we’re not offering that.  

So, that’s where we stood.   

And, so, -- but now they want to say:  Well, now, 

you, SFR, get ambushed, because that’s essentially what it 

is.  And so here we are in a Motion for Summary Judgment 

phase and we get ambushed and we’re not able to depose a 

witness or even do further discovery into documents that 

were disclosed because they did the gamesmanship of only 

identifying Nationstar and then have the audacity to say:  

We don’t have contrary evidence.  Well, we couldn’t do 

discovery on it because you didn’t produce a witness or 

identify a witness. 

So, Your Honor, that is really the threshold issue 

for us at this juncture.  We don’t believe that if you cut 

that out, which is Exhibit B, basically, you will not be 

JA_1089



 

 10 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

able to find judgment in their favor because all they have 

produced -- if you cut out B, if you strike B and grant our 

Motion, Counter Motion to Strike all the declarations of 

Dean Meyer and the exhibits that he tries to authenticate, 

you have a screenshot from Nationstar which says nothing 

about a contractual servicer relationship.  I understand 

there’s a screenshot that identifies you as a sub servicer, 

but there should be a contract and you didn’t produce it.  

That still hasn’t been produced. 

And then you also haven’t produced anything 

because you -- because Keith Kovalic has confirmed he 

cannot testify about the ownership.  And we have offered 

statements made by Freddie Mac in the FAQ where they are 

telling borrowers when they get letters that notify that 

Freddie Mac has purchased your loan, they say:  No, we sell 

it into a trust.  We sell it.  That’s their words.  We sell 

it and we don’t own it.  That’s the representations they 

have out there and that’s Exhibit H7, Your Honor.   

And, so, they -- so that’s really what you have 

before you.  You have nothing in indicating the contractual 

servicer relationship because you have no contract.  They 

didn’t produce that.  And you have nothing before you to 

show anything that Freddie Mac actually owns it because, at 

best, even if they claim to have owned it and purchased it, 

you have statements made by them, public statements that 
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you can find these on their websites, their FAQ, that say 

these letters that we sent to you identifying that we have 

purchased your loan, we do not own it.  We sell it into a 

trust and it’s held by the trust and securitized by the 

trust.   

And, so, any of the information that they put in 

their Opposition that says:  Here, look at Dean Meyer.  He 

explains they took it out of the trust, again, that goes to 

the Motion to Strike.  You cannot consider that.  They have 

nothing.  Mr. Kovalic could not testify about the history 

and how this particular loan was handled once it was 

supposedly sold to Freddie Mac.  And, so, there is where 

our position is that they have not met the threshold 

question to apply 4617(j)(3).   

And, so, -- and I don't know if you want to hear 

the reset of the arguments.  Obviously, the next layer of 

arguments is, even if you do, -- 

THE COURT:  Why don’t you go ahead on that, -- 

MS. HANKS:  Okay.  So even if -- 

THE COURT:  -- in that regard? 

MS. HANKS:  Okay.  So, even if you do, we have 

issues of fact with respect to whether -- let’s say we get 

past the threshold question of they are able to assert 

4617(j)(3).  They’ve met the -- at least the threshold of 

what the Supreme Court said they had to meet, then you have 
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the problem of consent and due process.  And, so, they are 

-- and I recently argued this.  It’s up at the Nevada 

Supreme Court right now.  It’s the -- I know it as the 

Christine Bew [phonetic] case.  It’s a Saticoy Bay case 

that’s -- it’s Fannie Mae, I think, versus Saticoy Bay or 

Saticoy Bay versus Fannie Mae.  And, in that case, we 

argued that the Fannie May now -- and they’re the same as 

Freddie Mac because they’re acting as servicers.  They 

consented to foreclosure and they admitted in those 

pleadings that they have no problem with foreclosure and 

the same is true for Freddie Mac.  There would be issues of 

fact as to whether they consented to the foreclosure.   

Now, they rewrite the statute and even have come 

up with a coined phrase of Federal Foreclosure Bar and then 

they change the language of the statute and say:   Well, we 

didn’t consent to extinguishment.  Well, that’s not what 

the statute says.  It’s not how it reads.  It’s talking 

about foreclosure. 

And I believe nowhere in these papers do you have 

any evidence before you that Freddie Mac did not consent to 

the foreclosure.  So what you have is an issue of fact if -

- even if you think they have survived Motion for Summary 

Judgment, which we think you can grant summary judgment in 

favor of SFR because of the owner -- the lack of proof of 

ownership and contractual servicing relationship, but even 
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if you got to the point where 46.17(j)(3) applies, at a 

minimum, there’s issues of fact as to whether there was 

consent.  And I -- and the reason being is they want to 

rewrite the statute and there’s nothing under what they’ve 

provided where they have said:  We didn’t consent to the 

foreclosure.  What you possibly have is a breakdown in the 

sub servicer/servicer relationship between Freddie Mac and 

Nationstar or Freddie Mac and Bank of America, whoever was 

servicing it at the time of the sale, they did not do what 

they were supposed to do by the directive.  But -- and 

that’s -- you find that in the guide.   

They’ve agreed to be bound by the super priority 

portions.  It’s in our statute.  Their portion is six 

months versus nine months.  All of that is within NRS 116’s 

framework and they have consented to that framework.  A 

long history of consent to that framework.  There’s no 

dispute that they have no qualms with an HOA having an 

ability to foreclose because it protects property values.  

They want an HOA to be able to foreclose on the property 

next door just as much as the -- a first deed of trust 

holder because it will protect the values of the property 

as opposed to allowing properties to go into disarray and 

have an HOA not be able to maintain its community.  So 

they’ve never had a problem with foreclosure.  They’ve 

never had a problem with Nevada’s framework.  They’ve 
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always been at the table.  Their sub servicers have always 

been at the table in negotiating that statute and even when 

it was amended in 2009 they were present in terms of their 

sub servicers like Nationstar, Bank of America.  They were 

all here and they agreed to that framework.  Where the 

breakdown is conveniently now post SFR decision and post 

the 2015 era, they realized we had a breakdown and our sub 

servicers didn’t do what they were supposed to do and allow 

an extinguishment when no one even contemplated that would 

happen because it wasn’t supposed to happen.  They’re 

supposed to pay the super priority, foreclose, and the 

interest would be protected.   

And, so, they have attached or they try to claim:  

Well, see, the 2015 press release statement of the FHFA is 

evidence that they didn’t consent.  Well, that’s a hearsay 

statement.  We object to that.  That’s not evidence this 

Court should consider.  It was made at the time where there 

was litigation pending in both the District Court -- in the 

Eighth Judicial District Court and also the United States 

District Court and where FHFA was actually a party and 

where Fannie May and Freddie Mac were parties.  And, so, 

our position is that’s a hearsay statement.  It doesn’t 

meet the business records section.  It wasn’t made at a -- 

in a normal business practice.  It was definitely made for 

the purposes of furthering the litigation argument that was 
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already being postured in both State Court and Federal 

Court. 

So, because of that, Your Honor, you have no 

evidence before you that proves or that doesn’t create the 

basically -- summarily you can say Freddie Mac did not 

consent to a foreclosure, assuming you get past the 

contractual servicer and ownership problems.   

And, so, Your Honor, they’ve also -- we also have 

issues of fact or problems with the assignments here.  And, 

so, all of these things cut against their argument that you 

can ignore the fact that Freddie Mac is not listed. 

I want to address the Berezovsky argument.  It’s 

not binding on this Court.  It is a Ninth Circuit decision 

but that case was distinct in terms of its differences from 

this case.  Berezovsky was the purchaser.  He filed the 

Motion for Summary Judgment early in that case before 

discovery had closed and then he conceded or waived the 

right to further discovery.  So that is noted in the 

Berezovsky decision.  It’s in a footnote where they say 

this is why we accept the evidence that the Freddie Mac has 

offered and it is not in any way did Berezovsky say this 

evidence will always win the day or where you have a party 

who is challenging it, like we have here, a Motion to 

Strike, or other challenges to it, that that would not 

defeat a Motion for Summary Judgment.  
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So, it’s very important to keep that in mind 

because they do like to come in here and say:  See, 

Berezovsky said here’s the lay of the land, you don’t need 

to go any further.  But just because I didn’t represent Mr. 

Berezovsky, I don’t know the basis why they took that 

strategy, but just because one party might not make an 

argument in one case doesn’t mean it’s waived in another 

case.  And, so, we are definitely differently postured.  

We certainly are not saying that we didn’t need 

discovery.  We actually came -- if you’ll recall, Your 

Honor, when we came back from remand, objected to any 

discovery.  We said:  Look, you were posturing that this 

was your defense from the beginning.  You knew you had to 

prove it.  You took the position that you didn’t need to 

prove it, I guess.  That’s on you.  And, so, just because 

we got remanded from the Court on the standing issue, we 

should not have to reopen discovery.  You disagreed and you 

did reopen it and yet they still didn’t do what they were 

supposed to do.  So, they should not be able to do it after 

the fact, especially after we’ve now filed a second set of 

Motions for Summary Judgment.  You shouldn’t -- you should 

only decide it on the lay of the land, which is only a sub 

servicer screenshot from Nation star, which does not prove 

the contractual service relationship or the ownership of 

Freddie Mac and the guide, which is available online.   

JA_1096



 

 17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

I mean, by their take, I could literally, myself 

personally, pull the guide and all of a sudden I have a 

contractual servicer relationship with everybody and that’s 

what they’re suggesting.  It’s a public record.  You go 

online and you can look at it.  You can look at multipole 

years of it.  They change it over time.  I can pull a 2012 

version or a 2015 version and that’s all -- that is the sum 

total of the evidence before you in terms of if you strike 

anything that they have tried to produce as part of the 

Sixth Supplement and having Dean Meyer. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.  Ms. Morgan, if 

I do strike the Sixth Supplement, where are we at? 

MS. MORGAN:  Well, if you strike the Sixth 

Supplement, we still have all of the business records.  

And, so, you know, we still have the affidavit of Dean 

Meyer that we attached to the Motion for Summary Judgment 

which can still be considered.  If the Court disagrees, we 

have the business records, which we will authenticate, you 

know, during the trial.   

You know, that’s where we are, but, I mean, I 

guess, the point is that under 26(e)(1), it wasn’t even an 

untimely disclosure.  And Ms. Hanks was not on that meet 

and confer telephone call.  I was.  And SFR did not ask to 

depose Freddie Mac during that call and they haven’t 

reached out to me by e-mail trying to depose Freddie Mac.  
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Instead, they’ve taken the position that Freddie Mac wasn’t 

timely disclosed.  So, they’re not trying to get any 

further discovery from Freddie Mac.  I mean, that’s the 

position they’re taking.  Ms. Hanks just said they didn’t 

want discovery from the point of the remand.  So, you know, 

they didn’t ask for a deposition of Freddie Mac during that 

call and, if that’s the issue, we can address that.  If 

they want a deposition of Freddie Mac, we can address that. 

THE COURT:  And, just so you know, my question 

wasn’t necessarily that I’m going to, you know, strike or 

not consider the Sixth Supplement, I just wanted to see 

what my -- the alternative arguments are.  So, just so you 

know, just wanted to review it further. 

So, anything else, Ms. Morgan? 

MS. MORGAN:  Oh, well, the servicer guide does 

reflect the contractual relationship and we don’t just have 

the guide out there in a vacuum.  Mr. Kovalic for 

Nationstar testified that that’s the guide that they use to 

govern the servicing relationship between Nationstar and 

Freddie Mac. 

We -- you know, there was a lot said during Ms. 

Hanks’ argument and most of it is fully briefed.  I don’t 

agree that there’s evidence that somehow FHFA consented to 

this foreclosure or to the extinguishment of the deed of 

trust.  Of course, the guide does speak to the fact that 
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servicers are to protect Freddie Mac’s interest, but 

nowhere is there any consent to any extinguishment of the 

deed of trust or a super priority foreclosure.  There’s a 

big difference between foreclosure that doesn’t extinguish 

the deed of trust and one that does.  And there’s, you 

know, no evidence here that Freddie Mac, that Nationstar, 

FHFA ever consented to a super priority foreclosure, which 

would result in the extinguishment of the deed of trust.  

So, there’s a bit of some parsing of words on SFR’s part 

there.   

The -- there was mention of securitization of the 

Freddie Mac loan.  It was not securitized at the time of 

the HOA foreclosure sale and we provided evidence of that.   

We never said that Nationstar was going to be the 

party to authenticate these Freddie Mac documents.  And, 

you know, to do so would be pretty odd since our Nationstar 

witness testified that he can’t truthfully -- I mean, he 

can’t authenticate the Freddie Mac documents as they had 

them in front of him at the deposition.  That doesn’t mean 

we can’t, you know, call whichever 30(b)(6), you know, 

representative that we feel necessary to authenticate those 

documents if we have to, but, at this point, we don’t have 

a trial date.  You know, SFR doesn’t want to get to the 

discovery of evidence of Freddie Mac ownership because, you 

know, they don’t want this to be a Freddie Mac owned loan.  

JA_1099



 

 20 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

And I understand that.  So they’re looking to capitalize 

off of an honest mistake.  And I get that.  That’s 

litigation, but if we want to get to the truth and the 

facts, then, you know, the appropriate way to do it would 

be to recognize the affidavit as proper and it is proper 

under Rule 26(e)(1). 

Again, we would be perhaps in a different 

situation if the documents hadn’t been disclosed.  The 

documents have been disclosed.  SFR -- again, SFR has known 

for years, Freddie Mac loan.  So, there’s no surprise.  

They made the strategic decision not to pursue a deposition 

of Freddie Mac. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.   

MS. EBRON:  If I may, Your Honor?  I was on the 

call with Ms. Morgan.  I specifically asked:  Are you 

telling me that you’re not offering to have a deposition of 

Freddie Mac since you made this mistake?  And she said:  

No.  SFR is not prejudiced.  It’s a harmless error.  We’re 

not offering any type of deposition.   

And, so, that -- I guess that’s their position.  

We can go ahead and not make the disclosures that we should 

have made back in 2013, 2014, at least in 2016, before 

discovery closed, and it’s harmless.  I would believe it 

more that it was just a complete oversight if we haven’t 

faced so much resistance over depositions, particularly of 
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Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae in these cases.  This isn’t the 

only case.  The idea that Freddie Mac is always disclosed 

in these cases is not accurate.  That is not accurate.  

They leave them out as much as possible and we’ve had 

several cases where we’re like:  Hey, Freddie Mac should be 

a party.  No, no, no.  We’re going to object to that.  

We’re going to file motions against that.  I mean, that 

happened in this very case.  Freddie Mac is the one who 

should be here.  No.  They didn’t include them and they 

fought against it.  So, this has been what they’ve been 

saying. 

They did change their witness lineup.  They 

disclosed other witnesses and what they did in one of their 

supplemental disclosures after remand was change the 

description of Nationstar’s testimony to include the 

ownership.  I was actually shocked when I got to the 

deposition of Mr. Kovalic of Nationstar and he took the 

position that he had no ability to authenticate any of 

these documents or talk about any of these documents.  It 

was the 30(b)(6) witness of Nationstar.  We had topics.  We 

asked for information about the documents that they would 

use to prove Freddie Mac’s interest.  I’ve listed out the 

specific documents that were disclosed and they could have 

gotten somebody up to speed if they took the position that 

the servicers or the sub servicer could go ahead and act on 
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behalf of Freddie Mac, which is what their position was at 

the Nevada Supreme Court.  We’re a servicer.  We have this 

agency relationship, so we should be able to do all things 

Freddie Mac, all things FHFA.  I disagree with that.  I 

disagree with the Nevada Supreme Court’s positon on that, 

of course, but, you know, if that’s the way they were 

posturing the case. 

And part of the reason why I think it is 

gamesmanship is the issue of Countrywide as well.  I had 

the e-mail asking for a deposition of Nationstar, 

Countrywide, Bank of America because Bank of America ad 

Countrywide, they were the ones that were actually the 

servicer at the time of the sale.  Nationstar came around 

after the fact.  And, so, they knew I wanted to take those 

three depositions.  So, I look at the disclosures and their 

disclosures still listed, you know, counsel for Countrywide 

as well.  I send out the notices for Nationstar and 

Countrywide, they never ask me:  Hey, where is your notice 

for Freddie Mac?  We’ve got to get that on schedule.  It’s 

really difficult to schedule them.  They didn’t say 

anything.  I’m sure they were just waiting around waiting 

for me not to depose Freddie Mac as well. 

What I do get is me following-up on a Countrywide 

deposition notice.  I’m like:  Hey, I haven’t heard 

anything from you.  Typically I hear from you about the 
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topics listed and if you wanted to change it to 

videoconferencing, anything like that.  I hear nothing from 

them.  So, I follow-up.  And after I do that, there’s a 

gap, and then I hear from them:  Well, Countrywide isn’t a 

party because Countrywide didn’t appeal.  So, they’re not 

there anymore.  So, I’m like:  Oh, okay.  My bad.  Now it’s 

too late to subpoena Bank of America.  So, I go without 

that deposition because they chose to do it this way and to 

take that position where they’re not going to immediately -

- when I say, I want to do the deposition of Countrywide, 

they don’t tell me:  Oh, well, you need to subpoena them.  

They don’t say anything like that.  

So, this all goes into why.  I honestly believe 

they’re going to change -- try to prove their case with the 

Nationstar witness and try to keep us from doing discovery 

in this case.   

We did request, in our Motion, if you’re going to 

consider Dean Meyer’s affidavit at all, it’s not 

appropriate to do -- it is prejudicial to SFR just 

accepting it right now today.  There would have to be 

something that would -- you know, counsel keeps mentioning:  

Well, there’s no trial date, there’s no trial date.  And 

that’s true.  And the only reason that’s relevant or would 

be relevant is if there was time to make it right.  They 

don’t want to make it right.  They want to just ambush us.  
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They don’t want to offer a deposition of Freddie Mac.  They 

want to offer their evidence without any chance for us to 

do the appropriate discovery on it.  

And if you -- Your Honor has any questions about 

that, or about the meets and confers, or the history of 

this particular discovery in this case, then I’d be happy 

to answer them. 

The reason why we said we didn’t want discovery 

was because discovery should have been closed.  They would 

have had none of these documents from Freddie Mac.  They 

would not have any testimony to support any of these claims 

of ownership, that the loan wasn’t securitized, any of 

that.  They wouldn’t have any of that if it hadn’t been 

reopened after remand.  They should have done it and it 

violates it the rules that they didn’t do it with their 

initial disclosures back in -- I think like November of 

2014 or 2013. 

THE COURT:  Anything further, Ms. Morgan? 

MS. MORGAN:  Yes, Your Honor.  I have -- I really 

take offense to -- it’s more than a suggestion that I’m 

perjuring myself and not being truthful with the Court when 

I say Freddie Mac was inadvertently not disclosed.  They’re 

saying -- 

THE COURT:  I’m not interpreting anyone being 

dishonest here.   

JA_1104



 

 25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

MS. MORGAN:  No.  It was not -- 

THE COURT:  I mean, I just -- 

MS. MORGAN:  -- gamesmanship.  It was an accident.  

I mean, I honestly thought they had been disclosed.  So, 

this wasn’t some kind of a gamesmanship or a tactic.  No.  

It wasn’t at all.   

And, again, it’s not even an untimely disclosure 

under Rule 26.  So, -- 

THE COURT:  All right.  Different issue than the 

previous HOA case here.  Again, I’m going to put this on 

the Chamber’s Calendar for January 31
st
 for a written 

decision by the Court.  I appreciate counsel.  Interesting 

issues here on this matter.  Thank you very much for your 

time this morning. 

MS. MORGAN:  Thank you. 

 

PROCEEDING CONCLUDED AT 10:04 A.M. 

*   *   *   *   * 
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CERTIFICATION 

 

 

 

 

I certify that the foregoing is a correct transcript from 

the audio-visual recording of the proceedings in the 

above-entitled matter. 

 

 

 

 

AFFIRMATION 

 

 

I affirm that this transcript does not contain the social 

security or tax identification number of any person or 

entity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 KRISTEN LUNKWITZ  

 INDEPENDENT TRANSCRIBER 
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01/31/2018 3:00 AM
- Nationstar Mortgage, LLC s (Nationstar) Renewed Motion for
Summary Judgment and SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC s (SFR)
Motion for Summary Judgment and Countermotion to Strike came
before this Court on the January 17, 2018 oral calendar. The Court
having further reviewed the pleadings, files, and argument finds as
follows: Summary judgment is appropriate when the pleadings and
other evidence on file demonstrate no genuine issue as to any
material fact [remains] and the moving party is entitled to judgment as
a matter of law. See NRCP 56(c); Wood v. Safeway, Inc., 121 Nev.
724, 731, 121 P.3d 1026, 1031 (2005). In ruling upon a motion for
summary judgment, the Court must view all evidence and inferences
in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. See Torrealba v.
Kesmetis, 124 Nev. 95, 178 P.3d 716 (2008). To rebut a motion for
summary judgment, the nonmoving party must present some specific
facts to demonstrate that a genuine issue of material fact exists.
Forouzan, Inc. v. Bank of George, 128 Nev. 896, 381 P.3d 612 (2012).
SFR s previous Motion for Summary Judgment was granted by Senior
Judge Bixler on October 21, 2015, and the Order granting the same
was entered on November 10, 2015. Judge Bixler s decision was
appealed, and the Nevada Supreme Court remanded the case back to
this Court on July 28, 2017. The question on remand is whether
Freddie Mac owned the loan in question, or whether Nationstar had a
contract with Freddie Mac or the FHFA to service the loan in question.
Nationstar s Renewed Motion for Summary Judgment Freddie Mac
Ownership / Federal Foreclosure Bar The Nevada Supreme Court
held in Nationstar Mortgage, LLC v. SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC, that
in order to have standing, the party seeking relief [must have] a
sufficient interest in the litigation, so as to ensure the litigant will
vigorously and effectively present his or her case against an adverse
party. 133 Nev. Adv. Op. 34 (2017)(citing Schwartz v. Lopez, 132 Nev.
Adv. Op. 73, 382 P.3d 886, 894 (2016). Here, Nationstar had standing
to bring the instant action because it was the servicer of the loan as
evidenced with the screen shots provided of Freddie Mac s computer
data base. The Court FIND ownership of the property in question was
established in the Deed of Trust recorded on 7/20/05, attached as
Exhibit A to Nationstar s instant motion, identifies Freddie Mac (at the
bottom of each page) and puts all parties on notice of Freddie Mac s
interest. Additionally, this Deed of Trust was disclosed previously
during the discovery period. Finally, in its opposition, SFR failed to
provide proof that Fannie May consented to the sale. The Court
FURTHER FINDS, based upon the Federal Foreclosure Bar (12
U.S.C. 4617(j)(3)), the foreclosure at issue was preempted by Federal
law. Commercially Unreasonable Sale Nationstar contends the sales
price at the HOA foreclosure sale was grossly inadequate and was
commercially unreasonable. To set aside an association foreclosure
sale on a theory of commercial unreasonableness there must be a
showing of grossly inadequate price, plus, fraud, unfairness, or
oppression. Shadow Wood HOA v. N.Y. Cmty. Bancorp., 132 Nev. Adv.
Op. 5, 366 P.3d 1105, 1112 (2016) (citing Long v. Towne, 98 Nev. 11,
13, 639, P.2d 528, 530 (1982) ) See also Centeno v. JP Morgan Chase
Bank, N.A., 67365, 2016 WL 1122449, at *1 (Nev. Mar. 18, 2016)
(unpublished Order Vacating and Remanding)(Holding a low sales
price is not a basis for voiding a foreclosure sale absent fraud,
unfairness, oppression... ) See also Golden v. Tomiyasu, 79 Nev. 503,
514, 387 P.2d 989, 995 (1963) (stating that, while a powerofsale
foreclosure may not be set aside for mere inadequacy of price, it may
be if the price is grossly inadequate and there is in addition proof of
some element of fraud, unfairness, or oppression (internal quotation
omitted))). The Supreme Court of Nevada recently clarified that in
Nevada, courts retain the power to grant equitable relief from a
defective [association] foreclosure sale when appropriate .... Shadow
Wood Homeowners Ass'n, Inc. v. New York Cmty. Bancorp, Inc., 366
P.3d 1105, 1110 (Nev.2016) (en banc). [D]emonstrating that an
association sold a property at its foreclosure sale for an inadequate
price is not enough to set aside a foreclosure sale; there must also be
a showing of fraud, unfairness, or oppression. Id. (citing Long, 98 Nev.
11, 639 P.2d 530). In considering whether equity supports setting aside
the sale in question, the Court is to consider any other factor bearing
on the equities, including actions or inactions of both parties seeking to
set aside the sale and the impact on a bona fide purchaser for value.
Id. at 1114 (finding courts must consider the entirety of the
circumstances that bear upon the equities ). Here, Nationstar contends
that in addition to the grossly inadequate sales price, the lack of notice
of the sale to Nationstar made the sale unfair and oppressive. The
Court, however, does not find this argument to be persuasive. The
analysis for finding fraud, unfairness, or oppression applies to the
seller (HOA) and purchaser (Plaintiff), not whatever mistake may have
occurred by the HOA. See Golden v. Tomiyasu, 79 Nev. 503, 513, 387
P.2d 989, 994 (reviewing fraud and collusion between the foreclosing
trustee and bidders, not fraud, unfairness, or oppression in the
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underlying trustee s substantive actions). See also Centeno v. JP
Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., 67365, 2016 WL 1122449, at *1 (Nev. Mar.
18, 2016)(unpublished Order Vacating and Remanding)(Holding a low
sales price is not a basis for voiding a foreclosure sale absent fraud,
unfairness, oppression... ) Because Nationstar failed to set forth
material issues of fact demonstrating some fraud, unfairness, or
oppression with the actual sale to demonstrate commercial
unreasonableness, the COURT FINDS the sale in question was
commercially reasonable. However, as previously mentioned, the
Federal Foreclosure Bar applies in the instant matter, and the
foreclosure at issue was preempted by Federal law. Therefore,
COURT ORDERED Nationstar Mortgage, LLC s Motion for Summary
Judgment GRANTED. SFR s Motion for Summary Judgment For the
reasons stated in granting Nationstar s motion, SFR s Motion for
Summary Judgment is DENIED. SFR s Countermotion to Strike
Finally, SFR s Countermotion to Strike the declaration from the
Freddie Mac employee is MOOT. Counsel for Nationstar is directed to
submit a proposed order consistent with the foregoing within ten (10)
days after counsel is notified of the ruling and distribute a filed copy to
all parties involved pursuant to EDCR 7.21. Such Order should set
forth a synopsis of the supporting reasons proffered to the Court in
briefing and be approved as to form and content by all parties.
CLERK'S NOTE: A copy of the foregoing minute order has been
electronically distributed to all registered parties.//ob/02/07/18.

 
Return to Register of Actions

JA_1110

javascript: window.close();


TAB 19 

TAB 19 

TAB  19 

JA_1111



Case Number: A-13-684715-C

Electronically Filed
4/11/2018 9:59 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

JA_1112



JA_1113



JA_1114



JA_1115



JA_1116



JA_1117



JA_1118



JA_1119



JA_1120



TAB 20 

TAB 20 

TAB  20 

JA_1121



44098685;1 
44893907;1 

1

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

28

A
K

E
R

M
A

N
 L

L
P

16
35

 V
IL

LA
G

E 
C

EN
TE

R
 C

IR
C

LE
, S

U
IT

E 
20

0
LA

S 
V

EG
A

S,
 N

EV
A

D
A

 8
91

34
TE

L.
: (

70
2)

 6
34

-5
00

0 
–

FA
X

: (
70

2)
 3

80
-8

57
2

NOE 
MELANIE D. MORGAN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 8215 
TENESA POWELL, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12488 
AKERMAN LLP 
1635 Village Center Circle, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 
Telephone: (702) 634-5000 
Facsimile: (702) 380-8572 
Email: melanie.morgan@akerman.com 
Email: tenesa.scaturro@akerman.com 

Attorneys for Nationstar Mortgage, LLC 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual,

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC; NEVADA 
ASSOCIATION SERVICES, INC.; HORIZON 
HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION; 
KB HOME MORTGAGE COMPANY, a foreign 
corporation; DOE Individuals I through X; ROE 
Corporations and Organizations I through X,  

Defendants.

Case No.: A-13-684715-C
Dept.: XVII

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 
GRANTING NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE 
LLC’S RENEWED MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT  

SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC, Nevada 
Limited Liability Company,  

Counter-Claimant and Third Party Plaintiff, 

vs. 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual; 
NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company; COUNTRYWIDE 
HOME LOANS, INC., a foreign corporation; 
DOES I through X; and ROES 1-10, inclusive, 

Counter-Defendant and Third Party Defendants.

Case Number: A-13-684715-C

Electronically Filed
4/11/2018 3:46 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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TO ALL PARTIES AND TO THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an ORDER GRANTING NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE 

LLC’S RENEWED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT was entered on this 11th day of 

April, 2018 a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

DATED: April 11, 2018 

AKERMAN LLP 

/s/Tenesa Powell 
Melanie D. Morgan, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 8215 
Tenesa Powell, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 12488 
1635 Village Center Circle, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 
Attorneys for Nationstar Mortgage LLC  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I am an employee of Akerman LLP, and that on this 11th day of 

April, 2018  and pursuant to NRCP 5, I caused to be served a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

NOTICE OF ENTRY [PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE 

LLC’S RENEWED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, in the following manner: 

(ELECTRONIC SERVICE) Pursuant to Administrative Order 14-2, the above-referenced 

document was electronically filed on the date hereof & served through the Notice Of Electronic 

Filing automatically generated by the Court's facilities to those parties listed on the Court's Master 

Service List. 

P. Sterling Kerr, Esq. 
LAW OFFICES OF P. STERLING KERR
2450 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 120 
Henderson, NV 89074 

Attorneys for Ignacio Gutierrez

Richard J. Vilkin, Esq. 
LAW OFFICES OF RICHARD J. VILKIN, P.C. 
1286 Crimson Sage Ave.  
Henderson, NV 89012 

Attorneys for Nevada Association Services, Inc. 

Diana S. Ebron, Esq. 
KIM GILBERT EBRON
7625 Dean Martin Drive, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89139 

Attorneys for Nevada Association Services, Inc. 

/s/Christine Weiss______   
An employee of Akerman LLP 
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NOAS 
HOWARD C. KIM, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10386 
E-mail: howard@hkimlaw.com
DIANA S. CLINE, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 10580
E-mail: diana@hkimlaw.com
JACQUELINE A. GILBERT, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 10593
E-mail: jackie@hkimlaw.com
HOWARD KIM & ASSOCIATES
1055 Whitney Ranch Dr., Suite 110
Henderson, Nevada 89014
Telephone: (702) 485-3300
Facsimile: (702) 485-3301
Attorneys for Plaintiff

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC; 
NEVADA ASSOCIATION SERVICES INC., 
HORIZON HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS 
ASSOCIATION, KB HOME MORTGAGE 
COMPANY, a foreign corporation, DOE 
Individuals I through X; ROE Corporations 
and Organizations I through X, 

Defendants. 

Case No. A-13-684715-C 

Dept. No. XVII 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

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

Counter-Claimant and Third Party Plaintiff, 

vs. 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual; 
NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC., a 
Delaware limited liability company; 
COUNTRYWIDE HOME LOANS, INC., a 
foreign corporation; DOES I-X; and ROES 1-
10, inclusive, 

Counter-Defendant/ Third Party Defendants. 

Case Number: A-13-684715-C

Electronically Filed
5/14/2018 11:59 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC hereby appeals from 

the following orders: 

1. Order Granting Nationstar Mortgage LLC’s Renewed Motion for Summary Judgment,

entered on April 11, 2018; and  

2. All orders made appealable thereby.

DATED May 14, 2018. 
HOWARD KIM & ASSOCIATES 

/s/ Jacqueline A. Gilbert  
Howard C. Kim, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10386 
Jacqueline A. Gilbert, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10593 
Diana S. Cline, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10580 
1055 Whitney Ranch Dr., Suite 110 
Henderson, Nevada  89014 
Phone: (702) 485-3300 
Fax:     (702) 485-330 
Attorneys for SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the 14th day of May 2018, pursuant to NRCP 5(b)(2)(D), I caused 

service of a true and correct copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF APPEAL to be made 

electronically via the Eighth Judicial District Court's electronic filing system upon the following 

parties at the e-mail addresses listed below: 

"Darren T. Brenner, Esq." . darren.brenner@akerman.com 

Akerman Las Vegas Office . akermanlas@akerman.com 

P. Sterling Kerr . psklaw@aol.com 

Richard J. Vilkin . richard@vilkinlaw.com 

/s/ Jessica E. Brown  
An employee of KIM GILBERT EBRON 
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ACAS 
DIANA S. EBRON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10580 
E-Mail: diana@kgelegal.com
JACQUELINE A. GILBERT, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 10593
E-Mail: jackie@kgelegal.com
KAREN L. HANKS, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9578
E-Mail: karen@kgelegal.com
KIM GILBERT EBRON
7625 Dean Martin Drive, Suite 110
Las Vegas, Nevada  89139-5974
Telephone: (702) 485-3300
Facsimile: (702) 485-3301
Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimant/Third-Party Plaintiff,
SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC

IN THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CLARK 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

SFR INVESTMENTS POOL 1, LLC; 
NEVADA ASSOCIATION SERVICES, INC.; 
HORIZON HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS 
ASSOCIATION; KB HOME MORTGAGE 
COMPANY, a foreign corporation; DOE 
Individuals I through X; ROE Corporations 
and Organizations I through X, 

Defendants. 

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

Counterclaimant/ 
Third-Party Plaintiff, 

vs. 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, an individual; 
NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company; 
COUNTRYWIDE HOME LOANS, INC., a 
foreign corporation; DOES I-X; and ROES 1-
10, inclusive, 

Case No.:   A-13-684715-C 
Dept. No.:  XVII 

AMENDED CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

Case Number: A-13-684715-C

Electronically Filed
5/14/2018 6:12 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Counter-Defendant/ 
Third-Party Defendants. 

NEVADA ASSOCIATION SERVICES, INC., 

Counterclaimant, 

vs. 

IGNACIO GUTIERREZ, 

Counter-Defendant. 

AMENDED CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

1. Name of appellant filing this case appeal statement:

Defendant/Counter-claimant/Third Party Plaintiff SFR Investment Pool 1, LLC

2. Identify the judge issuing the decision, judgment, or order appealed from:

The Honorable Michael P. Villani

3. Identify each appellant and the name and address of counsel for each
appellant:

Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimant/Third-Party Plaintiff,
SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC
JACQUELINE A. GILBERT, ESQ.
DIANA S. CLINE, ESQ.
KAREN L. HANKS, ESQ.
KIM GILBERT EBRON
7625 Dean Martin Drive, Suite 110
Las Vegas, Nevada  89139-5974
Telephone: (702) 485-3300
Facsimile: (702) 485-3301

4. Identify each respondent and the name and address of appellate counsel, if
known, for each respondent (if the name of a respondent’s appellate counsel is
unknown, indicate as much and provide the name and address of that
respondent’s trial counsel):

Appellate Counsel Unknown; Trial Counsel for Respondent Nationstar Mortgage,
LLC
ARIEL E. STERN, ESQ.
MELANIE D. MORGAN, ESQ.
TENESA POWELL, ESQ.
AKERMAN, LLP
1635 Village Center Circle, Suite 200
Las Vegas, NV 89134-6375
(702) 634-5000
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5. Indicate whether any attorney identified above in response to question 3 or 4 is
not licensed practice law in Nevada and, if so, whether the district court
granted that attorney permission to appear under SCR 42 (attach a copy of
any district court order granting such permission):

N/A

6. Indicate whether appellant was represented by appointed or retained counsel
in the district court:

Retained counsel

7. Indicate whether appellant is represented by appointed or retained counsel
on appeal:

Retained counsel

8. Indicate whether appellant was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis,
and the date of entry of the district court order granting such leave:

N/A

9. Indicate the date the proceedings commenced in the district court, e.g., date
complaint, indictment, information, or petition was filed:

Complaint filed July 8, 2013

10. Provide a brief description of the nature of the action and result in the district
court, including the type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief
granted by the district court:

Former homeowner Ignacio Gutierrez filed a complaint for wrongful foreclosure
and declaratory judgment after defendant Horizon Heights Homeowners
Association (“Association”) foreclosed on the subject property pursuant to NRS
116.3116 et seq, and SFR purchased the property at a publically held-foreclosure
auction. SFR filed an answer and brought counter-claims against Gutierrez and
third-party complaint against third-party defendants Nationstar Mortgage, LLC and
Countrywide Home Loans, LLC for quiet title/declaratory judgment, injunctive
relief, and, in the alternative, unjust enrichment. Mr. Gutierrez was eventually
dismissed from the case.

The district court originally entered summary judgment in favor of SFR, which the
Bank appealed. This Court authored a published opinion in that case, Nationstar
Mortgage, LLC v. SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC, 133 Adv. Op. 34 (June 22, 2017).

Following remittitur, both parties moved for summary judgment and the District
Court heard arguments on the motions on January 3, 2018.  On April 11, 2018, the
District Court granted Nationstar’s Motion for Summary Judgment, and a notice of
the order was served the same day.

11. Indicate whether the case has previously been the subject of an appeal or an
original writ proceeding in the Supreme Court and, if so, the caption and
Supreme Court docket number of the prior proceeding.
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Nationstar Mortgage, LLC v. SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC, Case No.: 69400 

 
12. Indicate whether this appeal involves child custody or visitation: 
 

N/A 
 

13. If this is a civil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibility of 
settlement:  

 
 SFR is always willing to talk settlement but believes the likelihood is low in this 

case, as there are legal issues of first impression remaining regarding whether § 
4617(j)(3) applies to this case. 

 

  DATED May 14, 2018. 
 KIM GILBERT EBRON 

 
/s/ Jacqueline A. Gilbert   

 DIANA S. EBRON, ESQ. 
 Nevada Bar No. 10580 
 E-Mail: diana@kgelegal.com 
 JACQUELINE A. GILBERT, ESQ. 
 Nevada Bar No. 10593 
 E-Mail: jackie@kgelegal.com 
 KAREN L. HANKS, ESQ. 
 Nevada Bar No. 9578 
 E-Mail: karen@kgelegal.com 
 KIM GILBERT EBRON 
 7625 Dean Martin Drive, Suite 110 
 Las Vegas, Nevada  89139-5974 
 Telephone: (702) 485-3300 
 Facsimile: (702) 485-3301 
 Attorney for Defendant/Counterclaimant/ 
 Third-Party Plaintiff, 
 SFR Investments Pool 1, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the 14th day of May 2018, pursuant to NRCP 5(b)(2)(D), I caused 

service of a true and correct copy of the foregoing AMENDED CASE APPEAL STATEMENT to 

be made electronically via the Eighth Judicial District Court's electronic filing system upon the 

following parties at the e-mail addresses listed below: 

"Darren T. Brenner, Esq." . darren.brenner@akerman.com 

Akerman Las Vegas Office . akermanlas@akerman.com 

P. Sterling Kerr . psklaw@aol.com 

Richard J. Vilkin . richard@vilkinlaw.com 

/s/ Jessica E. Brown  
An employee of KIM GILBERT EBRON 
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