
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

R. BALL, JR. :
FOR A.L. BALL TRUST, DECEMBER 22, 1976 : CIVIL ACTION

:
v. :

:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : NO. 12-921

ORDER

AND NOW, this 25th day of April 2012, upon consideration of the United States’

Unopposed Motion to Enlarge Time to Respond to Complaint (Doc. No. 10), it is hereby

ORDERED that the motion is GRANTED.  Defendant shall have an extension of time until May

14, 2012 to respond to the complaint. 

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Legrome D. Davis

Legrome D. Davis, J.
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS 
No. 12-88T 

 
 (Filed: April 26, 2012) 

 
 
DENNIS L. & CATHY E. NASH,  
 
   Plaintiffs, 
 
 v. 
 
UNITED STATES, 
 
   Defendant. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 

 
ORDER 

 
Pending before the court is defendant’s Unopposed Motion for an Enlargement of Time, 

filed April 26, 2012.  Defendant seeks an enlargement of 30 days, from April 30, 2012 to May 
30, 2012, within which to file its response to plaintiff’s complaint.  This is defendant’s second 
motion for an enlargement of time for this purpose, the court having previously granted an 
extension of 21 days by its order of March 28, 2012. 

For good cause shown, defendant’s motion is GRANTED.  Defendant shall file its 
response to plaintiff’s complaint on or before May 30, 2012. 

It is so ORDERED. 

      s/ Charles F. Lettow    
      Charles F. Lettow 
      Judge 
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Robert R. Kinas (Nevada Bar No. 6019)
Nishat Baig (Nevada Bar No. 11047)
Blakeley E. Griffrth (Nevada Bar No. 12386)
SNELL & WILMER I.I.P.
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite I100
Las Vegas, NV 89169
Telephone: (7 02) 7 84-5200
Facsimile: (702) 784-5252
Email : rkinas@swlaw.com

nbaig@swlaw.com
bgriffith@swlaw.com

Attorneys for Bank of Nevada

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

In re Case No. 1l-16624-lbr

Chapter I I
DESERT CAPITAL REIT, INC.,

Debtor

ORDER APPROVING STIPULATION
BETWEEN BANK OF NEVADA AND
DEBTOR RE,GARDING THE AMOUNT
OF BANK OF NEVADA'S CLAIM

This Court having considered the Stipulation Between Bank of Nevada and Debtor

Regarding the Amount of Bank of Nevada's Claim by and between Debtor, Desert Capital REIT,

Inc. ("Debtor"), and Bank of Nevada ("Bank of Nevada") (collectively, the "Parties") by and

through their respective counsel of record which Stipulation was filed on March 27,2012.

The Court, having read and considered the Stipulation and good cause appearing

therefore;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Stipulation is approved;

14737269 1

___________________________________________________________________
Entered on Docket 
April 26, 2012
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Bank of Nevada's claim is in Class 4 and, as defined

by the Disclosure Statement and Plan, for $1,284,695.01. This amount is the amount owing as of

the Bankruptcy petition date and does not include post-petition interest, fees, or expenses.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Prepared and Respectfully Submitted By:

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.

By: e.
Robert R. Q.{evada
Nishat Baig (Nevada Bar No.
Blakeley E. Griff,rth Q'{evada Bar No. 12386)
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 1100
Las Vegas, NV 89169
Telephone: (7 02) 7 84-5200
Facsimile: (7 02) 7 84-5252
Attorneys for Bank of Nevada

###

No.6019)
t1047)

t4737269 1

-2-
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,  ) 
      ) 
   Plaintiff,  ) 
      ) 
 vs.     ) CAUSE NO. 1:12-CV-394-SEB-DKL   
      )  
DAVID RAY FRANKLIN, RACHEL    ) 
WIGGINS, WILLIAM BROWN,   ) 
AND INSTANT TAX REFUND  ) 
SERVICE, (d/b/a Instant Tax Service)  ) 
      ) 
   Defendants.  ) 
 

ORDER ON DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO ENLARGE TIME 
 

Defendant, William Brown, by counsel, having filed his Unopposed Motion for 
Enlargement of Time for Twenty-one days, and the Court, having reviewed the Motion, 
hereby GRANTS the same. 
 
It is therefore ORDERED and AGREED the Defendant, William Brown, has until May 
15, 2012 to answer Plaintiff's complaint.   
 
 
 
Date: ________________    
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
Distribution to all registered counselof record via ECF.
 
 
 

04/26/2012

 

 
_______________________________ 
Denise K. LaRue 
United States Magistrate Judge 
Southern District of Indiana 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

 

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT  

FILED 

 

APR 26 2012 

 
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS  

 

BRIAN KENNER; KATHLEEN 

KENNER,  

 

                     Plaintiffs - Appellants, 

 

   v. 

 

ERIN KELLY; JENNIFER PLASKY; 

CAROL ROSE; MARY K. PITTNER; C. 

JOHN CRAWFORD; PATRICIA 

BLIZZARD; CHARLOTTE A. 

BECERRA; SYLVIA L. 

SHAUGHNESSY; DAVID ALITO; 

MINDY MEIGS, individuals; CAPITAL 

ONE, a corporation; ANTHONY J. 

BATTAGLIA, Federal Judge, in his 

official capacity; BARRY T. 

MOSKOWITZ, Federal Judge, in his 

official capacity; DOES, 1-50 inclusive; 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,  

 

                     Defendants - Appellees.  

No. 12-55758 

    

D.C. No. 3:11-cv-02520-BEN-BGS  
U.S. District Court for Southern 

California, San Diego 

 

TIME SCHEDULE ORDER 
 

 

The parties shall meet the following time schedule. 

If there were reported hearings, the parties shall designate and, if necessary, cross-

designate the transcripts pursuant to 9th Cir. R. 10-3.1. If there were no reported 

hearings, the transcript deadlines do not apply. 

Fri., May 25, 2012 Transcript shall be ordered. 

Case 3:11-cv-02520-BEN-BGS   Document 47   Filed 04/26/12   Page 1 of 2



Mon., June 25, 2012 Transcript shall be filed by court reporter. 

Fri., August 3, 2012 Appellants' opening brief and excerpts of record shall 

be served and filed pursuant to FRAP 32 and 9th Cir. 

R. 32-1. 

Tue., September 4, 2012 Appellees' answering brief and excerpts of record 

shall be served and filed pursuant to FRAP 32 and 

9th Cir. R. 32-1. 

The optional appellants' reply brief shall be filed and served within fourteen 

days of service of the appellees' brief, pursuant to FRAP 32 and 9th Cir. R. 

32-1. 

Failure of the appellants to comply with the Time Schedule Order will result 

in automatic dismissal of the appeal. See 9th Cir. R. 42-1.  

 

FOR THE COURT: 

Molly C. Dwyer 

Clerk of Court 

 

Gerald Rosen 

Deputy Clerk 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
v.

ARNOLD A. LISS, et al.,

Defendants.
                                                                          

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Civil No. 12-CV-120-L (NLS)

ORDER VACATING AND RESETTING
EARLY NEUTRAL EVALUATION
CONFERENCE

(Dkt. No. 16.)

Currently pending before this Court is the parties’ joint motion for a sixty day continuance of the

Early Neutral Evaluation Conference set for May 2, 2012, at 9:30 a.m.  (Dkt. No. 16.)  This Court finds

good cause to grant this request because the taxpayer whose tax liability is at issue has not yet been

served.  

ACCORDINGLY, it is hereby

ORDERED that the Early Neutral Evaluation Conference set for May 2, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. is

hereby VACATED and RESET for July 11, 2012, at 2:30 p.m.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED:  April 26, 2012

Hon. Nita L. Stormes
U.S. Magistrate Judge
United States District Court

1 12-CV-120 L (NLS)

Case 3:12-cv-00120-L-NLS   Document 17   Filed 04/26/12   Page 1 of 1



OAO450 (Rev. 5/85)   Judgment in a Civil Case

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
District of Minnesota

United States of America,
                                                              Petitioner, JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

    V.
Case Number: 12-mc-11 (PJS/JJK) 

Brad J. Montagne, 

                                                            Respondent. 

Jury Verdict.  This action came before the Court for a trial by jury.  The issues have been tried and the jury
has rendered its verdict.

X Decision by Court.  This action came to trial or hearing before the Court.  The issues have been tried or
heard and a decision has been rendered.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED THAT:
1. Petitioner’s Petition to Enforce Internal Revenue Service Summons (Doc. No. [1]) is GRANTED; and 
2. Respondent’s Motion to Quash (Doc. No. [4]), is DENIED. 

April 26, 2012 RICHARD D. SLETTEN, CLERK
Date

s/ MMP 
(By) MMP  Deputy Clerk

C:\Documents and Settings\price\Desktop\Blank Judgment Form.wpd Form Modified:  09/16/04
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
 DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA )
)

Petitioner, )
)

v. ) Civil No. 12-MC-00011-PJS-JJK
)

BRAD J. MONTAGNE )
)

Respondent. )

ORDER FOR ENFORCING IRS SUMMONS

The Court having adopted the report and recommendation issued by Magistrate Judge

Keyes (Dkt. No. 20) and having granted the United States’ petition to enforce the IRS Summons

issued to respondent, Brad J. Montagne, on November 7, 2011 (“the IRS Summons”), 

It is hereby ORDERED that Brad J. Montagne comply fully with the IRS Summons; 

It is further ORDERED that Brad J. Montagne appear and give testimony to Revenue

Officer Wallin on Tuesday May 22, 2012 at 10:00 AM at 1550 American Blvd. East, Suite 500,

Bloomington, MN 55425; and

It is further ORDERED that Brad J. Montagne produce to IRS Revenue Officer Richard

Wallin all documents requested in the IRS Summons no later than May 22, 2012 at 10:00 AM.

Entered this 26th day of April, 2012.

BY THE COURT:

s/Patrick J. Schiltz_________________
Judge Patrick J. Schiltz
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

 FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

                     Plaintiff - Appellee,

   v.

DAVID PRIESTLY,

                     Defendant - Appellant.

________________________

DEBRA PRIESTLY; et al.,

                     Defendants.

Nos. 11-56692, 12-55037

D.C. No. 2:10-cv-06604-GAF-

MAN

Central District of California, 

Los Angeles

ORDER

Before:  Peter L. Shaw, Appellate Commissioner.

Upon review of the record, this court has determined that the appointment of

pro bono counsel in these consolidated appeals would benefit the court’s review. 

Accordingly, the motions for appointment of counsel filed in these consolidated

appeals are granted.  The court by this order expresses no opinion as to the merits

of the appeals.  

Appellant’s motion for an extension of time to file the consolidated opening

brief is denied as unnecessary.  See 9th Cir. R. 27-13.  

FILED
APR 26 2012

MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS

Case: 11-56692     04/26/2012     ID: 8154511     DktEntry: 17     Page: 1 of 2
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The Clerk shall enter an order appointing pro bono counsel to represent

appellant for purposes of these consolidated appeals only, and establishing a

revised briefing schedule.  These consolidated appeals are stayed pending further

order of this court.

Case: 11-56692     04/26/2012     ID: 8154511     DktEntry: 17     Page: 2 of 2



 
 

In the United States Court of Federal Claims 
No. 06-28T 

(Filed: April 26, 2012) 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
* 

RADIOSHACK CORPORATION,  * 
* 

Plaintiffs,     *  
* 

v.       * 
* 

THE UNITED STATES,    * 
* 

Defendant.     * 
* 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SCHEDULING ORDER 

      ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 The Court will hold a telephonic status conference at 3 p.m. on May 1, 2012.  At the 
status conference, the Court will ask the Government to provide updated information concerning 
the number of taxpayers who have requested a refund of the communications excise tax using the 
administrative mechanism.  In addition, the Court will ask the Government how it intends to 
proceed in light of the District of Columbia District Court’s decision in In re Long-Distance 
Telephone Service Federal Excise Tax Refund Litigation. 
 
 
 
 s/Mary Ellen Coster Williams  
 Mary Ellen Coster Williams 
 Judge  

Case 1:06-cv-00028-MCW   Document 110    Filed 04/26/12   Page 1 of 1



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

FORT PIERCE DIVISION

Case No 1l-l4392-CIV-GRAHAM/LYNCH

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ,

Plaintiff,

GARY D. REDICK

PAMELA R. HUSMAN

Defendants.

ORDER SCHEDULING MEDIATION

The mediation conference in this matter shall be held with

Marlene Quintana, Esq., on July 26, 2012 at 10:00 A.M., at Gray

Robinson, P.A ., 1221 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1600, Miami, Florida

33131 .

DONE ANn ORDERED in Chambers at Miami, Florida, this 25th day

of April, 2012.

s/Donald L . G-raham
DONALD L . GM HAM

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

CC :

Gary D. Redick

Pamela R . Husman

Case 2:11-cv-14392-DLG   Document 34   Entered on FLSD Docket 04/26/2012   Page 1 of 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA 
  

 
United States of America,    Civil No. 11-556 (RHK/LIB) 
  
  Plaintiff, 
 
v.  ORDER  
         
Eugene E. Rivetts et al, 
 

Defendants,  
 
       
 This matter came before the undersigned United States Magistrate Judge pursuant to a 

general assignment, made in accordance with the provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A), upon 

Plaintiff’s motion to be relieved of the requirement to have a person with full settlement 

authority attend the settlement conference between the parties scheduled for June 14, 2012.  For 

the reasons outlined below, the Court grants Plaintiff’s motion and cancels the motion hearing 

currently scheduled for May 24, 2012 as moot.  

 On February 7, 2012, the Court issued a Settlement Conference Order which directed that 

“[c]ounsel who will actually try the case and each party, armed with full settlement discretion, 

shall be present in person.”  (Order [Docket No. 55] at 1) (emphasis in original).   

The United States of America (Plaintiff) “requests that it be relieved from the 

requirement that a representative with full settlement authority attend the settlement conference 

scheduled in this case for June 14, 2012, in Fergus Falls, Minnesota,” and rather, “its trial 

counsel be required to attend in person and the official with full settlement authority be available 

by telephone for consultation during the conference.”  (United States’ Unopposed Mot. [Docket 

No. 73] at 1).  Plaintiff provides that “[t]he Justice Department trial attorney who will attend the 

CASE 0:11-cv-00556-RHK-LIB   Document 77   Filed 04/26/12   Page 1 of 4



2 
 

settlement conference, Martin M. Shoemaker, has primary responsibility for handling this case 

and is accordingly the Department official most familiar with the factual and legal issues relevant 

to the settlement conference.”  (Mem. of Law in Supp. of United States’ Unopposed Mot. 

[Docket No. 75] at 5).  Additionally, according to Plaintiff, “[i]n exercising their settlement 

authority the appropriate Department officials with settlement authority accord substantial 

weight to the trial attorney’s recommendation, because the recommendation will be based on the 

trial attorney’s knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses of the parties’ positions.”  (Id.)   

Generally, the Court has authority to require that a person with full settlement authority 

attend the settlement conference.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(c)(1) (“If appropriate, the court may 

require that a party or its representative be present or reasonably available by other means to 

consider possible settlement.”); D. Minn. LR 16.5(a)(2) (“Trial counsel for each party, as well as 

a party representative having full settlement authority, shall attend each Settlement Conference 

ordered by the Court.”); Universal Coops., Inc. v. Tribal Co-op. Mktg. Dev., 45 F.3d 1194, 1196 

(8th Cir. 1995); Scott v. United States, 552 F. Supp.2d 917, 921 (D. Minn. 2008) (affirming the 

Magistrate Judge’s order “requiring the Assistant Attorney General to participate in a settlement 

conference” by appearing through telephone and rejecting the argument that In re Stone, 986 

F.2d 898 (5th Cir. 1993), prohibited the Court from issuing such an order).  Even In re Stone, on 

which Plaintiff appears to rely, acknowledged that “the district judge possesses the ultimate 

power to require the attendance at issue, [but] it is a power to be very sparingly used.”  986 F.2d 

at 900 (“subject to the abuse-of-discretion standard, district courts have the general inherent 

power to require a party to have a representative with full settlement authority present-or at least 

reasonably and promptly accessible-at pretrial conferences. This applies to the government as 

well as private litigants. We find no statute or rule that attempts to regulate the court’s use of that 

CASE 0:11-cv-00556-RHK-LIB   Document 77   Filed 04/26/12   Page 2 of 4



3 
 

inherent power. But a district court must consider the unique position of the government as a 

litigant in determining whether to exercise its discretion in favor of issuing such an order”). 

To ensure that a scheduled settlement conference is beneficial for both parties, the Court 

ordinarily expects each party to be represented at the settlement conference by an individual with 

full settlement authority.  The requirement that individuals capable of settling the dispute be the 

ones involved in the process of settlement ensures that once the parties have reached a mutual 

agreement, it can be appropriately reduced to a final binding agreement without further 

involvement of additional parties that may then require additional discussion, thereby potentially 

resetting the process.  The Court is hesitant to excuse parties from this duty absent compelling 

circumstances and will only do so on rare instances.   

Nevertheless, in this particular case, Plaintiff has demonstrated that it may be excused 

from having a representative with full settlement authority at the upcoming settlement 

conference between the parties, in light of its agreement to have the individual “Department 

official most familiar with the factual and legal issues relevant to the settlement conference” 

attend in person and “with the official with final settlement authority available by telephone to 

provide consent to any possible agreement.”  (Mem. of Law in Supp. of United States’ 

Unopposed Mot. at 5).  Of particular importance to the Court is that Defendants have no 

objection to Plaintiff’s request.  (Id. at 1).  Plaintiff should not understand, however, the Court’s 

limited exception in this case as a standing exception that the United States of America would be 

excused from this requirement in any future settlement conferences, whether in this case or a 

different case.  

 

 

CASE 0:11-cv-00556-RHK-LIB   Document 77   Filed 04/26/12   Page 3 of 4



4 
 

III. CONCLUSION 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, It is – 
 

ORDERED: 
 
1. That Plaintiff’s motion to be relieved of the requirement to have a person with full 

settlement authority attend the settlement conference [Docket No. 73] is GRANTED 
as more fully described above.  

2. That the motion hearing scheduled for May 24, 2012, is cancelled as moot.  
 

 
BY THE COURT: 
 

 
Dated: April 26, 2012     s/Leo I. Brisbois   
       Leo I. Brisbois 

U.S. MAGISTRATE JUDGE 

CASE 0:11-cv-00556-RHK-LIB   Document 77   Filed 04/26/12   Page 4 of 4



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

LEWIS T. BABCOCK, JUDGE

Civil Case No. 12-cv-00752-LTB

ROCKIES CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION, INC., a Colorado non-profit corporation,

Plaintiff,

v.

JOHN B. KUNEY, III and
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY - INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,

Defendants.
_______________________________________________________________________

ORDER OF REMAND 
_______________________________________________________________________

Upon the Unopposed Motion to Remand Action to State Court (Doc 7), Defendant

United States of America’s Disclaimer (Doc 6), and review of the file, it is

ORDERED that the Motion to Remand is GRANTED and this action is REMANDED

to the District Court for Routt County, Colorado, for further proceedings.

BY THE COURT:

     s/Lewis T. Babcock                          
Lewis T. Babcock, Judge

DATED:   April 26, 2012

Case 1:12-cv-00752-LTB   Document 8   Filed 04/26/12   USDC Colorado   Page 1 of 1



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Civil Action No. 12-cv-00479-PAB-MEH

THE VILLAGES OF PARKER MASTER ASSOCIATION, INC., d/b/a Canterberry Crossing
Master Association,

Plaintiff,

v.

ERIC HANSEN,
DAWN HANSEN,
HOME LOAN MORTGAGE CORPORATION, d/b/a Home Loan Corporation of Texas, d/b/a
Expanded Mortgage Credit,
MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION SYSTEM, INC.,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, and
DOUGLAS COUNTY PUBLIC TRUSTEE and OCCUPANT,

Defendants.

MINUTE ORDER

Entered by Michael E. Hegarty, United States Magistrate Judge, on April 26, 2012.

The Joint Motion to Vacate Scheduling Conference [filed April 25, 2012; docket #7] is
granted in part and denied in part.  The Scheduling Conference set for April 30, 2012, at 9:45 a.m.
is hereby converted to a Status Conference and will be held in Courtroom A501 on the fifth floor
of the Alfred A. Arraj United States Courthouse, 901 19th Street, Denver, Colorado.  

If counsel choose to do so, they  may appear telephonically at the hearing by first
conferencing together, then calling my Chambers at (303) 844-4507 at the appointed time.

Please remember that anyone seeking entry into the Alfred A. Arraj United States
Courthouse will be required to show a valid photo identification.  See D.C. Colo. LCivR 83.2B.  
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