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Plaintiffs Antonio Ocegueda, Ines Ocegueda, Jorge Orejel, Gricelda Garcia, and Judy
Jones (“Plaintiffs”), on behalf of themselves and a class of all other persons similarly situated,

allege as follows:

I
INTRODUCTION

1. This is an action brought by a class of desperate homeowners seduced by Beverly
Hills attorney Ken Nathanson and his statewide network of cohorts to pay thousands of dollars in
up-front fees for mortgage loan modification and related legal services that he never provided.
Defendant Nathanson sat atop a loan modification scam network that funneled homeowners who
were fearful of losing their homes to foreclosure to his law firm Sherman & Nathanson.

2. Participating with Defendant Nathanson was RewireMyLoan.com, a sham front
for Defendant Adeel Amin. RewireMyLoan.com served as an intermediary between Nathanson
and his homeowner victims, promising to assist with loan modification services, collecting loan
documentation from victims, and directing the victims to Nathanson—and, of course, taking a
healthy cut off the top of the homeowners’ upfront fees. RewireMyLoan.com also guaranteed to
refund the homeowners’ payments should Nathanson fail to acquire loan modifications for the
homeowners. Just like Nathanson, RewireMyLoan.com failed to deliver on its promises; no
refunds have been made.

3. Nathanson and RewireMyLoan.com used local real estate agents and brokers who
were trusted in their local communities to obtain leads on potential scam victims. These agents
would refer loan modification “business” to RewireMyLoan.com and Nathanson.

4. This scam was heavily marketed. Nathanson and his cohorts sold Nathanson’s
services by focusing on his years of experience as an attorney with a commercial litigation and
real estate background, which bought the victims’ trust and led them to believe that retaining him
would guarantee success in loan modification negotiation or litigation against their lenders.
RewireMyLoan.com trumpeted its association with Nathanson on its website, advertising his firm

as “one firm that rises above the rest.” One of the referring agents was a Spanish-language radio
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personality and licensed real estate agent who solicited homeowners on his radio show and began
the negotiations that led victims to RewireMyLoan.com and ultimately to Nathanson. The other
referring agent, based in San Francisco but doing business all over the Bay Area, specialized in
serving police officers, firefighters and other working class individuals, and likewise served as a
conduit for these and other victims to enter the RewireMyLoan.com/Nathanson scam web.

5. These promotional activities, taken together with RewireMyLoan.com’s promise
of a guaranteed money-back refund, were intended to induce victims to enter into an agreement
with Nathanson and to quickly furnish the scammers with up-front payments.

6. Given the inevitable differences in their individual circumstances, not all
homeowners were eligible for loan modifications. Nevertheless, all of the Defendants promoted
Nathanson’s “services” on a one-size-fits-all basis, with no regard for each family’s particular
financial circumstances. A legitimate loan modification services provider would have assessed
individual circumstances prior to making any guarantees.

7. Moreover, Nathanson and RewireMyLoan.com, through their network of agents,
promoted and negotiated the contracts with many of the victims in Spanish, but provided only
English-language written contracts for them to review and keep. Because this sub-class of
victims could not read the English-language contracts that Defendants provided to them, they
relied solely on the verbal representations made to them, which were that they would obtain a
loan modification or their money back.

8. Ultimately, after extracting thousands of dollars from victims already at the brink
of financial ruin, Nathanson did not perform the legal services that were contracted for, nor did he
or other Defendants return the homeowners’ payments.

9. Much ink has been spilled in recent years regarding the housing crisis in this
country. The crisis has caused many homeowners to become trapped in high-cost home loans for
property that has plummeted in value and has therefore become difficult, if not impossible, to sell.
These now-unaffordable mortgages, coupled with high unemployment and underemployment that
has resulted from the declining economy, have left many homeowners facing late payments,

default or even foreclosure on their home mortgages.
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10.  Sadly, these factors have sown a fertile breeding ground for unprincipled
individuals—such as the Defendants in this lawsuit—Ilooking to prey on distressed homeowners
desperately seeking to save their homes and obtain some relief from unaffordable home loans.

11. Plaintiffs, on behalf of a class of similarly situated persons, seek to stop this
wrongful scheme from injuring any other distressed homeowners and to recover relief for past
wrongs.

II.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

12. The Superior Court for the County of Santa Clara has jurisdiction over this action
due to Defendants’ violations of California laws, including breach of California contracts and
numerous violations of California statutory provisions including Civil Code, section 1632 and
Business & Professions Code, section 17200.

13. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at least ninety (90)
Sherman & Nathanson Attorney-Client Fee Agreements and at least ninety (90)
RewireMyLoans.com’s Corporate Guaranties were entered into in Santa Clara County.

14. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that of those one hundred
and eighty (180) contracts, the vast majority of the residences at issue were located in Santa Clara
County.

15.  Venue is proper in Santa Clara County pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure,
sections 395, subdivision (a) and 395.5 because (1) many of the contracts were entered into in
Santa Clara County; (2) many of the contracts were for acts to be performed in Santa Clara
County; (3) Defendants’ obligation or liability under many of the contracts arose in Santa Clara
County; (4) Defendants’ breach of many of the contracts occurred in Santa Clara County; and (5)
injury to Plaintiffs’ personal property occurred in Santa Clara County.

16.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at least ninety (90)
class members (all potential non-party witnesses in this matter) reside in the greater San

Francisco Bay Area.

1
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17. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that real estate brokers and
agents who were used by Defendants to solicit the class representatives and many other class
members—key non-party witnesses about the promises made by RewireMyLoan.com and
Nathanson—reside in the greater San Francisco Bay Area.

II1.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
THE PARTIES

18. Plaintiffs ANTONIO and INES OCEGUEDA (“Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda™) are a
married couple residing at 2773 Meadowlark Drive in Union City, California.

19.  Plaintiffs JORGE OREJEL and GRICELDA GARCIA (“Mr. Orejel” and “Ms.
Garcia”) are a married couple residing at 1891 Mandarin Way in San Jose, California.

20.  Plaintiff JUDY JONES (“Ms. Jones™) is an individual residing at 7859 Prestwick
Circle in San Jose, California.

21.  Defendant KEN NATHANSON (“Nathanson™) is an individual who is, and was at
all relevant times, an attorney licensed to practice by the State Bar of California and is a partner at
Defendant Sherman & Nathanson P.C. and the principal attorney at Defendant Nathanson Law
Center. Through the use of local agents to solicit and obtain clients for his legal services,
Defendant Nathanson conducted business activities in Santa Clara County during the time period
relevant for this complaint.

22.  Defendant SHERMAN & NATHANSON, P.C. (“Sherman & Nathanson™) is a
professional law corporation existing under the laws of the State of California. Sherman &
Nathanson maintains its principal place of business at 9454 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 900 in
Beverly Hills, California. Through the use of local agents to solicit and obtain clients for its legal
services, Defendant Sherman & Nathanson conducted business activities within Santa Clara
County during the time period relevant for this complaint.

23. = Defendant NATHANSON LAW CENTER (“Nathanson Law Center”) is a
successor-in-interest to defendant Sherman & Nathanson and maintains its principal place of

business at 9454 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 900 in Beverly Hills, California. Through the use of

-6-
CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT



NoRE- R e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

local agents to solicit and obtain clients for its legal services, Defendant Nathanson Law Center
conducted business activities within Santa Clara County during the time period relevant for this
complaint.

24, Defendant AMERICAN BROTHER CORPORATION (“American Brother
Corporation™) is a California corporation maintaining a principal place of business at 17700
Castleton Street, Suite 200 in City of Industry, California. Defendant American Brother
Corporation does business under the fictitious business name of RewireMyLoan.com (sometimes
referred to hereinafter as “Rewire”). Through the use of local agents to solicit and obtain clients
for its services, Defendant American Brother Corporation conducted business activities within
Santa Clara County during the time period relevant for this complaint.

25. Defendant ADEEL AMIN (“Amin”) is an individual who, at all relevant times,
was the owner of Defendant American Brother Corporation d/b/a RewireMyLoan.com. Through
the use of local agents to solicit and obtain clients for his services, Defendant Amin conducted
business activities within Santa Clara County during the time period relevant for this complaint.

26. The true names and capacities of the Defendants identified only as DOES 1
through 100 (“Doe Defendants™ or “Doe Defendant”) are unknown to Plaintiffs at this time.
Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to insert the true names and capacities of the Doe Defendants
when such are finally ascertained. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that
each of the fictitiously named Doe Defendants is liable to Plaintiffs and the Class for the acts,
events and occurrences alleged herein as a result of said Doe Defendants’ relationship to the
named Defendants or participants in said acts, events and occurrences, or approval or ratification
thereof. In particular, some of the Doe Defendants are real estate agents, brokers and staff
members who worked for the named Defendants, or conspired with, aided and abetted or
otherwise assisted or knowingly permitted the named Defendants to carry out their schemes and
the unlawful conduct alleged herein. Other Doe Defendants are persons or entities to whom the
illicit profits and fruits of the named Defendants’ schemes and unlawful acts were transferred, or
who assisted, aided and/or abetted the transfers, or the property resulting from such transfers.

1
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27. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that each of the Defendants
was at all times the agent, employee, servant, or representative of each other Defendants, and was
acting, at least in part, within the course, scope and authority of said relationship, or participated
in some manner in the other Defendants” wrongful acts, conspired with the other Defendants to
engage in such acts or aided and abetted the named Defendants to commit such acts, or was
otherwise the recipient of the other Defendants’ ill-gotten gains. Each Defendant ratified the
conduct of the other named Defendants.

COMMON ALLEGATIONS

28.  Nathanson, an attorney licensed by the State Bar of California for over thirty years,
and his law firm Sherman & Nathanson, renamed the Nathanson Law Center, sit atop a scam
referral network targeting homeowner victims facing the risk of default and/or foreclosure on
their homes. Nathanson, Sherman & Nathanson, and the Nathanson Law Center shall be referred
to together as the “Nathanson Defendants.”

29.  The Nathanson Defendants worked closely with Amin and his company, American
Brother Corporation, doing business as RewireMyLoan.com, to allegedly provide loan
modification and/or litigation services for their victims. Amin, and his company, American
Brother Corporation, doing business as RewireMyLoan.com, shall be referred to together as the
“Rewire Defendants.”

30.  Indeed, the Rewire Defendants trumpeted their close relationship with the

Nathanson Defendants. For example, the Rewire Defendants’ website www.RewireMyLoan.com

stated that “Ken Nathanson is RewireMyLoan.com’s Partner Counsel with offices in Beverly
Hills, California,” and further stated that “we’ve found Sherman & Nathanson

(www.snmlaw.com) to continuously amaze us at [sic] the capability of their staff. The main

partner associated with modifications, [sic] is Ken Nathanson.”

31. The Rewire and Nathanson Defendants used a number of real estate brokers and
others who had close relationships with their local communities to secure victims for their scam.
These brokers recruited and identified the victim homeowners who are the Plaintiffs and Class

Members in this lawsuit, and solicited their interest in purported loan modification services

-8-
CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT



N

~N N W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

offered by the Nathanson Defendants and the Rewire Defendants, including potential litigation
services.

32. Some of the victims were solicited via a Spanish language radio show, in response
to which Spanish-speaking consumers called a San Jose-based agent (“‘San Jose agent™) to obtain
loan modification services. These meetings were conducted in Spanish and, during these
meetings, the broker’s staff collected the homeowners’ personal and financial information and
informed consumers that they would get a loan modification through Nathanson or their money
back. Subsequently, the agent’s staff presented the Spanish-speaking homeowners with English-
language contracts with the Nathanson Defendants and the Rewire Defendants and told them to
sign these contracts.

33. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that the Nathanson
Defendants and the Rewire Defendants authorized the agent to present these contracts to
consumers and paid referral fees to the agent, which were intended to increase the number of
victims funneled to the Nathanson Defendants and the Rewire Defendants so that they could
maximize the number of up-front fees that they could extract from the victim class.

34.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that the referral network
included numerous other agents throughout California who solicited consumers in a similar
manner, referred them to the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants, and received
referral fees in exchange.

35.  To promote Nathanson’s supposed loan modification services, the brokers and
agents in the referral network impressed upon the victims Nathanson’s status as a member of the
State Bar of California, and stated that the loan modification services that Nathanson would
provide could include litigation against the bank holding the victim’s mortgage, making them
superior to standard loan modification services. In addition, the referral network also made
representations about the results that Nathanson could achieve. These results included interest
rate and principal balance reductions. These promises were backed by a contractual money-back
guaranty provided by the Rewire Defendants.

1
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36.  The Rewire Defendants themselves made similar representations to the public.

For example, on August 23, 2009, www.RewireMyl oan.com stated:

“We are not a loan modification company. We do not beg and plead for
the lender to change your home loan and hope they oblige and we
encourage that you don'’t either. This approach doesn’t work. Instead we
partner you with top real estate attorneys with successful track records
and lengthy resumes. We monitor their progress, keep tabs on their
customer service and ensure that they’re getting the most aggressive
deals. We let THEM audit your loan to find out how it may be 100%
unenforceable. That means the lender can’t collect payments, can’t
accept your payments, and not even foreclose on the home! Now that’s a
service 1I'd pay for ..but you don’t have to. We’ll do it for free!”
[formatting and emphases in original]

37. The August 23, 2009, statement on www.RewireMyLoan.com in the previous

paragraph was attributed to Defendant Amin.

38.  Following their deceptive statements and improper referrals, one or more of the

named Defendants—or individuals authorized to act on their behalf, such as the network of agents

and their staffs—presented form contracts for the victims to sign. One such contract was the
“Attorney-Client Fee Agreement” entered into between the Nathanson Defendants and the
victims. This form agreement stated that the Nathanson Defendants, and specifically Nathanson,

were being engaged by each victim “to review all documents you provide, contact and negotiate

with your lender (either through this office or through our outside consultant firm), and to provide

you with options on modifying your current loan.”

39.  The Attorney-Cliént Fee Agreement further provided that the Nathanson
Defendants “will advise you as to the legal consequences and effect of all modification
documents that are generated by your lender before you sign them. I will use my skill as an
attorney to determine the benefits of the loan modifications offered by the lender, and do my
utmost to obtain the best possible rate and term reduction for you.”

40.  The Attorney-Client Fee Agreements signed by the Nathanson Defendants also
included provisions for the victims to make an up-front payment in exchange for a “loan
modification package” provided by the Nathanson Defendants together with the Rewire
Defendants. The Attorney-Client Fee Agreements called for victims to pay upfront fees to

Defendant Nathanson based on how many loans and different lenders they had. These upfront
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fees ranged from $2,975.00 to $4,995.00 per property. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and
thereon allege, that class members may have paid amounts in excess of this range of upfront fees
for the loan modification services that were to be provided by the Nathanson Defendants and the
Rewire Defendants.

41.  All of the victims also received a “Corporate Guaranty” from the Rewire
Defendants that provided that Rewire would serve as Guarantor on behalf of the Nathanson
Defendants. According to its terms, the Corporate Guaranty was provided as a “material
inducement” to the victims “to enter into an Attorney-Client Agreement with Sherman &
Nathanson” and the Corporate Guaranty “absolutely, presently, continually, unconditionally, and
irrevocably guarantees the refund to Guaranteed Party of the entire amount charged Guaranteed
Party by Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation (S&N) in the event S&N fails to
provide the services that S&N promises to perform pursuant to said Attorney-Client Agreement.”

42, The form contracts presented by the Defendants contained numerous legal
provisions. However, Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that the contracts
were offered on a “take it or leave it” basis with limited opportunity by the victims to review and
sign the forms and no opportunity to change them.

43, Furthermore, Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that no
reasonable pre-qualification or other assessment of the victim’s individual circumstances to
determine whether loan modification was a feasible alternative was made prior to executing these
contracts. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that such an assessment could
have spared many victims the significant up-front out-of-pocket payment and time wasted with
the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants.

44.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that the victims’ payments
for the purported loan modification and/or litigation services were handled by the Defendants in a
systematic fashion. Victims made their payments directly to Defendant Nathanson. Plaintiffs are
informed and believe, and thereon allege, that Defendant Nathanson, in turn, paid the Rewire
Defendants and provided referral fees to brokers and/or other agents in the referral network.

1
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45. A subclass of the victims negotiated their Attorney-Client Agreements with
Defendant Nathanson through the San Jose agent, described above. The agent and his staff
conducted those negotiations orally in Spanish in late May and June 2009 after the Rewire
Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants had delegated responsibility for signing people up for
their services to the San Jose agent. However, the members of this subclass were not provided
with Spanish-language written contracts. This failure to provide a complete translation of the
form agreements placed these victims at a further disadvantage vis-a-vis the Defendants, given
the relative complexity of the contracts and Defendants’ sophistication. This subclass of victims
received a version of the Attorney-Client Agreement with Defendant Nathanson that did not
guarantee a refund of their fees paid, but was otherwise identical to the Attorney-Client Fee
Agreement signed by the other members of the class. Because these victims—who negotiated
their contracts orally in Spanish and did not receive Spanish-language translations of their
contract documents—relied upon the oral representations of a guaranteed loan modification, they
believed that they would receive a loan modification or their money back.

46. A second subclass of victims entered into contracts with the Nathanson
Defendants that required the payment of upfront fees to the Nathanson Defendants ranging from
the known values of $2,975.00 to $4,995.00, and further required the Nathanson Defendants to
refund upfront fees if they could not obtain a favorable mortgage modification, less charges of
$750.00 to $1,150.00 to account for attorney work done in attempt to modify the loan. Contrary
to these representations, made orally and agreed to in written contracts, none of the second
subclass members obtained a mortgage modification or any refund whatsoever.

47.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that, after receiving the up-
front payments of thousands of dollars from desperate homeowners who could ill afford such
sums, the Nathanson Defendants and/or the Rewire Defendants did not substantially perform the
promised services. Instead, they did little, if anything, for each victim and did not communicate
with the victims regarding the status of their mortgage modifications.

48.  Ultimately, as a result of the activities of the Nathanson Defendants and the

Rewire Defendants, the victims received little or none of the results “guaranteed” by the
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Defendants. Further, Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that few, if any, of
the victims received the purported “litigation services” that the Defendants promised the Rewire
Defendants and/or the Nathanson Defendants would provide.

49. In the aggregate, despite paying thousands of dollars each that they could ill
afford, few, if any, of the victims received any promised loan modification at all, let alone the
significant reductions in interest rates and/or principal amounts “guaranteed” by the Defendants.

50. Moreover, though the Defendants induced the victims to make their up-front
payments based on a money-back guaranty, and despite the fact that the form contracts the
victims signed provided for refunds to the victims should the Rewire Defendants and/or the
Nathanson Defendants fail to obtain loan modification, upon information and belief, Defendants
did not provide the guaranteed refunds to the victims, despite receiving requests to do so by
victims.

51. In many cases, entering into the agreements with the Defendants actually caused
the victims’ situations to worsen beyond the loss of their out-of-pocket up-front payment, as they
relied upon representations by the Rewire Defendants or the Nathanson Defendants that they
should not continue to pay their mortgages or contact their banks while their loans were
supposedly being modified.

52. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at least ninety (90)
distressed homeowners have been victimized by the Defendants to date.

Plaintiffs Mr. Antonio and Mrs. Ines Ocegueda (Main Class, 1632 Subclass)

53. Mr. Antonio and Mrs. Ines Ocegueda are a married couple of Mexican origin who
speak Spanish as their primary language. Mr. Ocegueda is a supervisor for a commercial
landscaping company and Mrs. Ocegueda does not work outside the home because she cares for
their oldest daughter, age 17, who has Down’s syndrome. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda have two other
children, ages 12 and 7.

54. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda purchased their single-family home at 2773 Meadowlark
Drive in Union City, California in 2004. At the time that they purchased their home, they secured

it with a deed of trust in the amount of $358,000.00. Because their original mortgage loan on the
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property had an adjustable rate, they refinanced in 2007 in order to obtain a fixed rate loan in the
amount of $370,000.00. The Oceguedas’ interest-only monthly payment on this mortgage was
over forty (40) percent of their monthly income.

55. In May or June 2009, Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda, though current on their payments at
the time, sought out a loan modification to allow them to start paying down the principal balance
on their mortgage. Mr. Ocegueda heard about a loan modification opportunity on the San Jose
agent’s Spanish-language radio show. The agent told people over the radio that they qualified for
loan modifications based on their mortgage amounts and incomes, and stated that he worked with
a group of lawyers to obtain modifications. The agent stated that the lawyers were really good,
and that they could obtain lower interest rates and principal reductions on mortgage loans. The
agent further stated that if the lawyers succeeded at modifying a loan, the client would pay, but if
they did not succeed, the client would not have to pay.

56.  After hearing these statements, Mr. Ocegueda went to the San Jose agent’s office
in San Jose and spoke with a staff member to set up a meeting in the next few days. During that
arranged meeting, Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda and the staff member spoke only in Spanish. The staff
member repeated the substance of the radio program that had brought Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda
into the agent’s office, stating that the loan modification was guaranteed and that “the lawyers”
had good luck with their cases. He also promised that “the lawyers” would represent Mr. and
Mrs. Ocegueda if they had to go to court.

57. During this June 18, 2009 meeting, Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda also were presented
with several English-language documents to sign, in order to start the process of obtaining a loan
modification. Because each of these documents was written in English, the staffer explained their
contents to Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda orally in Spanish. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda trusted the
staffer’s explanations of the documents. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda were not provided with Spanish-
language translations of any of the documents that they signed during this meeting, or at
subsequent meetings at which they signed documents. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and
thereon allege, that the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants did not instruct their

referral network agents to provide foreign-language contracts to individuals with whom the
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contracts were negotiated in languages other than English.

58. During the June 18, 2009, meeting, Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda provided various
financial documents to the agent’s staffer, including recent pay stubs, recent mortgage statements
and a tax return. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda believed that the agent’s staffer would provide these
documents to “the attorneys” who would process their loan modification.

59.  Among the documents that the agent’s staffer directed Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda to
sign on June 18, 2009 was an Attorney-Client Agreement with Sherman & Nathanson. A true
and correct copy of the Attorney-Client Agreement signed by Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda is attached
to this Complaint as Exhibit A. This agreement, which was pre-printed and pre-signed by
Defendant Nathanson, required Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda to pay $3,995.00 for services provided by
Defendant Sherman & Nathanson. In exchange, Defendant Nathanson’s and Defendant Sherman
& Nathanson’s obligations were to include diligently working on Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda’s loan
modification in order to obtain a favorable result in as quick a time as possible.

60. The Attorney-Client Agreement also stated—in English only—that the fee paid
would not be refundable under any circumstances. The agent’s staffer did not orally convey the
fact that this contract stated that Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda’s up-front payment was non-refundable.
Moreover, this feature of the agreement contradicted the San Jose agent’s and his staffer’s
representations regarding the guaranty of loan modification services or their money back.

61. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda paid the $3,995.00 fee to modify their single mortgage to
Defendant Sherman & Nathanson with their Visa card.

62. Also during the June 18, 2009 meeting, the agent’s staffer gave Mr. and Mrs.
Ocegueda an English-language copy of the Corporate Guaranty provided by Defendant Rewire.
A true and correct copy of the Corporate Guaranty provided to Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda is
attached to this Complaint as Exhibit B. This document provided that Defendant Rewire would,
“as a material inducement” to Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda to execute and enter into the Attorney-
Client Fee Agreement with Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, “absolutely, presently, continually
and irrevocably” guarantee to refund the amount paid in the event that Defendant Sherman &

Nathanson did not perform its obligations to them.
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63.  For three months after Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda signed their paperwork and made
their almost $4,000 payment to Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, they did not hear from any of
the Defendants. Ultimately, Mr. Ocegueda called and spoke on the telephone with Nania Riles of
Defendant Rewire. This telephone communication with Ms. Riles occurred after both Mr. and
Mrs. Ocegueda had called and left several messages for Defendant Rewire without receiving a
response. Ms. Riles told Mr. Ocegueda that “the lawyers” had his case and that they needed
copies of two paystubs, his most recent mortgage statement and his income tax return. Mr.
Ocegueda sent these documents right away to the address provided by Ms. Riles.

64.  After Mr. Ocegueda sent the documents requested by Ms. Riles, he tried to reach
someone at Defendant Rewire, but did not reach Ms. Riles again until two months later, when she
told him that he would have to talk to “the attorneys,” who were in Los Angeles. Ms. Riles
provided Mr. Ocegueda with their telephone number.

65.  In November or December 2009, Mr. Ocegueda called the ofﬁc¢ of Defendant
Sherman & Nathanson. He spoke to a woman, who told him that he had to wait until he got
something in the mail from their office or the bank.

66.  About three weeks later, after not receiving anything, Mr. Ocegueda started calling
Defendant Sherman & Nathanson again; Mr. Ocegueda called more than ten times before his call
was answered.

67. When Mr. Ocegueda finally spoke again with someone from Defendant Sherman
& Nathanson, it was with a woman who asked him if he was behind on his mortgage. Mr.
Ocegueda told the woman that he was not. In response, the woman told him that Defendant
Sherman & Nathanson would not be able to help him unless he was behind on his mortgage. Mr.
Ocegueda was not interested in intentionally defaulting on his mortgage; to the contrary, he had
been working hard to make his payments and did not want to ruin his credit. He told the woman
that he wanted to cancel everything and get his money back. The woman told Mr. Ocegueda that
a refund was not possible.

68.  After speaking with the woman from Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, Mr.

Ocegueda called Wachovia Bank, his mortgage lender. The representative from Wachovia told
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him that they had never received documents regarding a loan modification from Defendant
Rewire or from Defendant Sherman & Nathanson.

69. Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda made two written demands to Defendant Nathanson,
which went unanswered.

70. After submitting paperwork to Wachovia on their own, in an attempt to obtain a
loan modification through the federal Home Affordable Modification Program (HAMP), Mr. and
Mrs. Ocegueda received a letter dated March 23, 2010, stating that they were officially denied a
loan modification because they had not sufficiently documented a financial hardship that reduced
their income or increased their expenses, thereby impacting their ability to make their mortgage
payments.

71. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that had the Defendants
employed a pre-qualification process in which they assessed Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda’s income,
expenses and mortgage in relation to the publicly-available HAMP criteria, they would have
discovered that Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda never would have qualified for a loan modification.

72. Throughout the purported modification process, Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda fully
cooperated with the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants, and performed all of their
obligations under the contracts that they signed.

73.  Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda never received a loan modification through Defendant
Rewire or Defendant Sherman & Nathanson and never received a refund of the $3,995.00 that
they had paid to Defendant Sherman & Nathanson.

74. On information and belief, the Nathanson Defendants paid the San Jose agent a
portion of the $3,995.00 paid to them by Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda as a referral fee.

75. As a result of the lack of services provided by the Nathanson Defendants and the
Rewire Defendants, Mr. and Mrs. Ocegueda have suffered financial harm.

Plaintiffs Jorge Orejel and Gricelda Garcia (Main Class, 1632 Subclass)

76. Mr. Jorge Orejel and Ms. Gricelda Garcia are a married couple of Mexican origin

who speak Spanish as their primary language. Mr. Orejel is an assistant supervisor in a

warehouse and Ms. Garcia works stocking shelves in Target.
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77.  Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia purchased their single-family home located at 1891
Mandarin Way in San Jose, California in 2004. During the time that they have owned the house,
they have refinanced two times—once in 2006 and the second time in 2007. The principal on
their 2007 refinance loan was $508,000.

78. After almost two years into their 2007 refinanced loan, Ms. Garcia had her work
hours cut. In addition Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia’s rental income became irregular. As a
consequence, Mr. Orejel’s and Ms. Garcia’s mortgage payment was roughly 60 percent of their
total monthly income by 2009. Though they continued to make their mortgage payments in full
and on time, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia felt financial pressure from their reduced income.

79.  InFebruary 2009, after hearing the San Jose agent on his Spanish-language radio
show speak about loan modification services, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia sought loan modification
services from his office. However, those efforts were unsuccessful.

80.  Inlate May or early June 2009, one of the San Jose agent’s staffers told Mr. Orejel
and Ms. Garcia about another option for obtaining a loan modification through attorneys. The
staffer stated that with the attorneys the process would be faster and that Mr. Orejel and Ms.
Garcia would be entitled to a refund if they didn’t get a modification. The staffer also stated that
the attorneys would help them reduce their principal and interest.

81. On or about June 2, 2009, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia met with the staffer in order
to enter a new loan modification agreement with the attorneys advertised by the San Jose agent.

82.  During this meeting at the San Jose agent’s office in San Jose the staffer said that,
with the attorneys doing the loan modification, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia would get a refund if
the attorneys were unable to obtain a modification of their mortgage loan. The staffer also re-
iterated that the loan modification process would be fast with the attorneys, and that the attorneys
could get Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia a lower interest rate and lower their principal. This
conversation took place in Spanish.

83.  Both the San Jose agent and the staffer also explained, in Spanish, to Mr. Orejel
and Ms. Garcia that they would be entitled to a discount on their loan modification with the

attorneys due to their prior efforts to secure a loan modification. Instead of paying $3,995.00 for
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a modification of one loan, which was the attorneys’ regular rate, they would pay $2,295.00.

84. Because of the promise of a money-back guaranty made by the San Jose agent and
the staffer, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia decided to move forward with trying to obtain a loan
modification through the attorneys with whom the San Jose Agent and staffer worked.

85. During their June 2, 2009 meeting, the staffer presented Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia
with several English-language documents to sign in order to start the process of obtaining a loan
modification. Because each of these documents was written in English, the staffer explained their
contents to Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia orally in Spanish. Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia felt that they
could trust the staffer’s explanation of each of the documents. The staffer did not provide Mr.
Orejel or Ms. Garcia with Spanish-language translations of any of the documents that the staffer
provided for them to sign during this meeting, or at subsequent meetings at which they signed
documents. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, that the Rewire Defendants
and the Nathanson Defendants did not instruct individuals in their referral network to provide
foreign-language contracts to individuals with whom the contracts were negotiated in languages
other than English.

86.  Among the documents that the staffer directed Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia to sign
on June 2, 2009 was an Attorney-Client Agreement with Defendant Sherman & Nathanson. A
true and correct copy of the Attorney-Client Agreement signed by Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia is
attached to this complaint as Exhibit C. This agreement, which was pre-printed and pre-signed by
Defendant Nathanson, required Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia to pay $2,295.00 in exchange for
services provided by Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, which were to include diligently working
on their loan modification in order to obtain a favorable result as quickly as possible. The
agreement also stated that the fee paid would not be refundable under any circumstances. The
staffer did not explain that the English written agreement did not provide for a refund. Mr. Orejel
and Ms. Garcia paid the $2,295.00 fee to Defendant Sherman & Nathanson with a cashier’s check
dated June 2, 2009.

87.  Also during the meeting on June 2, 2009, the staffer gave Mr. Orejel and Ms.

Garcia an English-language copy of the Corporate Guaranty provided by defendant Rewire. A
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true and correct copy of the Corpore;te Guaranty provided to Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia is
attached to this Complaint as Exhibit D. This document provided that Defendant Rewire would,
“as a material inducement” to Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia to execute and enter into the Attorney-
Client Fee Agreement with Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, “absolutely, presently, continually
and irrevocably” guarantee to refund the amount paid in the event that Defendant Sherman &
Nathanson did not perform its obligations to them.

88.  After not hearing about the progress of his loan modification from Defendant
Rewire and Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, Mr. Orejel contacted the San Jose agent, who told
Mr. Orejel that he would make sure that Mr. Orejel got his money back. Mr. Orejel and Ms.
Garcia believe that the San Jose agent wrote at least one written demand to Sherman &
Nathanson on their behalf, and also made other attempts to get their money back.

89. Throughout the purported modification process, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia fully
cooperated with the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants and performed all of their
obligations under the contracts that they signed.

90.  Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia never received a loan modification through the Rewire
Defendants or Defendant Sherman & Nathanson, or a refund of the $2,295.00 that they paid to
Defendant Sherman & Nathanson.

91. On information and belief, the Nathanson Defendants paid to the San Jose agent as
a referral fee a portion of the $2,295.00 that Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia paid to the Nathanson
Defendants.

92. Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia have since obtained temporary loan modifications
through efforts outside of the agreements that they made with the Rewire Defendants and
Defendant Sherman & Nathanson.

93.  Asaresult of the lack of services provided by the Nathanson Defendants and the
Rewire Defendants, Mr. Orejel and Ms. Garcia have suffered financial harm.

Plaintiff Judy Jones (Main Class, Nathanson Refund Subclass)
94.  Plaintiff Judy Jones has had a mortgage on her home in San Jose, California, since

May 2007. Her mortgage was serviced by Bank of America.
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95. In 2009, Ms. Jones worked as a Box Office Manager at the HP Pavilion. Ms.
Jones struggled to make mortgage payments because she had to allocate at least 75 percent of her
income to her mortgage.

96. Ms. Jones first heard about the modification services being offered by the Rewire
Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants from a friend who referred her to the San Francisco-
based real estate agent.

97. The San Francisco agent told Ms. Jones that the Rewire Defendants and the
Nathanson Defendants could obtain a lower interest rate on her mortgage and reduce her monthly
payments. Furthermore, the San Francisco agent stated that if the Rewire Defendants and the
Nathanson Defendants were unable to obtain a loan modification for Ms. Jones, she would
receive a full refund.

98. On or about April 9, 2009, Ms. Jones received the Rewire Defendants’ and the
Nathanson Defendants’ loan modification application from the San Francisco agent through
email.

99. Ms. Jones’ subsequent communications with employees and authorized agents of
the Rewire Defendants and Nathanson Defendants were primarily through email.

100. Laurel Netz, who held herself out as a Defendant Rewire agent, emailed Ms. Jones
a form message touting the advantages of using the Nathanson and Rewire Defendants in the
modification process. Ms. Netz wrote that the Rewire Defendants were “not a typical loan
modification company,” and that instead they partn'er with “very affluent real estate attorneys”
(namely, the Nathanson Defendants). These attorneys, continued Ms. Netz, “represent” the
homeowner and will “not beg and plead for lenders to modify . . . loans . . . instead [they] audit . .
. loan documents for violations against Federal and State real estate laws” in order to negotiate
new loan terms.

101. In addition, Ms. Netz claimed that the modification process would take between
forty five (45) and ninety (90) days. Ms. Netz also warned Ms. Jones not to speak with her
lender, but instead to forward all of her lender’s calls to Ms. Netz. Ms. Netz stated that if Ms.

Jones did take the calls from her lender and tried to negotiate a loan modification without Ms.
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Netz’s knowledge or consent, Ms. Jones would violate the Rewire Defendants’ and the Nathanson
Defendants’ agreement and her modification fee would be “fully earned.”

102.  On or about April 11, 2009, Ms. Jones entered into an Attorney-Client Agreement
with the Nathanson Defendants. A true and correct copy of the Attorney-Client Agreement
signed by Ms. Jones is attached to this Complaint as Exhibit E. The agreement was signed by
Defendant Nathanson and written on Defendant Sherman & Nathanson letterhead. Ms. Jones
agreed to pay $3,995.00 to modify one loan. The Attorney-Client Agreement stated that the
“entire fee will not be ‘earned’ by [Nathanson] until [he has] negotiated and received an offer
from [the homeowner’s lender] to modify [the homeowner’s] loan on terms that are more
favorable than [the homeowner’s] current loan . . . . In the event [Nathanson is] not able to obtain
a more favorable modification of [the homeowner’s loan], the entire fee is completely refundable
less a legal fee for time and efforts expended on [the homeowner’s] matters.” (Emphasis added.)
This “legal fee” was predetermined to be $750.00 to $1,150.00.

103.  On or about April 11, 2009, Ms. Jones also entered into a Corporate Guaranty with
the Rewire Defendants. A true and correct copy of this Corporate Guaranty is attached to this
Complaint as Exhibit F. The Corporate Guaranty was signed by Inga Rymal, who held herself
out as the Controller for the Rewire Defendants. As a material inducement to enter into the
Attorney-Client Fee Agreement with the Nathanson Defendants, the Rewire Defendants
“absolutely, presently, continually, unconditionally, and irrevocably guarantee[d] the refund to
Guaranteed Party of the entire amount charged by Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional
corporation (S&N) in the event S&N fails to provide the services that S&N promises to perform
pursuant to said Attorney-Client Agreement.”

104.  On or about May 7, 2009, Ms. Jones received another Corporate Guaranty from
the Rewire Defendants. A true and correct copy of this Corporate Guaranty is attached to this
Complaint as Exhibit G.

105.  On or about May 8, 2009, Ms. Jones paid the Nathanson Defendants a $3,995.00
“fee for service” by credit card, in advance of their services and in reliance on their

representations.
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106. The Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants required Ms. Jones to
provide the following additional documentation: a signed and notarized Power of Attorney; a
signed Exclusive Services Broker Agreement; two months of recent paystubs; 2007 and 2008 W-
2’s; 2007 and 2008 tax returns; two months of consecutive bank statements; a recent mortgage
statement; any correspondence from her lender; and a hardship letter. Ms. Jones promptly
provided the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants and their employees and agents
with the requested documentation on or about May 8§, 2009.

107.  On or about May 20, 2009, Ms. Jones emailed Ms. Netz to verify that her
modification application was complete. On or about May 21, 2009, Ms. Netz confirmed that Ms.
Jones’ application was complete and that she had been in contact with Ms. Jones’ lender in order
to receive mortgage documentation. Ms. Netz promised to update Ms. Jones about her loan
modification progress.

108. On or about June 2, 2009, Ms. Isabel Lopez, who held herself out to be a processor
for the Rewire Defendants, emailed Ms. Jones requesting an updated mortgage statement. In
addition, Ms. Lopez informed Ms. Jones that her lender’s documents should arrive at the
Nathanson Defendants’ offices by June 5, 2009. Ms. Jones promptly faxed the updated mortgage
statement to Ms. Lopez.

109. Throughout the purported modification process, Ms. Jones fully cooperated with
the Rewire Defendants, the Nathanson Defendants, and their employees and agents, and
performed all of her obligations under the contracts she signed.

110.  On or about June 25, 2009, Ms. Jones received an email from Ms. Netz stating that
her file would be given to the attorney (the Nathanson Defendants) on that day (June 25, 2009) or
the next day (June 26, 2009). Ms. Jones’ files were transferred to Michael Leal and Chris Clark,
employees for the Nathanson Defendants. Thereafter, Mr. Leal and Mr. Clark became the new
contact people who were supposed to provide updates to Ms. Jones about her application.

111. Ms. Jones also was contacted by Valerie Tootle, the Chief Executive Officer of
Real Estate Services, a firm hired by the Nathanson Defendants. Ms. Jones attempted to reach

out to Ms. Tootle through emails to get status updates on her application.
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112.  From July 2009 until about August 2010, the Nathanson Defendants were
unresponsive to Ms. Jones’ inquiries. Only when Ms. Jones threatened to end her contract with,
and requested a refund from, the Nathanson Defendants did Defendant Nathanson’s agents
respond to Ms. Jones’ requests.

113. The Nathanson Defendants’ agents then repeatedly asked Ms. Jones to send in the
same documents that she had previously provided before they would proceed with Ms. Jones’
case. Ms. Jones obliged and promptly sent in the required documents numerous times.

114.  On or about October 23, 2009, the San Francisco agent emailed Defendant
Nathanson on Ms. Jones’ behalf requesting a refund. Defendant Nathanson never responded.

115.  On or about January 22, 2010, Ms. Jones emailed Mr. Clark asking for a refund
because her modification application was not progressing and because the Nathanson Defendants
and their agents were being unresponsive. None of the Nathanson Defendants or their agents
responded to Ms. Jones’ request.

116. On or about May 19, 2010, Ms. Jones received a letter from Bank of America
denying her request for a modification. On that same day, Ms. Jones emailed Karen Hernandez,
another Nathanson Defendant employee, informing Ms. Hernandez about Bank of America’s
denial letter and inquiring about the process to receive a refund from the Nathanson Defendants.
Ms. Hernandez never answered Ms. Jones’ email.

117.  On or about July 2, 2010, Ms. Jones emailed Ms. Hernandez again, this time
demanding a refund of the upfront fees paid to the Nathanson Defendants.

118.  On or about August 20, 2010, Defendant Nathanson finally responded via email to
Ms. Jones’ refund request. Defendant Nathanson told Ms. Jones that he could not provide her
with a refund.

119.  On information and belief, the Nathanson Defendants provided the San Francisco
agent with a portion of the $3,995.00 paid to them by Ms. Jones as a referral fee.

120. Ms. Jones never received a loan modification through the Rewire Defendants or
the Nathanson Defendants, and never received a refund of the $3,995.00 that she paid to the

Nathanson Defendants.
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121.

As a result of the lack of services provided by the Nathanson Defendants, the

Rewire Defendants and their agents, Ms. Jones has suffered financial harm.

122.

Iv.
CLASS ALLEGATIONS

Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of themselves and all other similarly situated

persons as a class action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 382. The class which

Plaintiffs seek to represent is composed of and defined as follows:

123.

124.

125.

All individuals residing in California who (1) entered into contracts
with the Rewire Defendants and/or the Nathanson Defendants for
loan modification services; (2) paid advance fees for those loan
modification services; (3) were not provided with the loan
modification services promised; and (4) did not receive promised
refunds from the Rewire Defendants and/or the Nathanson
Defendants.

The proposed class includes two Subclasses, the first comprising:

All Class Members who negotiated primarily with the Defendants
in Spanish, Chinese, Tagalog, Vietnamese, or Korean, but did not
receive a translation of every term and condition of the written
Attorney-Client Fee Agreement with the Nathanson Defendants.
(1632 Subclass™).

The second Subclass comprises:

All Class Members who executed enforceable contracts for legal
services to be performed by the Nathanson Defendants where -said
contracts contained an express refund provision that was never
honored. (“Nathanson Refund Subclass™)

Plaintiffs reserve the right under California Rules of Court, rule 3.765(b) to amend

or modify the class description with greater specificity or division into subclasses or limitation to

particular issues.

126.

This action has been brought and may be maintained as a class action pursuant to

Code of Civil Procedure, section 382 because there is a well-defined common interest of many

persons, and it is impractical to bring them all before the Court.

"
1/
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A. Numerosity

127.  The potential quantity of members of the Class as defined is so numerous that
joinder of all members would be unfeasible and impractical. The disposition of their claims
through this class action will benefit both the parties and this Court. The quantity of members of
the Class is unknown to Plaintiffs at this time; however, it is estimated that the Class number is
well in excess of ninety (90) individuals. The quantity and identity of such membership is readily

ascertainable via inspection of Defendants’ records.

B. Common Questions Predominate

128.  Common questions of law and fact exist as to all Class Members, and predominate
over any questions that affect only individual members of the Class. The common questions of

law and fact include, but are not limited to:

4)) The degree to which each Defendant acted on behalf or as an agent of the other
Defendants;

2) Defendants’ practice with respect to processing loan modification payments from
the victim Class;

3) Compensation arrangements made between the Defendants in exchange for
referrals;

“) Contractual representations made to victims in the form contracts used by
Defendants;

5) What Defendants publicly represented regarding the purported loan modification
services (including, e.g., website, oral, print or radio advertising);

6) Whether Defendants’ public representations regarding their purported loan
modification services constitute deceptive and unfair acts;

@) To what extent Defendants acted on behalf of one another with respect to
deceptive statements;

€)) The Rewire Defendants’ obligations under the Corporate Guaranty, including, for
example, their obligations to honor money-back guaranties and their failure to
honor these obligations;

) Defendants’ pattern and practice with respect to failing to provide loan
modification services;

(10)  Defendants’ pattern and practice with respect to failing to commence litigation to
modify victim loan terms; and

(11)  Additional common questions of law and fact that may develop as the litigation
progresses. ‘
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129.

Additional common questions of law and fact exist as to all 1632 Subclass

Members, and predominate over any questions that affect only individual members of the 1632

Subclass. In addition to the common questions of law and fact identified above, these questions

include, but are not limited to:

)

@

&)

“)

®)

(6)

(7

130.

Defendants’ pattern and practice of negotiating with the 1632 Subclass Members
in a language other than English, such as Spanish;

Defendants’ pattern and practice of providing English-language form contracts to
the 1632 Subclass Members;

Defendants’ pattern and practice of failing to providing a complete translation of
the English-language form contracts to the 1632 Subclass Members;

The Nathanson Defendants’ obligations under the Attorney-Client Fee
Agreements;

The Nathanson Defendants’ pattern and practice with respect to failing to provide
loan modification services and communicating with the victims regarding loan
modification options;

The Nathanson Defendants’ pattern and practice with respect to failing to
commence litigation to modify victim loan terms; and

Additional common questions of law and fact that may develop as the litigation
progresses.

Additional common questions of law and fact exist as to all Nathanson Refund

Subclass Members, and predominate over any questions that affect only individual members of

the Nathanson Refund Subclass. In addition to the common questions of law and fact identified

above, these questions include, but are not limited to:

M

@

)
@

)

Defendants’ express contractual promise to provide refunds to the Nathanson
Refund Subclass Members in the event that a loan modification could not be
obtained;

Defendants’ pattern and practice of failing to obtain loan modifications for the
Nathanson Refund Subclass Members;

Defendants’ pattern and practice of failing to provide the contractual refund;

The Nathanson Defendants’ obligations under the Attorney-Client Fee Agreement,
including, for example, their obligations to honor money-back guaranties and their
failure to honor these obligations;

The Nathanson Defendants’ pattern and practice with respect to providing loan
modification services and communicating with the victims regarding loan
modification options;
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6) The Nathanson Defendants’ pattern and practice with respect to commencing
litigation to modify victim loan terms; and

) Additional common questions of law and fact that may develop as the litigation
progresses.

C. Typicality

131.  The claims of Plaintiffs are typical of the claims of all members of the Class (and,
if applicable, Subclass) defined herein because all members of the Class (and, if applicable,
Subclass) sustained similar injuries and damages arising out of Defendants’ common course of
conduct in violation of law, and the injuries and damages of all members of the Class (and, if
applicable, Subclass) were caused by Defendants’ wrongful conduct in violation of law, as

alleged herein.

D. Adequacy of Representation

132.  Plaintiffs are adequate representatives of the Class defined herein, will fairly
protect the interests of the members of the Class, have no interests antagonistic to the members of
the Class, and will vigorously pursue this suit via attorneys who are competent, skilled, and
experienced in litigating matters of this type. Class counsel is competent and experienced in
litigating large class actions.

E. Superiority

133.  The nature of this action and the nature of laws available to Plaintiffs make the use
of the class action format a particularly efficient and appropriate procedure to afford relief to
Plaintiffs for the wrongs alleged herein. Individual joinder of all Class Members is impractical.
Class action treatment will permit a large number of similarly situated persons to prosecute their
common claims in a single forum simultaneously, efficiently, and without the unnecessary
duplication of effort and expense that numerous individual actions engender. Because the losses,
injuries, and damages suffered by some of the individual Class Members are in almost all cases
too small to support an independent lawsuit, the expenses and burden of individual litigation
would make it extremely difficult or impossible for individual Class Members to redress wrongs
done to them.

1
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V.
CAUSES OF ACTION

First Cause of Action
Breach of Contract (Corporate Guaranty)
(As against the Rewire Defendants)
(On behalf of all Class Members)

134.  Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations in all previous paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

135. In exchange for valuable consideration, the Rewire Defendants executed a
Corporate Guaranty with the Class Members.

136.  This contract was in writing and executed when the Class Members entered into
the Attorney-Client Fee Agreement with the Nathanson Defendants.

137.  The Corporate Guaranty expressly provided that it was a “material inducement,”
and was part of the consideration provided to induce the Class Members to enter into contracts
with the Nathanson Defendants and/or Rewire Defendants, including the Attorney-Client Fee
Agreement.

138.  The Corporate Guaranty was signed by the Rewire Defendants doing business as
RewireMyLoan.com, the Guarantor under the Agreement.

139.  Accordingly, the Corporate Guaranty is an enforceable guaranty under California
law under Civil Code, sections 2792-94,

140.  Because the Nathanson Defendants failed to perform the promised loan
modification services for Plaintiffs and the Class Members, as set forth in the Attorney-Client Fee
Agreement, the Rewire Defendants were obligated to repay the full amount of their up-front
payments and failed to do so.

141. By failing to provide the promised money-back guaranty, the Rewire Defendants
breached one or more provisions of the Corporate Guaranty.

142.  As a consequence of the Rewire Defendants’ breaches of the Corporate Guaranty,
the Class Members were damaged in an amount to be proven at trial, including attorneys’ fees

under Civil Code, section 1717.
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Second Cause of Action
Unfair Competition (Bus. & Prof. Code, § 17200)
(As against the Nathanson Defendants and the Rewire Defendants)
(On behalf of all Class Members)

143. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations in all previous paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

144. Section 17200 of the Business and Professions Code prohibits unfair competition,
including any unlawful, unfair or fraudulent business act or practice.

145. The Nathanson Defendants violated numerous rules governing attorney conduct
set forth in State Bar Act as well as the California Rules of Professional Conduct by paying
kickbacks to the Rewire Defendants and members of the referral network to funnel the Class
Members to them. These violations include, but are not limited to, the prohibition on the use of
runners and cappers to obtain client referrals (Bus. & Prof. Code, §§ 6151, 6152, subd. (a)(1));
the prohibition on splitting client fees with a non-lawyer (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 1-320(A)); as
well as the prohibition on the use of referral fees to obtain client referrals (Rules Prof. Conduct,
rule 1-320(B)).

146. Because the Attorney-Client Fee Agreements between Defendant Nathanson and
the victims were procured through the use of runners and cappers, they are void under Business &
Professions Code, section 6154.

147. By utilizing a form Corporate Guaranty as a “material inducement” for the Class
Members to enter into contracts with the Nathanson Defendants and/or the Rewire Defendants —
and failing to provide the Class Members with the promised money-back guaranty after the
Nathanson Defendants failed to perform the promised loan modification services — the Rewire
Defendants engaged in an unfair pattern anci practice of breaching the Corporate Guaranty and/or
acting unfairly against the Class Members.

148. These actions, individually and collectively, are unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent
business acts or practices within the meaning of Section 17200.

149. These unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent business acts or practices caused injury in

fact to the Class Members.
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150.  Section 17200 further prohibits unfair, deceptive, untrue or misleading advertising.

151. By making false and/or deceptive representations regarding the supposedly
“guaranteed” loan modification and/or litigation services that would purportedly be performed by
the Nathanson Defendants and/or the Rewire Defendants to the public through channels including
oral representation, the Internet, radio, and form contracts, the Nathanson Defendants and/or the
Rewire Defendants made numerous material misrepresentations and/or omissions that were likely
to mislead a consumer acting reasonably under the circumstances.

152.  These material misrepresentations and/or omissions constituted unfair, deceptive,
untrue or misleading advertisements within the meaning of Section 17200.

153. Asaresult of the conduct described above, Plaintiffs and the Class Members have
suffered and will suffer injury in fact, and have lost money and/or property that is subject to
restitution.

154.  Accordingly, the Class is entitled to equitable relief under Section 17200 in the
form of restitution and injunctions and any other equitable relief permissible under Section

17200.

Third Cause of Action
Failure to Translate (Civil Code, § 1632)
(As against the Nathanson Defendants)
(On behalf of 1632 Subclass Members)

155.  Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations in all previous paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

156. The Defendants were engaged in a trade or business and negotiated primarily in
Chinese, Korean, Spanish, Tagalog, or Vietnamese, orally or in writing, with the 1632 Subclass
Members in the course of entering into contracts that contained a statement of fees or charge.
The 1632 Subclass Members entered into these contracts for the purpose of obtaining legal
services to be provided by the Nathanson Defendants. At all relevant times, the Nathanson
Defendants were engaged in a business and were, and still are, licensed to practice law pursuant
to Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 6000) of Division 3 of the Business and Professions

Code.
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157. The Defendants failed to deliver to the 1632 Subclass Members a translation of the
Attorney-Client Fee Agreement that they ultimately signed in the language in which the contract
or agreement was negotiated. The Defendants’ failure to provide a translation of every term and
condition in that contract or agreement violated Civil Code, section 1632, subdivision (b)(6).

158. As a consequence of the Nathanson Defendants’ violations of Section 1632, the
1632 Subclass Members are entitled to rescission of their Attorney-Client Fee Agreement,

restitution, consequential damages and punitive damages.

Fourth Cause of Action
Breach of Contract (Attorney-Client Agreement)
(As against the Nathanson Defendants)
(On behalf of the 1632 Subclass Members)

159. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations in all previous paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

160. In exchange for valuable consideration, including an upfront payment, the
Nathanson Defendants executed the Attorney-Client Fee Agreement.

161. This contract was valid and enforceable against one or more of the Nathanson
Defendants.

162. The 1632 Subclass Members performed their obligations under these contracts,
including by providing the Nathanson Defendants up-front payments of thousands of dollars
apiece.

163. By failing to provide the promised loan modification services, including legal
services, to improve the terms of the 1632 Subclass Members’ mortgages, the Nathanson
Defendants breached one or more provisions of the Attorney-Client Fee Agreements.

164. By failing to consult with the 1632 Subclass Members regarding their loan
modification options prior to loan modifications, the Nathanson Defendants breached one or more
provisions of the Attorney-Client Fee Agreements.

165. Upon information and belief, the Nathanson Defendants did not undertake
reasonable or meaningfully effective loan negotiations with the lenders for the mortgages held by

the 1632 Subclass Members. This failure breached one or more provisions of the Attorney-Client
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Fee Agreements.

166. By making their upfront payments, the 1632 Subclass Members fully performed
under the contracts.

167.  As a consequence of the Nathanson Defendants’ breaches of the form contracts,

the 1632 Subclass Members were damaged in an amount to be proven at trial.

Fifth Cause of Action
Breach of Written Contract (Attorney-Client Fee Agreement)
(As against the Nathanson Defendants)
(On behalf of Nathanson Refund Subclass Members)

168.  Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations in all previous paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

169. The Nathanson Defendants offered, and the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members
accepted, services, on specific terms and conditions, to negotiate and obtain mortgage
reinstatement, adjustment, reduction, forgiveness and/or other type of mortgage modification, by
executing a written contract and making payments to the Nathanson Defendants.

170.  As set forth above, in consideration for the legal services that the Nathanson
Defendants promised to provide, the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members each made payments
in amounts ranging from $2,975.00 to modify one mortgage loan, $3,975.00 to modify two
mortgage loans, up to $4,975.00 to modify three mortgage loans or more if the mortgages were
with different lenders. For example, the Nathanson Refund Subclass Representative Plaintiff
Judy Jones paid $3,995.00 on May 8, 2009. These payments were made by members of the
subclass either by authorizing credit card payment or by writing a check to the Nathanson
Defendants.

171.  The Attorney-Client Fee Agreements executed by the Nathanson Refund Subclass
Members and the Nathanson Defendants included provisions concerning partial refunds that
would be remitted to the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members by the Nathanson Defendants
when and if the Nathanson Defendants failed to secure a modification of their mortgage with
more favorable terms than their existing mortgage.

172.  These contracts are valid and enforceable against the Nathanson Defendants.
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173.  The refund provisions in the contract required the Nathanson Defendants, upon a
failure to secure more favorable mortgage terms, to refund the entire payment, less a legal fee for
the Nathanson Defendants’ supposed “time and effort” expended on any particular loan or
mortgage modification. The contracts limited any legal fees to be paid to the Nathanson
Defendants to $750.00 for work on one mortgage modification; $950.00 for work on two
mortgage modifications; and $1,150.00 for work on three mortgage modifications.

174. By making their upfront payments, the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members fully
performed under the contracts.

175.  Thus, according to the refund provisions in the contract, the Nathanson Defendants
are entitled to only these refunds, so long as they expended “time and effort” seeking a loan
modification. .In any scenario, the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members would be entitled to at
least the difference between these “legal fees” and their up-front payment, an amount of over two
thousand dollars at a minimum; and, upon information and belief, the Nathanson Refund Subclass
Members are entitled to a full refund given the failure of the Nathanson Defendants to expend any
effort in procuring loan modifications.

176. The Nathanson Defendants failed to secure more favorable mortgage modification
terms on behalf of any of the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members. The Nathanson Defendants
failed to refund monetary amounts, in whole or in part, to any of the Nathanson Refund Subclass
Members.

177. The Nathanson Defendants informed the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members
that refunds would not be forthcoming.

178. By failing to secure a loan modification and by failing to provide the promised
refunds, the Nathanson Defendants breached the refund provision in the Attorney-Client Fee
Agreements they had entered into with the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members.

179. In addition to the refund provision, the Nathanson Defendants breached other
provisions of the Attorney-Client Fee Agreement. For example, by failing to consult with the
Nathanson Refund Subclass Members regarding their loan modification options prior to loan

modifications, the Nathanson Defendants breached one or more provisions of the Attorney-Client
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Fee Agreements.

180. Upon information and belief, the Nathanson Defendants did not undertake
reasonable or meaningfully effective loan negotiations with the lenders for the mortgages held by
the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members. This failure breached one or more provisions of the
Attorney-Client Fee Agreements.

181. Each member of the Nathanson Refund Subclass was injured by these breaches of

contract by the Nathanson Defendants in an amount to be proven at trial.

Sixth Cause of Action
Unfair Competition (Bus. & Prof. Code, § 17200)

(As against the Nathanson Defendants)
(On behalf of Nathanson Refund Subclass Members)

182. Plaintiffs incorporate all of the foregoing allegations in all previous paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

183. Section 17200 of the Business and Professions Code prohibits unfair competition,
including any unlawful, unfair or fraudulent business act or practice.

184. The Nathanson Defendants conducted unlawful, unfair and/or fraudulent business
acts when they presented form contracts promising “guaranteed” loan modifications in order to
obtain up-front payments from each of the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members.

185. The Nathanson Defendants conducted unlawful, unfair and/or fraudulent business
acts when they failed to honor refund requests by the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members for
upfront fees they had paid, after the Nathanson Defendants failed to secure loan modifications
with more favorable terms for the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members.

186. The Nathanson Defendants conducted unlawful, unfair and/or fraudulent business
acts when they failed to consult with the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members regarding their
loan modification options prior to applying for the loan modifications.

187. These actions, individually and collectively, are unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent
business acts or practices as against the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members, as members of the
public, under Section 17200.

"
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188.  As a result of these unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent business acts or practices, the
Nathanson Refund Subclass Members have suffered and will suffer injury in fact, and have lost
money and/or property that are subject to restitution.

189.  Accordingly, the Nathanson Refund Subclass Members are entitled to equitable
relief under Section 17200 in the form of restitution and injunctions and any other equitable relief
permissible under Section 17200.

PRAYER
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs and the Class Members respectfully request Judgment as
follows:

a) That the Court determine that this action rﬁay be maintained as a class action;

b) A declaration that the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants have
breached their agreements with the Class Members and Subclass Members;

c) A declaration that the Rewire Defendants and the Nathanson Defendants have
engaged in unfair competition to the detriment of, and/or utilized unfair or deceptive practices
with, the Class Members and Subclass Members;

d) That Plaintiffs be appointed as the representatives of the Class and Subclasses;

e) That the attorneys of record for Plaintiffs whose names appear in this Complaint
bé appointed as Class Counsel;

f) For compensatory damages as proven at trial;

g) For restitution to Plaintiffs and the Class and Subclasses of money or property
wrongfully taken from them,;

h) For provisional remedies against Defendants, including a preliminary injunction
prohibiting the Defendants from continuing their unlawful acts and unfair acts, or transferring the
profits and ill-gotten gains of such acts;

i) For permanent inj unctions prohibiting the Defendants from engaging in the
conduct set forth above;

1) For an order of specific performance by the Defendants to honor the guaranty

provisions of the form contracts at issue;
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k) For exemplary damages as permitted under the Civil Code or under any other
statute or rule applicable to the claims set forth above;

1) For trebled damages as permitted by the statutes set forth above;

m) For a constructive trust against all Defendants over the property wrongfully

obtained by Defendants for the benefit of Plaintiffs and the Class and Subclasses, requiring any

" Defendant in possession of monies wrongfully taken from Plaintiffs and the Class and Subclasses

to hold such monies for the benefit of, and distribute such monies to, Plaintiffs and the Class and
Subclasses;

n) For an accounting of the books and records of Defendants and all persons and
entities acting in coordination with Defendants, to determine the amount due from Defendants to
Plaintiffs and the Class and Subclasses and the location and source of all monies and property
obtained by Defendants from Plaintiffs and the Class and Subclasses, including from persons
providing funds to Defendants on behalf of Class and Subclasses Members;

0) For reasonable attorneys’ fees as permitted by the statute(s) set forth above, the
parties’ contracts (per Civ. Code, § 1717) and as permitted under Code of Civil Procedure,

section 1021.5, or any other applicable legal provision,

p) For costs of suit;
qQ) For pre-judgment interest at the legal rate; and
r) For any other injunctive and equitable relief the Court may deem proper.

JURY DEMAND
Plaintiffs and the Class Members hereby demand a trial by jury for all issues

which may be tried by jury.
ELIZABETH A. HOWARD
Dated: June f 2011 I. NEEL CHATTERJEE
SIDDHARTHA M. VENKATESAN
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE

Elizabeth A. Howard
Attorneys for Plaintiffs ANTONIO
OCEGUDA, INES OCEGUEDA, JORGE
OREJEL, GRICELDA GARCIA and JUDY
JONES and all others similarly situated
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TRLEMMHOME (310 246.0321
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knarenwsumlaw.com

6 N “O Date
Twes A Ccegeda ™ 18-08_one

AV\\G“\QQ SOGAQ JCheni Name(s)

7—773 Meack __f_((,\;fg(:(_)ﬁ_(fiiu:l Address)
Crnien Cike CAQys&iCiry. Siace, Zip}

Our File Nusber: 22930002

Lhenis

Pam plessed v presan o vau this Atiwomey-Client Aureement. 1L contains the entive
aseeemeny heibwern yoo and the undersigned and my law firm, Sherman & Nathanson, a
Prafessinnal corporabion Gl TFmm™Y, wirh respect 1o our representing you in your efforts to

tod iy voar i mincigage foan or foans

Please cotplete the enclased application Torms, i jidl, end provide the requestexl
docnments. The mere complete the informuation is that you provide, the greater the likelihood
' s we wili liive in warking with your carvent lender to adjust the terms of your loan.
Therelore, iCis erieal that you attach all documenis that wre requested as well as other
iforniatian vou may Teel s impaniant el ns about yoursell. Please understand that all
benders are diftvrent. This meany that they look for different information from cach of their
borvawers, und there is ne way 1o predict, with any certainty, what facts are most crilical to
the person assizned 1o your case. We are aware that the application is extensive, but please
wark as guickly as vou can ta retarn the application and documents (o us 30 that we
i one Slimnecs ai baving the best success of you. Flease remember o retim o me

the arisinal signed and potarized Pawer of Atterey, as well as the signed origmai

Authorizaton!

B Scope of Work and Terins of Engagement. You arc engaging the Firm to review
alt dociments tha voe provide, contact and negotiate with your lender (either through tins
afiice or through aur owside consutiant firm), and presade you with options on moditying
voitr cirrent loan We agree 10 hold the information that you provide us in strict confidence,
except to provide o aur consullanis as weli as to your current lender. We will advise yon
as 1o the legal consequences snd eifect of all madification documents that are generated by
vour lender before you sign them. 1 will use my skill as an attorney to determine the benetits
Al e lean mediiwations aftered by the lender, and do my utmost to abiain the bes( possihle
ceent redaction fur vou. Iy exchunge, vou agree 1o pay the fee charged by me, to be
avaitabile as aceded Yor consultation and orientation, 10 provide ruthful and accuraie
amformation for fenvarding to ihe Jender, ind o coaperate with me or with my vendor in

completing the sk tivas vou have hired us (o do.



1 Charges for Scivices Rendered. You agree to pay me based an the number of loans
woare working fo madify Tar you. For one home, ope loan, the flat rate charge 13

295 The an rate charge increases by $ W/ for each additional loan on vour
Em:u' o P second prapertivs. the Bat rate charge i3 $__W/A. . plus an additional
~ N/a frar crochasddiitanal leane, The charges vou incnr and pay to the Fim are not

reliuninble by dhe Finnceven i wee are not able to obtain a more favarable modilication of any
ate ol aony v o), provided that the Fam provides the services thar this Agreement
nbligates the Fivm o provble and uses itz best efforts 1o negotiate a loan modification on your
behalis Nedher D eorthe Firm s sny obligation to begin work on your matter untilt you
have deposited the fTat rate charge(s) and have provided all of the information requested. The
Fira aceepls Awmerican Express, VISA and MasierCard for vour convenience. You will need
w0 provide me with o capy of yoir eredit card, your credit card number, expiration date, the
.nlhnL address for the cand, mchihng 2ip code and the security code. | will send 1o you a
ceipi tor tite cliarges vou have paid.

. Vour obiiyorions. You aocee 10 provide (o me as saon as possible, but not later than
coathy ionriesn G daes, 2l regrested and accirate account imformation, and inform me of
SN Clianges B vour lving staes (jroe exnngfie, 10ss of job, reduction of salary or benefits,
drveree, dhness, et Ameting thay may .lllLb\ your economic position is vital to me m
asaialing wou o ehtein o Givorable vesuit, Yoo sgrec o be truthtul with me and swith my
eonsulitis) md o keep us mbanmzd ol any changes 1 vour sifuafion. You agrec o provide
adidironal decaments when requested or as received from your lender.

4. Three Day Right of Rescission. Twni you to be comfortable with my
representanion, Therefore, Lotfer you a vight to rescind this Agreement within three (3)
husiness days rom the date that vou sign tils Axrecment and pay my fee. You are therelore
ehvised that,

SO, T CHIENTD MAY CANCEL THIIS AGREENMENT AT ANY

it PRIOR TQ A‘ill)i\'l(]l‘!l OF "I'HE THIRD BUSINESS DAY

A F'I’.‘I".'fl‘ FHE DATE THAT THIS AGREEMENT [S SIGNED. ALL
YOU FAYE TO DO IS SIGN  AND RFTURN TO ME THE
; RN CANCELLATION  FORM  WITHIN  THIS TIME
& I's‘.l'tl(")[) AND THE MONIES YOU HAVE PAID THE FIRM WILL BE
UETURNED TO YOU.

3. Cutside Consultanes and Vendors., You ageee that | will consult with outside loan
and {inanctal consuhanis, such as those associated with REWIREMYTLOAN, or similatly
caperienced individuals in orcer w assist me in working on your file and negotiating with
vadr lender, heliove that by nulizing a consultani ar consultants, | am maximizing my
clianees af sitecess o raar aatter. No adiditional cherges will be incurred by you for the use
of snch l'--u.-a-uh.':ff.-us 3% xiuning this Awrcement, you agree that the information that you
pravide mie ey de shared l\\ me with my consthant. Rest assured ihat my consultant and
hin ol will e v mtormathay witls the utmnst confidenee, protected by the attorney
chient privilege. This means that by lev, vour pavate financial and other mformation caniat

YY)

be dhsclased o any person other thiis 1o us or w your lender, unless you agree otherwise

6. My Process. Onee | have o compieted loan modilication package, you cun expect
that we will diligently work on your matter 10 obtain a [avorable result in as quick a time as
pugsible. The sooner we act, the more likely i is that we are successful! In conjunction with
EEAWTREMY LOAN or ather qualified consultant, we will present your f=ets 1o your lender m
the st Givomible Hoeht wa abiin ihe debi rehie] that you reauest. | have worked with lenders



we e pasi, and Bave the exnentise to now what they need 1o censider inarder (o help you
with ynng tean. Stennon e detantis enticall Please give us time to process vour file. Afier
feokng aver vour dectiments, may call you (o discuss my findings, or one or more the

consdlienis dun | engage may do soc W feel thatihere ave violanoss of iy mthe loan

packare tiselt bwib comuct yoor lender’s fegal deporunent to discuss the problem. In
addim, vairwill he recenving o call Fram pecsonnel ar REWIREMY LOAN, as they will 10
weorking closely wath vou and e 10 streamline the PrOcess.

. No Guarantee of Rexult. Nothing in this agreement and nothing in my statements
e yon canor shosdd be interpreled as a praomise or guarantee about the ouicome of your
matier, | eke no such prontises or guarantees. My comments about the outcome of your
andler are exprossions o oot only, based an my experience and knowledge. Naturally,
ceat e free e ovaisuls b any ather anorney ne arder o obtin a “second opinion.”

RS Loaw Breacl Warning. 10is eritical that you are aware that your failure to pay your
lender as currently agreed inay result i the lender fureclosing on your home or other real
estite Hhhan happens, vou are in danger of fosing the equity you have i your home, and are
subject to poszible eviction. In addition, your failure ta pay your lender will have a negative
erfect on your crediy, and could vesult in i lawsuit being filed against you if the loan proceeds
are not repaid irough she foreclosure process. 11 you have any questions about foreclosure,
please ask! Remember, just because you have retained me does not mean that your lender
will stop foreciosure proceedings, or will refrain from negative reporting about your credit.

Y Indeiificarion. You agree woindemnily and hold me havmless from and against
v anid s el toessers duneges, costs or habiliny ol any kind resulung from your defaul
wany loan or nore that vou have sigucd with any lender, private or hank. You acknowledge
vhat the purposs of consithing with this office 1s o modify or change the terms of a Joan so
hatis vou are more comfartable in stiving current with your monihly pavments,

o, Document Ketendon. 10is my policy on loan modifications (o retain your file for
tweive (129 months following completion of the process and my representation. 11 you wish
the {ile, please fer me know

Effeciive Dare. This agreement will take etfect when you have signed this
Aorecmant and paid v fee m fall T will begin perforning services after the three (3) day

SR ;?{.H\-Ll lias P suael

Iothe coranzement desanbed iy this letrer is aceeptable to you, please confum
O agrecment Dy s1zning this letter in the space provided and returning it to me. My
reccipt of vour signature(s) on this Agreement by facsimile will have the same force and
cllect as recapt of the Avresment bearing your ontginal signaturc(s). You should retain a
copy ol this agreement {or your recovds. We appreciate the opportunity to represent you.

Very truly yours,

FOHent signniure(s) on prge folowing]
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CURPORATE GUARANTY

PPN st S, T SR

This Cowraware Guaiasey (he " Guarann™) is made and entered into as of
(, S;Qq____ e RewareMyLaga com, wliose ud(hcxs (s 419 I5th Street J"lso Robles,
Calitormia 93446 ¢ Grarantor™). in Yavor of V\*O“é} se address is

’L.ij NEOCL}J)\O;(L \)\'\\Oﬂ C\‘\'B ‘ "I j( (Il(ll (IIII(‘L’I/IIIIII’ ), with

deee e fatoseimee Breess

Asanenenal nrdocement to Gramead Pty o execete and enter into an Attarney-Client
Avcerment with Sheomm & Sanhenaon o Pradessional corporation, Guarantor hereby absolutely,
presenidy, contianaitys waconditioeably wd erevocably gearantees the reiund 1o Guaranteed Party of the
eatirz amaunt chprgedh o Gomneed Parey by Sherman & Nathansen, a Prolessional corpuration (S&N)
i the cvent SAN ke o provide tie services Tt SEN proniises 1o perfonn pursuant (o saicd Attorney-
Client Agrearent, and fumher agrees:

[ Thas Guaranty shall be binding upon Guarawor, Guarantor's successors and assigns and
shall innee 1o rhe benciiv ot and shall be enforeeable by Guaranteed Party, its successors, endorsees and

dssiens

2. ol event of iy dispate ar lingation reanrding the enforcement of validity of this
Coaraety. the parse precaiimg v sech dispote or liteation shall be entitle to recover from the non-
arcvinding party hishiesats costs and expenses, imcludmyg, without Innitation, reasonable attorneys’ fees.

3 Flas Goarimiy shall he gaverned by and constroed maccordance with the laws ol the
Stare of Calitarnia, andd ma case mvolving diversity of citizenship, shall be litigated in and subject to the
Jurisdiction ot the Carrts af Calitori

4 Lovery provision ol dins Guaranty is imended ta be severable. In the event any term or
pruvision tiereod oy dechared ta e Hewal ormvalid for any reason whatsoever by a court of comipetent
pvidiction, such Hesanity ocanalidity shall nat atTect the bakinee of the provisions hercol’, which
procasions shatbremae Dindmy pud cntorceable

3. This Guarmty may be executed trany mwnber of counterparts each of which shall be
deemaed anovieaiad and el olehich shall constiniie vie and the same Guaranty with the same effect as if
atb partees band sigoed the samie stansinre page. Any sicngtare pave of this Guaranty may be detached
Frane iy covicopin cd s Gisaraoty and re-attached 1o any other counterpart of this Guaranty identical
i Yornt lerare bet having arched 1o it one or more addstienal sighature pages

0. Nu firhore o dekiy oncthe part of Guarameed Pacy to exercise any power, right or
privitese nider iz Guaranty shall impaiv oy such power, right or privilege, or be construed to be a
swarver ol iy e b b or i acguicscence thevein, nor shall any single or partial exercise ol such power,

srabor previteze prechude other or further exercise thereol ar olany other right, power or privilege.



COREDRATE GuakanYy

3 This Guanaey shall constiture the entive agreement between each Guarantor and the
Crvareiresd Party will respent tothe subjeet matter hereat. No provision ol this guaranty or right ol
Canpranteod Pt hereeades saes e waneed nor nay sy Guarimnor be released fromany obligation
ferermder exeept by oowariiing duly executed by an authorized officer, divector or trustee of Guaranteed
Fane. previded however than this Guaranty shadl expire, deemed terminated and void and shall no longer

ne nlmy Force o etfect sinisoever anless written demand Tor refund is received by Guarantor from
Gaanteed Pariy onar betore dhie expiration ol twvo hnndved ten (2107 days alter the date hand written

abe

B TN ES S wWIEREUE, Guarsnor las exeaned ts Guaranty as o the day and year fivst

Above e
GUARANTOR:

RewirReMyLoan.cCOM

Name:
Title:
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SHERMAN & NATHANSON

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIQN

ATTORNEYS AT L AW
9454 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD

SUITE %00 EMALIL: rsherman@snmlaw.com
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA $0212 knate@snmlaw.com

TELEPHONE (110) 146.0321
FACSIMILE (310) 246.010%

é’/ e / g7 (Date)

[Client Name(s)]
., [Client Address]
). [City, State, Zip]

RE: Attomey—Clieﬁt Agreement
Qur File Number: 2258.0002

Dear Chient:

I am pleased to present to you this Attorney-Client Agreement. It contains the entire
agreement between you and the undersigned and my law firm, Sherman & Nathanson, a
Professional corporation (the “Finn™), with respect to our representing you in your efforts to
modify your current mortgage loan or loans. '

Please complete the enclosed application fons, in fudl, and provide the requested
documents. The more complete the information is that you provide, the greater the likelihood
of success we will have in working with your current lender to adjust the terms of your loan.
Therefore, it is critical that you attach all documents that are requested as well as other
information you may feel is important to tell us about yourself. Please understand that all
lenders are different. This means that they look for different information from each of their
borrowers, and there is no way to predict, with any cerfainty, what facts are most critical to
the person assigned to your case. We are aware that the application is extensive, but please
work as quickly as you can to return the application and documents to us so that we
maximize our chances of having the best success of you. Please remember to return to me

the original signed and notarized Power of Attomey, as well as the signed original
Authorization!

1. Scape of Work and Terms of Engagemeni. You are engaging the Firm to review

all documents that you provide, contact and negotiate with your lender (either through this
office or through our outside consultant firm), and provide you with options on modifying
your current loan. We agree to hold the information that you provide us in strict confidence,
gxcept to provide it to our consultants as well as to your current lender. We will advise you
as to the legal consequences and effect of all modification documents that are generated by
your lender before you sign them. I will use my skill as an attorney fo determine the benefits
of the loan modifications offered by the lender, and do my utmost to obtain the best possible
rate and term reduction for you. In exchange, you agree to pay the fee charged by me, to be
available as needed for consultation and ‘orientation, to provide truthful and accurate
information for forwarding to the lender, and ta cooperate with me or with my vendor in
completing the task that you have hired us to do,



2. Charges for Services Rendered. You agree to pay me based on the number of loans
we are working to modify for you. For one home, one loan, the flat rate charge is '

§ 2255 The flat rate charge increases by $___ - for each additional loan on your
home. For second properties, the flat rate chargeis § plus an additional

$ for each additional loan. The charges you incur and pay to the Firm are not
refundable by the Firm even if we are not able to obtain a more favorable modification of any
one of your loan(s), provided that the Firm provides the services that this Agreement
obligates the Firm to provide and uses its best efforts to negotiate a loan modification on your
behalf. Neither I nor the Firm has any obligation to begin work on your matter until you
have deposited the flat rate charge(s) and have provided all of the information requested. The
Firm accepts American Express, VISA and MasterCard for your convenience. You will need
to provide me with a copy of your credit card, your credit card number, expiration date, the
billing address for the card, including zip code and the security code. I will send to you a
receipt for the charges you have paid.

3 Your obligations. You agree to provide to me as soon as possible, but not later than
within fourteen (14) days, all requested and accurate account information, and inform me of
any changes in your living status (for example, loss of job, reduction of salary or benefits,
divorce, illness, etc.). Anything that may affect your economic position is vital to me in
assisting you to obtain a favorable result, You agree fo be truthful with me and with my
consultant(s) and to keep us informed of any changes in your situation. You agree to provide
additional docurmnents when requested or as received from your lender.

4, Three Day Right of Rescission. I want you to be comfortable with my
representation. Therefore, I offer you a right to rescind this Agreement within three (3)

business days from the date that you sign this Agreement and pay my fee. You are therefore
advised that, b

YOU, THE CLIENT, MAY CANCEL THIS AGREEMENT AT ANY
TIME PRIOR TO MIDNIGHT OF THE THIRD BUSINESS DAY
AFTER THE DATE THAT THIS AGREEMENT IS SIGNED. ALL
YOU HAVE TO DO IS SIGN AND RETURN TO ME THE
ATTACHED CANCELLATION FORM WITHIN THIS TIME
PERIOD, AND THE MONIES YOU HAVE PAID THE FIRM WILL BE
RETURNED TO YOU.

5. Outside Consultants and Vendors. You agree that ] will consult with outside loan
and financial consultants, such as those associated with REWIREMYLOAN, or similatly
experienced individuals in order to assist me in working on your file and negotiating with
your lender, I believe that by utilizing a consultant or consultants, I am maximizing my
chances of success on your matter. No additional charges will be incurred by you for the use
of such consultation, By signing this Agreement, you agree that the information that you

~ provide me may be shared by me with my consultant. Rest assured that my consultant and
this office will treat your information with the utmost confidence, protected by the attorney
client privilege. This means that by law, your privaie financial and other information cannot
be disclosed to any person other than to us or to your lender, unless you agree otherwise.

6. My Process. Once I have a completed loan modification package, you can expect
that we will diligently work on your matter to obtain a favorable result in as quick a time as
possible. The sooner we act, the more likely it is that we are successful! In conjunction with
REWIREMYLOAN or other qualified consultant, we will present your facts to your lender in
the most favorable light to obtain the debt relief that you request, I have worked with lenders



in the past, and have the expertise to know what they need to consider in order to help you
with your loan. Attention to detail is critical! Please give us time to process your file. After
loaking gver your documents, I may call you to discuss my findings, or one or more the
consultants that I engage may do so. If1 feel that there are violations of law in the loan
package itself, I will contact your lender’s legal department to discuss the problem. In
addition, you will be receiving a call from personnel at REWIREMYLOAN, as they will to
working closely with you and me to streamline the process.

7. No Guarantee of Result. Nothing in this agreement and nothin g in my statements
to you can or should be interpreted as a promise or guarantee about the outcome of your
matter. Imake no such promises or guarantees. My comments about the outcome of your
matter are expressions of opinion only, based on my experience and knowledge. Naturally,
you are free to consult with any other attorney in order to obtain a “second opinion.”

8. Loan Breach Warning. Tt is critical that you are aware that your failure to pay your
lender as currently agreed may result in the lender foreclosing on your home or other real
estate. If that happens, you are in danger of losing the equity you have in your home, and are
subject to possible eviction. In addition, your failure to pay your lender will have a negative-
effect on your credit, and could result in a lawsuit being filed against you if the loan proceeds
are not repaid through the foreclasure process. If you have any questions about foreclosure,
please ask! Remember, just because you have retained me does not mean that your lender
will stop foreclosure proceedings, or will refrain from negative reporting about your credit.

9. Indemnification, You agree to indermify and hold me harmless from and against
any and all claims, losses, damages, costs or liability of any kind resulting from your default
in any loan or note that you have signed with any lender, private or bank. You acknowledge
that the purpose of consulting with this office is to modify or change the terms of a loan so
that you are more comfortable in staying current with your monthly payments,

10. Document Retention. 1t is my policy on loan modifications to retain your file for -

twelve (12) months following completion of the process and my representation, If you wish
the file, please let me know.

11, Effective Date, This agreement will take effect when you have signed this
Agreement and paid my fee in full. I will begin performing services after the three (3) day
rescission period has passed, ‘

If the arrangement described in this letter is acceptable to you, please confirm
your agreement by signing this letter in the space provided and returning it to me. My ,
receipt of your signature(s) on this Agreement by facsimile will have the same force and
effect as receipt of the Agreement bearing your original signature(s). You should retain a
copy of this agreement for your records, We appreciate the opportunity to represent you.

Very truly yours,
SHERMAN & NATHANSON

By //A\_
&

“" KEN NATHANSON

[Client signature(s) on page following]



I/WE HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD THE FOREGOING PROVISIONS OF THE
AGREEMENT WITH SHERMAN & NATHANSON AND I/'WE AGREE TO BE Bounp
THEREBY.

DATED; ]1/5 ¢ .2009 ‘ .
By: ,j%é Ql%[‘j

By: Ors coratr Qorese |
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CORPORATE GUARANTY

This CorPORATE GUARANTY (the “Guaranty”) is made and entered into as of
e/3/09 , by RewireMyLoan.com, whose address is 419 15th Street, Paso Robles,
California 93446 (“Guarantor™), in favor of J orse Oresef , whose address is

/851 L//ﬁ{)({arfn Wy , Son . Jor ¢ ‘,/Q . 9512 (“Guaranteed Party”), with
reference to the following fi¢ts:

As a material inducement to Guaranteed Party to execute and enter into an Attorney-Client
Agreement with Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation, Guarantor hereby absolutely,
presently, continually, unconditionally and irrevocably guarantees the refund to Guaranteed Party of the
entire amount charged to Guaranteed Party by Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation (S&N)
in the event S&N fails to provide the services that S&N promises to perform pursuant to said Attorney-
Client Agreement, and further agrees: '

1. This Guaranty shall be binding upon Guarantor, Guarantor’s successors and assigns and

shall inure to the benefit of and shall be enforceable by Guaranteed Party, its successors, endorsees and
assigns,

2, In the event of any dispute or litigation regarding the enforcement of validity of this
Guaranty, the party prevailing in such dispute or litigation shall be entitle to recover from the non- »
prevailing party his/her/its costs and expenses, including, without limitation, reasonable attomeys® fees.

3. This Guaranty shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the
State of California, and in a case involving diversity of citizenship, shall be Iitigated in and subject to the
Jurisdiction of the Courts of California.

4, Every provision of this'Guaranty is intended to be severable. In the event any term or
provision hereof is declared to be illegal or invalid for any reason whatsoever by a court of competent
jurisdiction, such illegality or invalidity shall not affect the balance of the provisions hereof, which
provisions shall remain binding and enforceable.

- S, This Guaranty may be executed in any number of counterparts each of which shall be
deemed an original and all of which shall constitute one and the same Guaranty with the same effect as if
all parties had signed the same signature page. Any signature page of this Guaranty may be detached
from any counterpart of this Guaranty and re-attached to any other counterpart of this Guaranty identical-
in form hereto but having attached to it one or more additional signature pages, '

6. No failure or delay on the part of Guaranteed Party to exercise any power, right or
privilege under this Guaranty shall impair any such power, right or privilege, or be construed to be a
waiver of any defeult or an acquiescence therein, nor shall any single or partial exercise of such power,
right or privilege preclude other or further exercise thereof or of any other right, power or privilege,



CORPORATE GUARANTY
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7. This Guaranty shall constitute the entire agreement between each Guarantor and the
Guaranteed Party with respect to the subject matter hereof. No provision of this guaranty or right of
Guaranteed Party hereunder may be waived nor may any Guarantor be released from any obligation
hereunder except by a writing duly executed by an avthorized officer, director or trustee of Guaranteed
Party, provided however, that this Guaranty shall expire, deemed terminated and void and shall no longer
be of any force or effect whatsoever unless written demand for refund is received by Guarantor from

Guaranteed Party on or before the expiration of two hundred ten (210) days after the date hand written
above,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Guarantor has executed this Guaranty as of the day and year first
above written, :

GUARANTOR:

RewiReMYLoAN.com -

By:

Narne:
Title:

HUIPET BawireMaLaasiGutrinryd rise 431001 s '2'
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SHERMAN & NATHANSON

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

TELEPHONE (310) 246-0321

ATTORNEYS AT L AW FACSIMILE (310) 246-0305
9454 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD
SUITE 9090 EMAIL: rsherman@snmlaw.com

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90212 knate@snmlaw.com

4- ] QC’ (Date)

Juoy Jones [Client Name(s)]
P lient Address]

2859 Preshuick Q€
SAndost G 453 S(City, State, Zip]

RE: Attornev-Client Fee Agreement
Qur File Number: 2298.0002

Dear Client:

I am pleased to present to you this Fee Agreement and Terms of Engagement. It
contains the entire agreement between us with respect to our representing you in your efforts
to modify your current mortgage loan or loans.

Please complete the enclosed application forms,ir fisll, and provide the requested
documents. The more complete the information is that you provide, the greater the likelihood
of success we will have in working with your current lender to adjust the terms of your loan.
Therefore, it is critical that you attach all documents that are requested as well as other
information you may feel is important to tell us about yourself. Please understand that all
lenders are different. This means that they look for different information from each of their
borrowers, and there is no way to predict, with any certainty, what facts are most critical to
the person assigned to your case. We are aware that the application is extensive, but please
work as quickly as you can to return the application and documents to us so that we
maximize our chances of having the best success of you. Please remember to return to me
the original signed and notarized Power of Attorney, as well as the signed original
Authorization!!

I. Scope of Work and Terms of Engagement. You are engaging this firm to review
all documents that you provide, contact and negotiate with your lender (either through this
office or through our outside consultant firm), and provide you with options on modifying
your current loan. We agree to hold the information that you provide us in strict confidence,
except to provide it to our consultants as well as to your current lender. We will advise you
as to the legal consequences and effect of all modification documents that are generated by
your lender before you sign them. I will use my skill as an attorney to determine the benefits
of the loan modifications offered by the lender, and do my utmost to obtain the best possible
rate and term reduction for you. In exchange, you agree to pay the fee charged by me, to be
available as needed for consultation and orientation, to provide truthful and accurate
information for forwarding to the lender, and to cooperate with me or with my vendor in
completing the task that you have hired us to do.

2. Fee for Service. You agree to pay me a fee based ou the number of loans we are
working to modify for you. For one home, one loan, the fee is $399 S==This fee
increases by $ £ for each additional loan on your home. For second properties,
the fee will be increased by $ A plus an additional ¥  for each additional



loan. However, the entire fee will not be “eamed” by me until we have negotiated and
received an offer from your lender to modify your loan on terms that are more favorable than
your current loan provides. For the purpose of this Agreement and my representation of you
in this matter, “earned” is defined as negotiating a reinstatement, adjustment, or modification
of any one of your mortgage(s) that is more favorable than your current loan commitment(s).
Any reinstatement, reduction or forgiveness, in any amount or on any loan, is considered a
more favorable modification. In the event we are not able to obtairr a more favorable '
modification of any one of your loan(s), the entire fee is completely refundable/ess a legal
Sfee for time and my efforts expended on your matteras follows: $750.00 if [ have been
engaged to modify one loan; $950.00 if I have been engaged to modify two loans; and
$1150.00 if T have engaged to modify three loans. I have no obligation to begin work on
your matter until you have deposited the fee and have provided all of the information
requested. [ accept American Express, VISA and MasterCard for your convenience. You
will need to provide me with your credit card number, expiration date, the billing address for
the card, including zip code. 1 will send to you a receipt for the deposited fee. I will not
retain your credit card information after processing your payment for security purposes.

3. Your obligations. You agree to provide to me as soon as possible, but not later than
within fourteen (14) days, all requested and accurate account information, and inform me of
any changes in your living status (for example, loss of job, reduction of salary or benefits,
divorce, illness, etc.). Anything that may affect your economic position is vital to me in
assisting you to obtain a favorable result. You agree to be truthful with me and with my
consultant(s) and to keep us informed of any changes in your situation. You agree to provide
additional documents when requested or as received from your lender.

4. Three Day Right of Rescission. | want you to be comfortable with my
representation. Therefore, I offer you a right to rescind this Agreement within three (3)
business days from the date that you sign this Agreement and pay my fee. You are therefore
advised that,

YOU, THE CLIENT, MAY CANCEL THIS AGREEMENT AT ANY
TIME PRIOR TO MIDNIGHT OF THE THIRD BUSINESS DAY
AFTER THE DATE THAT THIS AGREEMENT IS SIGNED. ALL
YOU HAVE TO DO IS SIGN AND RETURN TO ME THE
ATTACHED CANCELLATION FORM WITHIN THIS TIME
PERIOD, AND YOUR FULL FEE WILL BE RETURNED TO YOU.

5. Outside Consultants and Vendors. You understand and agree that I will consult
with outside loan and financial consultants, such as those associated with
REWIREMYLOAN, or similarly experienced individuals in order to assist me in working on
your file and negotiating with your lender. I believe that by utilizing a consultant or
consultants, [ am maximizing my chances of success on your matter. No additional fees will
be charged to you for the use of such consultation By signing this Agreement, you agree
that the information that you provide me may be shared by me with my consultant. Rest
assured that my consultant and this office will treat your information with the utmost
confidence, protected by the attorney client privilege. This means that by law, your private
financial and other information cannot be disclosed to any person other than to us or to your
lender, unless you agree otherwise.

6. My Process. Once | have a completed loan modification package, you can expect
that we will diligently work on your matter to obtain a favorable result in as quick a time as
possible. The sooner we act, the more likely it is that we are successful! In conjunction with



REWIREMYLOAN or other qualified consultant, we will present your facts to your lender in
the most favorable light to obtain the debt relief that you request. I have worked with many
lenders in the past, and have the expertise to know what they need to consider in order to help
you with your loan. Attention to detail is critical! Please give us time to process your file.
After looking over your documents, I may call you to discuss my findings, or one or more the
consultants that I engage may do so. IfI feel that there are violations of law in the loan
package itself, I will contact your lender’s legal department to discuss the problem. In
addition, you will be receiving a call from personnel at REWIREMYLOAN, as they will to
working closely with you and me to streamline the process.

7. No Guarantee of Result. Nothing in this agreement and nothing in my statements
to you can or should be interpreted as a promise or guarantee about the outcome of your
matter. 1make no such promises or guarantees. My cormments about the outcome of your
matter are expressions of opinion only, based on my experience and knowledge. Naturally,
you are free to consult with any other attorney in order to obtain a “second opinion.”

8. Loan Breach Warning. It is critical that you are aware that your failure to pay your
lender as currently agreed may result in the lender foreclosing on your home or other real
estate. Ifthat happens, you are in danger of losing the equity you have in your home, and are
subject to possible eviction. In addition, your failure to pay your lender will have a negative
effect on your credit, and could result in a lawsuit being filed against you if the loan proceeds
are not repaid through the foreclosure process. If you have any questions about foreclosure,
please ask! Remember, just because you have retained me does not mean that your lender
will stop foreclosure proceedings, or will refrain from negative reporting about your credit.

9. Indemnification. You agree to indemmnify and hold me harmless from and against
any and all claims, losses, damages, costs or liability of any kind resulting from your default
in any loan or note that you have signed with any lender, private or bank. You acknowledge
that the purpose of consulting with this office is to modify or change the terms of a loan so
that you are more comfortable in staying current with your monthly payments.

10. Document Retention. Tt is my policy on loan modifications to retain your file for
twelve (12) months following completion of the process and my reprzsentation. If you wish
the file, please let me know.

11 Effective Date. This agreement will take effect when you have signed this
Agreement and paid my fee in full. I will begin performing services after the three (3) day
rescission period has passed.

If the arrangement described in this letter is acceptable to you, please confirm
your agreement by signing this letter in the space provided and returning it to me. My
receipt of your signature(s) on this Agreement by facsimile will have the same force and
effect as receipt of the Agreement bearing your original signature(s). You should retain a
copy of this agreement for your records. We appreciate the opportunity to represent you.

Very truly yours,

SHERMAN THANSON

By /

KEN NATHANSON
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CORPORATE GUARANTY
L

This CORPORATE GUARANTY (the “Guaranty”) is made and entered into as of
4-11-09 , by RewireMyLoan.com, whose address is 419 15th Street, Paso Robles,
California 93446 (“Guarantor™), in favorof 0O o NCS , whose address is

r Qo Sanlkss Gt 'OSLANA“Guaranteed Party™), with

reference to the following facts:

As a material inducement to Guaranteed Party to execute and enter into a Fee Agreement with
Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation, Guarantor hereby absolutely, presently, continually,
unconditionally and irrevocably guarantees the refund to Guaranteed Party of the entire fee paid by
Guaranteed Party in the event the services provided by Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation
do not result in an offer of more favorable loan terms (as defined in the Fee Agreement) from Guaranteed
Party’s home lender, and further agrees:

1. This Guaranty shall be binding upon Guarantor, Guarantor’s successors and assigns and
shall inure to the benefit of and shall be enforceable by Guaranteed Party, its successors, endorsees and
assigns.

2. In the event of any dispute or litigation regarding the enforcement of validity of this
Guaranty, Guarantor shall be obligated to pay all charges, costs and expenses (including, without
limitation, reasonable attorneys’ fees) incurred by Guaranteed Party, whether or not any action or
proceeding is commenced regarding such dispute and whether or not such litigation is prosecuted to
judgment.

3. This Guaranty shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the
State of California, and in a case involving diversity of citizenship, shall be litigated in and subject to the
jurisdiction of the Courts of California.

4. Every provision of this Guaranty is intended to be severable. In the event any term or
provision hereof is declared to be illegal or invalid for any reason whatsoever by a court of competent
jurisdiction, such illegality or invalidity shall not affect the balance of the provisions hereof, which
provisions shall remain binding and enforceable.

5. This Guaranty may be executed in any number of counterparts each of which shall be
deeméd an original and all of which shall constitute one and the same Guaranty with the same effect as if
all parties had signed the same signature page. Any signature page of this Guaranty may be detached
from any counterpart of this Guaranty and re-attached to any other counterpart of this Guaranty identical
in form hereto but having attached to it one or more additional signature pages.

6. No failure or delay on the part of Guaranteed Party to exercise any power, right or
privilege under this Guaranty shall impair any such power, right or privilege, or be construed to be a
waiver of any default or an acquiescence therein, nor shall any single or partial exercise of such power,
right or privilege preclude other or further exercise thereof or of any other right, power or privilege.



CORPORATE GUARANTY

7. This Guaranty shall constitute the entire agreement between each Guarantor and the
Guaranteed Party with respect to the subject matter hereof. No provision of this guaranty or right of
Guaranteed Party hereunder may be waived nor may any Guarantor be released from any obligation
hereunder except by a writing duly executed by an authorized officer, director or trustee of Guaranteed
Party.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Guarantor has executed this Guaranty as of the day and year first
above written.

GUARANTOR:

RewIREMYLOAN.COM

By:

Name:
Title:

NETIC inaraniy?
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CORPORATE GUARANTY

This CorRPORATE GUARANTY (the “Guaranty”) is made and entered into as of

May 7, 2009 , by RewireMyLoan.com, whose address is 419 15th Street, Paso Robles,
California 93446 (“Guarantor”), in favor of Judy A. Jones , whose address is
7859 Prestwick Cr.  San Jose CA | 95135(“Guaranteed Party”), with

reference to the following facts:

As a material inducement to Guaranteed Party to execute and enter into an Attorney-Client
Agreement with Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation, Guarantor hereby absolutely,
presently, continually, unconditionally and irrevocably guarantees the refund to Guaranteed Party of the
entire amount charged to Guaranteed Party by Sherman & Nathanson, a Professional corporation (S&N)
in the event S&N fails to provide the services that S&N promises to perform pursuant to said Attorney-
Client Agreement, and further agrees:

L. This Guaranty shall be binding upon Guarantor, Guarantor’s successors and assigns and
shall inure to the benefit of and shall be enforceable by Guaranteed Party, its successors, endorsees and
assigns.

2. In the event of any dispute or litigation regarding the enforcement of validity of this
Guaranty, the party prevailing in such dispute or litigation shall be entitle to recover from the non-
prevailing party his/her/its costs and expenses, including, without limitation, reasonable attorneys’ fees.

3. This Guaranty shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the
State of California, and in a case involving diversity of citizenship, shall be litigated in and subject to the
jurisdiction of the Courts of California.

4. Every provision of this Guaranty is intended to be severable. In the event any term or
provision hereof is declared to be illegal or invalid for any reason whatsoever by a court of competent
jurisdiction, such illegality or invalidity shall not affect the balance of the provisions hereof, which
provisions shall remain binding and enforceable.

5. This Guaranty may be executed in any number of counterparts each of which shall be
deemed an original and all of which shall constitute one and the same Guaranty with the same effect as if
all parties had signed the same signature page. Any signature page of this Guaranty may be detached
from any counterpart of this Guaranty and re-attached to any other counterpart of this Guaranty identical
in form hereto but having attached to it one or more additional signature pages.

6. No failure or delay on the part of Guaranteed Party to exercise any power, right or
privilege under this Guaranty shall impair any such power, right or privilege, or be construed to be a
waiver of any default or an acquiescence therein, nor shall any single or partial exercise of such power,
right or privilege preclude other or further exercise thereof or of any other right, power or privilege.
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7. This Guaranty shall constitute the entire agreement between each Guarantor and the
Guaranteed Party with respect to the subject matter hereof. No provision of this guaranty or right of
Guaranteed Party hereunder may be waived nor may any Guarantor be released from any obligation
hereunder except by a writing duly executed by an authorized officer, director or trustee of Guaranteed
Party, provided however, that this Guaranty shall expire, deemed terminated and void and shall no longer
be of any force or effect whatsoever unless written demand for refund is received by Guarantor from
Guaranteed Party on or before the expiration of two hundred ten (210) days after the date hand written
above.

_ IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Guarantor has executed this Guaranty as of the day and year first
above written.

GUARANTOR:

RewiReMyLoAN.cOM

Digitally signed by inga Rymal

DN: cn=Inga Rymal, o=Rewire My
Loan, ousController,
il= gary i com,
B y . <=Us

Date: 200005 07 H0ARSA 070

Name:
Title:
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