NATIONWIDE MORTGAGE E ALERT©
(7-8-13)
FANNIE MAE DEFINES ITS DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED MORTGAGE EFFECTIVE JANUARY 14, 2014

FACTS

LL-2013-06: Additional Information about Ability to Repay and Qualified Mortgage Requirements (07/02/13)

To: All Fannie Mae Single-Family Sellers
Mortgage Eligibility Criteria
As stated in Lender Letter LL-2013-05, loans with application dates on or after January 10, 2014 must meet the following requirements to be eligible for sale to Fannie Mae: 

· Amortization – loans must be FULLY AMORTIZING (e.g., no negative amortization or interest-only loans); 

· Term – loans must NOT HAVE TERMS GREATER THAN 30 YEARS (e.g., no 40-year terms); and 

· Points and fees – loans must NOT HAVE TOTAL POINTS AND FEES IN EXCESS OF 3% OF THE TOTAL LOAN AMOUNT (or such other applicable limits for low balance loans).

Additionally, Fannie Mae will continue to purchase loans that are exempt from the ability to repay rule as long as such loans meet the eligibility and underwriting requirements described in the Selling Guide.

Additional Guidance about Representations and Warranties
As stated in Lender Letter LL-2013-05, Fannie Mae will initially rely solely upon lender selling representations and warranties that loans subject to the ability to repay rule meet the three eligibility requirements listed above. 

Fannie Mae will continue to apply the representation and warranty principles established in Selling Guide Announcement SEL-2012-08, New Selling Representations and Warranties Framework, provided that loans meet the payment history and other eligibility requirements of the framework, and meet the three new eligibility requirements if subject to the ability to repay rule. 

MORAL

What does this mean to the lender and the broker?  Each of you has signed lender broker agreements and wholesale loan agreements.  You will find if you have not already, that you gave Fannie Mae and the lender if you are a broker an absolute guarantee of total compliance which includes Dodd Frank.  That means if there is a discovery at some point the loan does not comply with Dodd Frank after the various effective dates, especially after January 10, 2014, you are looking at buying the loan back if a lender or purchasing it from the broker and /or indemnifying the lender against any loss and I do mean ANY.  We have successfully represented clients against some of these  that are going on now here by a California Law Firm and also by an Arizona Law firm as you are aware. If you have issues, contact Herman Thordsen or Jozef Magyar at our office.
REMINDER ABOUT MORE PROPOSED CHANGES TO CONSUMER FINANCIAL PROTECTION BUREAU (CFPB)  REGULATIONS AND RULES

FACTS

This comment will involve only some of proposed changes involving high cost mortgages as they pertain to loan originator compensation. To read the entire proposal go to CFPB website.

The loan originator fees includes all compensation paid directly or indirectly by a consumer or creditor to a loan originator that can be attributed to that transaction at the time the interest rate is set unless:

(A) That compensation is paid by a consumer to a mortgage broker, as defined in

§ 1026.36(a)(2), and already has been included in points and fees under paragraph (b)(1)(i) of

this section;

(B) That compensation is paid by a mortgage broker, as defined in § 1026.36(a)(2), to a loan originator that is an employee of the mortgage broker;

(C) That compensation is paid by a creditor to a loan originator that is an employee of the creditor.  (see  http://files.consumerfinance.gov/f/201306_cfpb_proposed-modifications_mortgage-rules.pdf for more details)

IF YOU ARE CONTEMPLATING FORECLOSURE READ THIS CAREFULLY

FORECLOSURE:  The current rule prohibits a mortgage servicer from making the first notice or filing required for foreclosure unless the loan is more than 120 days delinquent. The proposed rule clarifies what servicer actions are prohibited during the first 120 days of delinquency. The CFPB proposes to adopt the literal meaning of “first notice or filing required by applicable law” and prohibit servicers from filing any document that “would be used by the servicer as evidence of compliance with foreclosure practices required pursuant to State law” during the 120-day period. A breach letter required by Fannie Mae or any other debt collection activity should not be prohibited during the 120-day pre-foreclosure period so long as the documents are not to be used as evidence of complying with requirements applicable to state law foreclosure processes.
This interpretation has significant implications for state foreclosure processes, especially those states with pre-foreclosure mediation requirements and right to cure notices. For example, a notice of default in the District of Columbia may not be mailed to borrowers until after the 120-day pre-foreclosure period because the District of Columbia marks the notice of default as the “first notice or filing required by applicable law.”  Similarly, servicers in California and other states with pending or effective “Homeowners Bill of Rights” statutes (e.g., Alabama, Florida, Nevada, and Utah) may not fulfill those statutes’ requirements to contact or provide borrowers with information regarding servicemember protections or foreclosure alternatives until after the pre-foreclosure period. In addition, it appears that servicers in Massachusetts would have to wait 120 days before mailing borrowers a 150-day notice of right to cure, which would mean that a servicer may not begin the foreclosure process until 270 days after delinquency begins. However, Kentucky does not have additional pre-foreclosure statutory requirements, servicers would need only to wait the CFPB’s minimum period of 120 days of delinquency to file a foreclosure complaint in Kentucky. 

Points and Fees for Qualified Mortgages and High-Cost Mortgages. The proposed amendments clarifies the treatment of: (1) charges paid by parties other than the consumer – in particular, the amendments clarify that seller’s points and charges paid by the creditor are excluded from the finance charge component of points and fees; and (2) loan originator compensation to retailers of manufactured homes and their employees. ( http://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=3b4609dc-0258-4a31-b6e8-15cd1c2e7860&utm_source=Lexology+Daily+Newsfeed&utm_medium=HTML+email+-+Body+-+Federal+section&utm_campaign=Calbar+Real+Property+section+subscriber+daily+feed&utm_content=Lexology+Daily+Newsfeed+2013-07-04&utm_term=)(thank you buckleysanders)

MORAL

This is part of the proposed changes by CFPB and is set in part to go into the CFR depending on  comments from the industry AND whether the CFPB changes anything based upon  the comments.. There are other changes proposed as well (in fact many on an ongoing basis that affect compensation, RESPA violations and other regulations. If you are considering entering into any agreements with loan originators as employees, independent contractors or real estate companies and do so without consulting competent legal counsel you are at risk. Remember in one of my prior e alerts, I reminded you  that a real estate broker or salesperson selling real estate can be considered a mortgage broker if a consumer is steered to a particular lender or mortgage broker “in expectation of compensation.”  That means, if proven, the CFPB can find a violation and discipline the real estate broker, salesperson and mortgage originator.  I would strongly suggest reviewing your existing agreements with competent counsel.  
A REMINDER FROM FTC ABOUT THE REQUIREMENT THAT YOU HAVE A “RED FLAGS IDENTITY THEFT MANUAL”

FACTS

Quote from the FTC.

“An estimated nine million Americans have their identities stolen each year. Identity thieves may drain accounts, damage credit, and even put medical treatment at risk. The cost to business — left with unpaid bills racked up by scam artists — can be staggering, too.
The Red Flags Rule REQUIRES MANY BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS TO IMPLEMENT A WRITTEN IDENTITY THEFT PREVENTION PROGRAM DESIGNED TO DETECT THE “RED FLAGS” OF IDENTITY THEFT IN THEIR DAY-TO-DAY OPERATIONS, take steps to prevent the crime, and mitigate its damage. The bottom line is that a program can help businesses spot suspicious patterns and prevent the costly consequences of identity theft.
The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) enforces the red flags rule with several other agencies” 
(http://business.ftc.gov/documents/bus23-fighting-identity-theft-red-flags-rule-how-guide-business)
MORAL

If you do not have a Red Flags Manual you can purchase one from our firm to be in compliance. Call Herman or Sean at 888-667-8529.
VIOLATE THE “DO NOT CALL LIST” AND THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION (FTC) WILL FINE YOU $7.5 MILLION AND HAVE THE COURT ISSUE OTHER DRACONIAN ORDERS AS SET FORTH BELOW

FACTS

MORTGAGE INVESTORS CORPORATION OF OHIO, INC out of ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA a mortgage company that contacted people on registered “Do Not Call” lists has been charged US $7.5m by the Federal Trade Commission;  The company has entered  into s stipulated judgment.
 

Mortgage Investors Corp. in St Petersburg, Florida, was a leading refinancer of veterans’ home loans , according to the FTC. This will be the largest fine and civil penalty ever charged by the FTC.

 

Mortgage Investors violated the FTC’s Do Not Call provisions of the Telemarketing Sales rule.  According to the complaint, Mortgage Investors’ telemarketers called more than 5.4m numbers listed on the National Do Not Call Registry to offer home loan refinancing services to current and former U.S. military consumers in violation of the TSR Rule. 

 

The telemarketers also allegedly led service-members to believe that low interest, fixed rate mortgages were available at no cost, often quoting rates that they implied would last the duration of their loan. In reality, Mortgage Investors only offered adjustable rate mortgages in which consumers’ payments would increase with rising interest rates and would require consumers to pay closing costs. 

 

In addition, Mortgage Investors allegedly misled consumers about their affiliation with the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). The FTC charged Mortgage Investors with false and misleading acts or practices in violation of Section 5 of the FTC Act and the MAP Rule.

 

The civil charges also represent the first time the FTC has ever enforced the Mortgage Acts and Practices – Advertising rule (MAP), which allows the FTC to collect civil penalties for deceptive mortgage ads.
In doing this there is a stipulated order that contains some draconian requirements.

The Company did business under MORTGAGE INVESTORS CORPORATION OF OHIO, INC., an Ohio corporation, also doing business as MORTGAGE INVESTORS CORPORATION, AMERIGROUP MORTGAGE CORPORATION, VETERANS INFORMATION DEPARTMENT, and VETERANS HOME LOANS,

The company entered into a STIPULATED FINAL ORDER FOR PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND CIVIL PENALTY JUDGMENT without admitting or denying any liability. Some of the orders were effectively:

1. Do not call unless asked by the consumer or the consumer is not on the Do Not Call List.

2. No misrepresentations by anyone with knowledge of the order.
3. Defendant relinquishes dominion and all legal and equitable right, title, and interest in all assets transferred pursuant to this Order and may not seek the return of any assets.  This is in addition to the $7.5 million penalty.  NOW COME THE DRACONIAN MEASURES!
4. For 5 years after entry of this Order, the Defendant must deliver a copy of this Order to: (1) all principals, officers, directors, and managers and members; (2) all employees, agents, and representatives who participate in the Telemarketing, advertising, marketing, promoting, offering for sale, or selling of any Mortgage Credit Product; and 3) any business entity resulting from any change in structure of the entity.
5. ONE YEAR AFTER ENTRY OF THIS ORDER, Defendant must submit a compliance report, sworn under penalty of perjury: Defendant must: (a) designate the primary physical, postal, and email address and telephone number, as designated points of contact, which representatives of the Commission and Plaintiff may use to communicate with Defendant; (b) identify all of Defendant's businesses by all of their names, telephone numbers, and physical, postal, email, and Internet addresses; (c) describe the activities of each business, including the goods and services offered and the means of advertising, marketing, and sales;
6. describe in detail whether and how Defendant is in compliance with each Section of this Order
B. FOR 10 YEARS AFTER ENTRY OF THIS ORDER, Defendant must submit a compliance notice, sworn under penalty of perjury, within 30 days of any change in the following:

Defendant must report any change in: (a) any designated point of contact; and (b) the structure of Defendant or any entity that Defendant has any ownership interest in or controls directly or indirectly that may affect compliance obligations arising under this Order, including: creation, merger, sale, or dissolution of the entity or any subsidiary, parent, or affiliate that engages in any acts or practices subject to this Order.

C. Defendant must submit to the Commission notice of the filing of any bankruptcy petition, insolvency proceeding, or any similar proceeding by or against such Defendant within 30 days of its filing.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant must create certain records for 10 years after entry of the Order, and retain each such record for 5 years. Specifically, Defendant in connection with Telemarketing or Commercial Communications relating to Mortgage Credit Products, must create and retain the following records:

A. Accounting records showing the revenues from all goods or services sold, all costs incurred in generating those revenues, and the resulting net profit or loss;

B. Personnel records showing, for each person providing services, whether as an employee or otherwise, that person's: name; addresses; telephone numbers; job title or position; dates of service; and (if applicable) the reason for termination;

C. Records of all consumer complaints, whether received directly or indirectly, such as through a third party, and any response;

D. All records necessary to demonstrate full compliance with each provision of this Order, including all submissions to the Commission; and

E. A master copy of each unique Commercial Communication relating to Mortgage Credit Products. (U.S. v. Mortgage Investors Corporation of Ohio, Inc., Matter No. 1223084.June 25, 2013)

MORAL

Now you understand why it is less expensive to see your attorney first. Remember, this goes on for TEN YEARS!  If you have questions or would like us to audit your procedures call Herman Thordsen or Jozef Magyar our firm (888) 667-8529.

DO FORENSIC AUDITS OR ANY MORTGAGE RELIEF OR FORECLOSURE RELIEF AND THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION (FTC) WILL FREEZE YOUR ASSETS FIRST AND TELL YOU LATER 
FACTS

The Federal Trade Commission filed suit in federal court to halt a mortgage relief scheme that allegedly deceived and preyed on distressed homeowners by charging them $2,000 to $4,000 based on bogus foreclosure rescue claims. The defendants are:
A TO Z MARKETING, INC., ALSO DOING BUSINESS AS CLIENT SERVICES; APEX MEMBERS, LLC, ALSO DOING BUSINESS AS APEX SOLUTIONS, ALSO DOING BUSINESS AS MACARTHUR FINANCIAL GROUP; APEX SOLUTIONS, INC.; BACKEND, INC., FORMERLY KNOWN AS MORTGAGE MODIFICATION CENTER, ALSO DOING BUSINESS AS MMC, INC.; EXPERT PROCESSING CENTER, INC.; SMART FUNDING CORP.; WILLIAM D. GOODRICH, ATTY, INC., ALSO DOING BUSINESS AS WDG, ATTORNEY AT LAW; RATAN BAID; MADHULIKA BAID, ALSO KNOWN AS MADHU BAID; AND WILLIAM D. GOODRICH,
The defendants allegedly falsely claimed they would provide legal help to save consumers’ homes from foreclosure and lower their mortgage payments, then charged them up-front fees (from $2000 to $4000) in violation of federal law, delivering little or no help, and driving them deeper into debt.
The TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER SIGNED BY THE COURT SHUTS DOWN THE DEFENDANTS’ WEBSITES, FREEZES THEIR ASSETS, and provides for appointment of a receiver pending trial.
The defendants marketed their scheme in a variety of ways, which included using an official looking mailer that implores consumers to act quickly before they “FORFEIT LEGAL RIGHTS,” or face a “statute of limitations and government program deadlines,” according to the FTC.  Three individuals – RATAN BAID, MADHULIKA BAID, and WILLIAM D. GOODRICH and seven companies falsely promised lower monthly payments and interest rates, and conversion of adjustable-rate mortgages to fixed ones, the FTC complaint alleged.  Many consumers who called the toll-free numbers were falsely guaranteed a loan modification that supposedly would make their payments more affordable, that they would get results within 60 to 90 days, or that Goodrich, an attorney, would use his impressive legal experience on their behalf, according to the complaint.

	

	


The defendants also marketed their scheme online, through telemarketing calls and with television and radio ads, according to the complaint.  The defendants’ websites touted a range of financial services, including bankruptcy advice, credit counseling, and “forensic mortgage audits.”  One of the sites described how these “audits” can help consumers hold onto their homes or lower their mortgage payments.  It falsely claimed that the “audits” could uncover any “lending violations” committed by lenders, and that the information could be used “to gain leverage in a successful loan modification,” the complaint stated.
In reality, however, the defendants generally did not provide the promised loan modification or help consumers avoid foreclosure, either directly or through the “forensic mortgage audits.”
The complaint charges the defendants with violating the Federal Trade Commission Act and with violating the Mortgage Assistance Relief Services Rule, which bans mortgage foreclosure rescue and loan modification services from collecting fees until homeowners have a written offer from their lender or servicer that they deem acceptable.  (U.S.D.C. Central Distsrict,. June 18, 2013)

MORAL

As I have been saying time and again, see your attorney first and let the attorney check you out for compliance. It is certainly a lot less expensive than getting sued by the FTC, CFPB, BRE, DBO or worse yet being investigated by the FBI.  Even now, two legal firms in California and Arizona are pursuing mortgage brokers and lenders on loans that are audited by Flagstar, FDIC, and other banks and something is found to be incorrect, even in a minor fashion. How do we know? We are defending them for our clients.

ESTATE PLANNING REMINDERS ON HOW TO PROTECT YOUR ASSETS

FACTS

Because the U.S. Supreme Court in Hollingsworth vs. Perry dismissed an appeal concerning the unconstitutionality of Section 3 of DOMA same sex couples that are legally married according to the state law may receive over 1,000 federal statutory benefits the same as heterosexual married couples.  To learn more on  DOMA go to http://www.glaad.org/marriage/doma#whatisdoma 
The most significant benefit in estate planning  is the ability of a same-sex married person to qualify for the “unlimited marital deduction.”   Section 2056 of the Internal Revenue Code a married person leaving his/her estate to  a spouse does not accrue any estate tax regardless of the size of the estate.

Another benefit is  the unlimited gift tax marital deduction.  Married couples may not make unlimited interspousal gifts without incurring gift taxes the same as others.  This helps in estate planning and asset protection planning.

Under California law another important benefit is the presumption of Community Property on earnings and assets acquired during marriage.  See Family Code §780.  This allows for the full ”step-up in basis” of property in community property states such as California.  For example, if a person inherits a property that has appreciated in value, the capital gain (such as stock) in the appreciated asset is forgiven and no tax is due. The new basis is determined as of the date of death. So if stock was purchased at $10 and when the spouse dies it is worth $20  and sold, there is no tax due on the gain because the value is determined as of the date of death ($20). See Internal Revenue Code Section §1014(b)(6).

However, if one person or spouse has many assets and the other may have acquired many debts consideration should be given to a Prenuptial Agreement or a Transmutation Agreement if already married.  See an attorney for Transmutations Agreements because they can be tricky especially when one spouse already has existing debts.

MORAL
If you have questions on Wills, Trusts or other forms of estate planning contact Sean Thordsen.
IN ARIZONA A TRUSTEE NEED NOT SHOW IT HAS POSSESSION OR RIGHT TO THE UNDERLYING PROMISSORY NOTE IN ORDER TO FORECLOSE ON THE DEED OF TRUST

FACTS

When a debtor defaults on a promissory note secured by a deed of trust on real property, the trustee named in the deed of trust or its assignee may foreclose without the beneficiary of the promissory note  first having to show ownership of the note that  the deed of trust secures.  In other words. when parties execute a deed of trust and the debtor thereafter defaults, the trustee may sell the real property securing the underlying note through a nonjudicial foreclosure sale.  .(Hogan v. Washington Mutual bank, N.A., 277 F.3.d 781, 782 (Ariz. 2012; A,R,S, §33-807;Zadrozny v. Bank of New York, etc., 13 DJDAR8575

MORAL

However, if they were eligible, they might have filed for bankruptcy where the bankruptcy courts have reached a different opinion.  If you have a bankruptcy question for California or Nevada, contact Jozef Magyar or Sean Thordsen.
DAVID LEE HARDIN, Jr., CEO OF A MORTGAGE COMPANY IN ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA SENTENCED TO OVER 3 YEARS IN FEDERAL PRISON
FACTS
On July 1, 2013 David Lee Hardin 59, of COTO DE CAZA  CEO and majority shareholder of a group of companies including COVENANT MORTGAGE, , COVENANT MARKETING, COVENANT DEBT SOLUTIONS, COVENANT INSURANCE and HRE INSURANCE was sentenced to 41 months in prison for running a Ponzi scheme that collected more than $6.7 million from more than two dozen victims.
From April 2007 through July 2010, Hardin solicited investments in a side venture related to his companies’ mortgage business. The investments were structured as loans to Hardin’s companies at fixed rates of interest. Hardin told the investors that their funds would be used to finance a home building project, to originate mortgages, and to fund his debt settlement business and that returns would be generated through home sales and fees from mortgage originations and debt settlement services. In reality, Hardin used a large percentage of the funds to make purported “interest” payments to earlier rounds of investors, in the typical pattern of a Ponzi scheme. He used other funds for personal expenses, including rent and car payments. Still other funds were used for operational costs of Hardin’s other businesses, including employee salaries and operating costs. (usattyla7113)

MORAL

If you are soliciting investors, make sure you comply with BRE, DBO and SEC or you to might meet the FBI.  Don’t you just love all the initials?

LORRAINE BROWN OF ALPHARETTA, GEORGIA AS A FORMER EXECUTIVE WITH LENDER PROCESSING SERVICES GETS FIVE YEARS FOR HER ROLE IN MORTGAGE FORGERY INVOLVING FORECLOSURES

FACTS

On July 2, 2013 LORRAINE BROWN OF ALPHARETTA, GEORGIA, a former executive with LENDER PROCESSING SERVICES was sentenced to five years in federal prison for mortgage forgery.  She was involved with a six-year scheme to prepare and file more than one million fraudulently signed and notarized mortgage-related documents with property recorders’ offices throughout the U.S. Brown pleaded guilty in November 2012 to conspiracy to commit mail and wire fraud.

 

BROWN WAS AN EXECUTIVE AT LPS AND THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OF DOCX LLC, a wholly-owned subsidiary of LPS, until it was closed down in early 2010. DocX’s main clients were residential mortgage servicers, who hired the company to assist in creating and executing mortgage-related documents filed with recorders’ offices.

 

Employees of DocX, at the direction of Brown and others, began forging and falsifying signatures of authorized personnel on the mortgage-related documents that they had been hired to prepare and file with property recorders’ offices. Only specific personnel at DocX were authorized by clients to sign the documents, but the documents were fraudulently notarized as if actually executed by authorized DocX employees.

 

DocX also hired temporary workers to act as authorized signers, who were able to sign thousands of mortgage-related instruments a day. Between 2003 and 2009, DocX generated approximately $60 million in gross revenue. Brown admitted she understood that property recorders, courts, title insurers and homeowners relied upon the documents as genuine. (mpa7213, U.S. v. Brown, 12cr198, U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Florida (Jacksonville). The Missouri cases are State v. DocX LLC, 12BA-CROO433, and State v. Brown, 12BA-CR00430, Boone County, Missouri, Circuit Court (Columbia))

MORAL

The question remains as to the effect of the documents on the many borrowers.  That is an interesting question.  With forged signatures, are foreclosures valid?  Can they be set aside?  Are they void?  If the trustee’s deed upon sale was forged by the DOCX people was there a valid transfer?  It might be interesting to trace some of them if the borrowers want to spend the time and/or the money and if they can find out if it was there documents that were forged and if the documents relate to who has real title. This is an interesting legal issue.
OWNERS OF OHIO TITLE COMPANY CHARGED FOR DEFRAUDING COMPANIES AND CUSTOMERS OUT OF MORE THAN $290,000

FACTS
Two Lorain County men were charged with conspiracy to commit wire fraud for defrauding companies and customers out of more than $290,000.  Gregory R. Klima, 52, of Avon Lake, and Timothy R. Grodzik, 52, of Columbia Station were charged in criminal information. The men owned TITLE ACCESS LLC, with Klima serving as president and Grodzik as vice president of sales, according to the information.
Title Access was formed in 2000 and was in the business of administering real estate transactions by providing services including title insurance and escrow account management. TITLE ACCESS USED STEWART TITLE AS AN UNDERWRITER for the issuing of title insurance, according to the information.
Klima and Grodzik are accused of defrauding Stewart and parties to real estate transactions by diverting funds from Title Access’ escrow account for their personal benefit between December 2009 and February 2011, according to the information.
Around February 2011, Grodzik, with Klima’s knowledge, falsified Access’ financial documents to conceal from a Stewart auditor the fact that they diverted funds from the Title Access escrow account, according to the information.
An information only a charge and is not evidence of guilt. A defendant is entitled to a fair trial in which it will be the government’s burden to prove guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.  (usattyndoh7213)

MORAL

Choose your title companies wisely. If you do not know of a decent way to analyze, give me a call and we can name several.  And we do not get paid for this.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS NOT LEGAL ADVICE.

AN ATTORNEY SHOULD BE CONSULTED IF YOU DESIRE LEGAL ADVICE
SPEAKERS AND SPEAKING ENGAGEMENT
SPONSORED BY NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF MORTGAGE PROFESSIONALS

	
	NONE SCHEDULED AT THIS TIME

	DATE:
	

	TIME:
	

	LOCATION:
	

	TOPIC:
	

	SPEAKER:
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	REGISTRATION:
	

	NOTE:
	


The Thordsen Law Firm for over 40 years represents clients in business litigation, personal injury, trusts and agency hearings among other matters.  
We have successfully represented companies and individuals in many civil matters including but not limited to those under investigation or charged with violations of licensing laws and regulations, including HUD/FHA, FDIC requests for loss paybacks on loans submitted to banks taken over by the FDIC as well as those under investigation or charged with mortgage fraud.  We develop and advise companies on audit procedures and policies to avoid violation of CFPB, HUD/FHA and state agency licensing laws and regulations such as the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, Dodd Frank Act and federal and state mortgage fraud laws.. We actively defend individuals in demands from lenders and federal agencies to buy back loans or pay for losses on loans.

We are a full service law firm. On Federal Matters we represent clients nationwide.  Our Attorneys are licensed in California and Nevada representing clients in matters where they have suffered personal injury or are in need of a fresh start by filing for bankruptcy protection or in need of protecting their assets through trusts and wills. 
The firm attorneys represent numerous clients in many areas of law including Personal Injury, trust and wills for asset protection, criminal white collar defense, defending against CALIFORNIA BRE, DBO, MLD, HUD/FHA and FDIC accusations, copyright and trademark protection, bankruptcy, defending civil suits brought against loan originators that are sued by borrowers, for repayment of losses on mortgage loans, mortgage fraud defense and general real estate matters.  Among others we are counsel to lenders, realtors, mortgage brokers in California and nationally.  We are counsel to state trade associations in California, Nevada and Arizona.

If we may serve you please contact one of our attorneys at (888)667-8529.  

Herman Thordsen, Esq.

Jozef G. Magyar, Esq.

Sean Thordsen, Esq.
Our trial lawyer for our personal injury cases is Alan Brown a member of the National Trial Lawyers Association and past president of the Orange County Trial Lawyers Association.  The National Trial Lawyers of America is by invitation only to the 100 top trial lawyers in each state. We are quite proud of Alan’s accomplishment and the fact that we may serve those of you that have been injured so that you receive just compensation for your injuries.

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS LEGAL ISSUES IN NEVADA, CONSULT WITH SEAN THORDSEN LICENSED NEVADA ATTORNEY 
SCHEDULE AN APPOINTMENT WITH HIM AT 
7380 SOUTH EASTERN AVE.

SUITE 123

LAS VEGAS, NV 89123
(702) 885-9442
IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO SUBSCRIBE TO THE NATIONWIDE MORTGAGE E-ALERT AT NO COST, PLEASE SUBMIT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION TO “THORDSEN LAW OFFICES”  MAIL OR FAX TO (714) 662-4999.  ATTN; THORDSEN LAW OFFICES, 151 KALMUS DRIVE, SUITE B-250, COSTA MESA, CA 92626.  ATTN: H. THORDSEN   
NAME:  __________________________________________
COMPANY:  ______________________________________
ADDRESS:  _______________________________________
CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE:  _______________________
TELEPHONE:   ___________________________________
E-MAIL:  ______________________________
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