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			Mortgage Shotgunning Definition and How to Solve this Real Estate Fraud

The article below appeared in the California Real Property Journal, the Official Publication of the Real Property Section of the State Bar of California.







Volume 32, Number 2, 2014.

Mortgage Shotgunning and the Priority of Trust Deeds (click for PDF)

By Scott Talkov

This article reviews recent California case law concerning the priority of trust deeds among lenders targeted by the real estate fraud known as mortgage shotgunning. The cases reveal a district split among the California Courts of Appeal when evaluating cases with identical facts. In these cases, the county recorder’s delay in indexing recorded documents gives rise to a claim from the holder of the second duly recorded interest that it did not receive constructive notice of the first duly recorded lienholder’s interest. The author recommends that the California Supreme Court resolve this circuit split by establishing that the first duly recorded interest by a bona fide purchaser or encumbrancer be declared first in priority pursuant to California’s statutory race-notice recording system.

	               Mortgage Shotgunning Fraud


The real estate fraud known as “mortgage shotgunning” or “mortgage slamming” occurs when a homeowner obtains multiple loans secured by the same home in order to receive loan proceeds that, in combination, greatly exceed the value of the real property.[1] The homeowner commits fraud by failing to inform each lender that s/he has obtained multiple loans secured by the same property. The homeowner[2] then absconds with the proceeds of the multiple loans on the same property.[3]

This species of real estate fraud, declared to be an “alarming trend” in 2009,[4] is difficult to detect because of the delay between the trust deed recordation date and the date on which the recorded trust deed is available for discovery by title searchers. Each lender is thereby led to believe that it will have a fully-secured, first-priority trust deed. Indeed, defrauding parties generally use multiple title insurers, notaries, escrow companies and lenders to reduce the chance of fraud detection before the defrauding party can abscond with the funds.

After falling victim to this fraud, lenders find themselves in a dispute over which lender has a fully-secured, first-priority interest in the subject property. Those without a first-priority lien hold a less-secure, potentially worthless interest in the real property.[5]

The resulting litigation between victimized lenders (often funded by their respective title insurers) has been decided differently in California’s Fourth District Court of Appeal (Riverside) and Second District Court of Appeal (Los Angeles). Each district has reached opposite conclusions as to the priority of competing trust deeds recorded by victims of mortgage shotgunning. This district split raises fundamental questions about California’s race-notice recording system. In these cases, good faith purchasers (encumbrancers) without notice of an existing trust deed, have recorded their trust deeds shortly after the recordation of an immediately preceding trust deed. Each case also involved a claim that the date on which the county recorder indexes the trust deed changes the priority of those interests from the assumed priority under the race-notice system. However, the two courts reached opposite conclusions, creating a district split that should be reconciled by the California Supreme Court.

	               The Race-Notice Recording System


The recording priority of trust deeds in California (and many other states) is governed by the state’s race-notice recording statutes, which allow a lender or purchaser to obtain an interest in real property that has priority over another interest in the same real property by:

	Acquiring the interest as a bona fide encumbrancer (i.e., lender) or purchaser for valuable consideration, meaning that s/he pays consideration in exchange for an equity or fee interest in certain real property, while possessing neither actual knowledge nor constructive notice of a previously created interest in that property; and
	“First duly record[ing]” the interest, meaning that the lender or purchaser records the granting instrument before any competing interest in the property is recorded.[6]


In California, these rules were codified long ago in 1872. Specifically, Civil Code section 1213 states that recorded documents provide constructive notice to third parties, thereby preventing anyone with a subsequently recorded interest from wresting title to the property from the holder of current title without paying value for that interest.

Central to the disputes in mortgage shotgunning litigation, Civil Code section 1107 provides that “[e]very grant of an estate in real property is conclusive against the grantor, also against every one subsequently claiming under him, except a purchaser or incumbrancer who in good faith and for a valuable consideration acquires a title or lien by an instrument that is first duly recorded.”

Another pivotal statute in these disputes is Civil Code section 1214. This statute reads in relevant part, “[e]very conveyance of real property . . . is void as against any subsequent purchaser or mortgagee of the same property . . . in good faith and for a valuable consideration, whose conveyance is first duly recorded.”[7] The essence of Civil Code section 1214 lies at the heart of mortgage shotgunning litigation. It “renders an unrecorded conveyance void as to subsequent bona fide purchasers who record their title first.”[8]

When lenders record their secured interests in real property and fund a loan with hundreds of thousands of dollars (or more) in consideration, only to later find that their interests may be worthless, litigation frequently ensues. In such litigation, lenders with a “duly recorded” deed of trust often assert that a recorded document does not provide notice to third parties until it is indexed by the county recorder, perhaps several days after recordation. This argument tests the very purpose of the race-notice recording system.

	               Simultaneously Recorded Trust Deeds Are Equal in Priority


The California Court of Appeal has been called upon twice in recent years to determine the priority of simultaneously recorded trust deeds.[9] Although neither case mentions “mortgage shotgunning,” the fact that they involve bona fide encumbrancers disputing the priority of their lien rights in the same real property suggests that that this form of mortgage fraud gave rise to the disputes.

In 2011, the California Second District Court of Appeal in Los Angeles issued a published opinion in First Bank v. East West Bank in which lenders with loans secured by the same residential real property dropped off their trust deeds at the Los Angeles County Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk before it opened, causing both trust deeds to be file stamped as if they were recorded at 8:00 A.M. the same morning.[10] One lender claimed that its trust deed was first in priority because its deed had been indexed first.[11] The court rejected this argument, finding that it “would disrupt the statutory scheme to make priority turn on the random act of indexing,” a process that allows the county recorder to find instruments in its computerized database.[12] Instead, the court deemed the lenders to hold interests of equal priority in the subject property. This decision drew considerable attention among mortgage attorneys, including Golden Gate University Professor of Law Roger Bernhardt, who wrote an article advising lenders on how to deal with tied priority.[13]

In 2012, the California Fourth District Court of Appeal in San Diego authored an unpublished opinion in Baer v. Douglas.[14] In Baer, two trust deeds were time and date stamped as though they were recorded at the same moment in time. One lender contended that its lower recording number indicated an earlier priority, and should break the tie. The court rejected this argument, finding that neither the sequence of the recording numbers stamped by the recorder on the parties’ simultaneously recorded trust deeds nor the sequence of the page numbers where the trust deeds appear in the official records, determined the relative lien priority of each trust deed. Instead, the court upheld the holding and reasoning in First Bank,that the time of recordation is the only relevant factor in determining priority.[15] In other words, indexing plays no role in the court’s analysis.

These cases highlight the unwillingness of courts to disrupt the conclusion dictated by the race-notice system, that the first, duly recorded interest maintains priority over others, even when two trust deeds are both recorded “first.” While each of these cases involved a determination that each of the defrauded lenders would share in the loss, a more difficult problem arises when courts must decide which defrauded lender will take no loss whatsoever, with all other defrauded lenders bearing the full loss.

	               Districts Are Split as to Which Trust Deed Has Recording Priority Among Trust Deeds Recorded at Different Times by Good Faith Purchasers Without Notice


Although simultaneous recording raises fascinating legal issues, more frequently, multiple interests in the same real property are recorded close in time, but not concurrently, and neither interest holder has actual or constructive notice of the other interest at the time its deed records. Courts addressing this fact pattern in two unpublished cases have reached opposite conclusions as to which trust deed has priority over the other, an issue due for resolution by the California Supreme Court.

	Simental: The First Duly Recorded Interest Wins


In 2010, the California Fourth District Court of Appeal in Riverside decided the case of Simental v. Inyo-Mono Title Co. Profit-Sharing Plan.[16] In Simental, two bona fide encumbrancers paid value for what they each thought was the trust deed in first lien position on a parcel of real property. The later-recording party argued that it did not have constructive notice of the first-recorded trust deed because that deed had not been indexed by the county recorder when the later-recording party recorded its interest. The Simental court determined that “the question is not whether [the later-recording party] had constructive notice” of the first-recorded trust deed, but rather, who recorded first.[17]

            Simental made the rule quite clear, concluding that the first-recorded trust deed “won the race to the recorder’s office.” Hence, the lender under the first-recorded trust deed held the lien in first priority on the subject property.[18]

	Bank of East Asia: The Second Duly Recorded Interest Wins


In 2013, the California Second District Court of Appeal in Los Angeles came to the opposite conclusion in Bank of East Asia U.S.A. N.A. v. Javaherian.[19] The facts of that case were identical to those in Simental:

The [Javaherian] deed of trust was recorded in the recorder’s office on March 2, 2005. The Bank’s deed of trust was recorded in the recorder’s office on March 3, 2005. The [Javaherian] deed of trust was indexed in the recorder’s office records on March 5, 2005, and the Bank’s deed of trust was indexed on March 7, 2005.[20]

Based on these facts, the Bank argued that its deed of trust had priority over the Javaherian deed of trust, because the Bank had no actual or constructive notice of the Javaherian deed of trust.

After quoting First Bank v. East West Bank extensively, the Court of Appeal reasoned that “[a]lthough the [Javaherian] deed was recorded first, it failed to provide subsequent purchasers and encumbrancers with constructive notice until it was indexed. Therefore, when the Bank’s deed of trust was duly recorded, the Bank was not charged with constructive notice of the prior deed of trust and the Bank’s interest is not subject to the [Javaherian] deed of trust.”

The court concluded that the second-recorded trust deed had priority, reasoning that “[b]etween the two innocent parties in this case, Javaherian was in the best position to protect her interest by promptly recording the [Javaherian] deed of trust and verifying that it had been properly indexed.”[21] Apparently, the court was critical that Javaherian did not record her deed of trust upon execution on February 7, 2005, but recorded her deed of trust nearly a month later, on March 2, 2005. In contrast, the Bank executed its deed of trust on February 28, 2005, and recorded it three days later, on March 3, 2005.

No statute or precedent provides a balancing test in a situation involving two innocent lenders, nor does any test determine which party is in the “best position” to protect its interest by promptly recording and/or verifying the indexing of its trust deed. Either party could have done so here.

Further, even if Javaherian had undertaken such an effort, the situation would not have changed. For example, if Javaherian had verified on March 5 or 6, 2005, that the Recorder’s Office had indexed her trust deed, Javaherian would not have had notice of the Bank’s trust deed recorded on March 3, 2005. This is because the Recorder’s Office did not index the Bank’s trust deed until March 7, 2005. Such an analysis of the facts is at odds with the court’s reasoning that Javaherian’s interest should be subordinate because she “was in the best position to protect her interest by promptly recording [her] deed of trust and verifying that it had been properly indexed.”[22] By implication, this case seems to question the race-notice statutes in California.

In light of the district split created by Simental and Bank of East Asia, the California Supreme Court should address this issue to provide clarity for courts, attorneys, lenders and title insurers.

	               Author’s Recommended Approach: The First Duly Recorded Interest Should Prevail


The disparate outcomes of the recent mortgage shotgunning cases raise the issue of whether the first duly recorded interest should prevail. The author argues that it should.

Some courts have decided, and many litigants have argued, that later-recording interests should be first in priority because the first-recorded interest did not provide constructive notice to the later-recording parties. These arguments rely upon “[t]he purpose of our recording statutes[, which] is to give notice to prospective purchasers or mortgagees of land of all existing and outstanding estates, titles, or interests in it whether valid or invalid, which may affect their rights as bona fide purchasers and so as to protect them before they part with their money.”[23]

However, the recording statutes further encourage such notice by “penaliz[ing] the person who fails to take advantage of recording.”[24] Indeed, the severe penalty found in Civil Code section 1214 grants priority to the “first duly recorded” interest without regard to whether third parties have constructive notice of that interest at the moment of recordation or at any time thereafter. As such, the statute embodies the “race” of the race-notice recording statutes by encouraging all parties to promptly record their interests. Hence, the statute serves as the tiebreaker in all disputes between interests in real estate because it dictates that the first duly “recorded” interest prevails.

The argument made by later-recording lenders, such as the lender in Simental, that lack of constructive notice is sufficient to obtain priority misses the point. Race-notice recording statutes seek to provide constructive notice. They may not do so instantly or perfectly, but the system aims to provide this type of notice nonetheless. However, whether a subsequently recorded lienholder has constructive notice of an earlier lien on the same real property is not determinative of the priority of a duly recorded interest.[25]

In fact, the modern reality of the title insurance industry is that title insurance companies maintain their own title plants to search recorded instruments. As such, the litigation in this area of law seemingly results from private title searches performed earlier than the date on which the funds were issued or from delays in the indexing of instruments by private title plants—not from reliance on the indexing function of the county recorder.

	               Equitable Subrogation as an Alternative Theory to Decide Priority


Lenders facing a complete loss of principal on a secured investment have developed creative arguments in their attempt to avoid the harsh consequences of the race-notice rule. One theory that a recording party may rely upon is the doctrine of equitable subrogation.

In 2012, the Fourth District Court of Appeal in Santa Ana applied equitable subrogation to resolve a dispute between lenders regarding the priority of their trust deeds in J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A. v. Banc of America Practice Solutions, Inc.[26] In Chase, the borrower sought to re-finance his house with a senior lien in favor of Chase. Unbeknownst to Chase, the borrower simultaneously obtained a business loan that was to be secured by a junior lien on his house in favor of Banc of America. Contrary to Banc of America’s understanding and the borrower’s intentions, Banc of America secured its lien first, followed thereafter by Chase paying off the pre-existing deeds of trust and recording what it thought would be a senior deed of trust. California’s “first in time, first in right” system of lien priorities dictated that Chase had a junior lien, absent judicial intervention.

Instead, the court found that this rule “is not without exceptions,” quoting Civil Code section 2897 to find that “[o]ther things being equal, different liens upon the same property have priority according to the time of their creation.”[27] The court found that this exception for equitable subrogation was best stated by the California Supreme Court in 1928:

One who advances money to pay off an encumbrance on realty at the instance of either the owner of the property or the holder of the incumbrance, either on the express understanding, or under circumstances from which an understanding will be implied, that the advance made is to be secured by a first lien on the property, is not a mere volunteer; and in the event the new security is for any reason not a first lien on the property, the holder of such security, if not chargeable with culpable and inexcusable neglect, will be subrogated to the rights of the prior encumbrancer under the security held by him, unless the superior or equal equities of others would be prejudiced thereby, and to this end equity will set aside a cancellation of such security, and revive the same for his benefit.[28]

Because Chase paid off the pre-existing liens except that of Banc of America, the only question for the court was whether Banc of America’s “equities are equal to or greater than Chase’s.”[29]

Finding that “[e]quitable subrogation looks to the intentions of the parties,” the court found that Chase’s later-recorded trust deed was senior to Banc of America’s earlier-recorded trust deed because that order of priority was “exactly what [the parties] bargained for.”[30] Indeed, Chase expected to receive a senior trust deed, and Banc of America expected to receive a junior trust deed.

Although the Chase court noted that “constructive notice, as opposed to actual notice, does not forestall application of equitable subrogation,”[31] it seems unlikely that the court would have reached the same result if Chase had simply relied upon the borrower’s representation that the trust deed would be senior without conducting any title search to find that Banc of America had recorded its trust deed. In this case, the Banc of America trust deed was “intervening” in the sense that it was filed after Chase began its loan process, though it was recorded over two months before Chase recorded its trust deed.

As explained above, equitable subrogation requires that the party claiming the doctrine is “not chargeable with culpable and inexcusable neglect.”[32]  If Chase had delayed too long before recording its trust deed, the excusable neglect requirement in equitable subrogation would suggest that the doctrine should not be applied.

Moreover, as between lenders in mortgage shotgunning situations, equitable subrogation cannot be asserted. Specifically, equitable subrogation is available “unless the superior or equal equities of others would be prejudiced thereby.”[33] In the context of mortgage shotgunning litigation between lenders, each lender has equal equities as each lender intended to have first priority. Hence, equitable subrogation should not apply, because neither lender intended to hold a junior interest in the property. As such, granting priority to a later-recording interest would violate the principal that equitable subrogation cannot be applied when it would be to the prejudice of a party with equal equities, namely the earlier-recording lender. This situation is contrast to the situation in Chase, where the first-recording party expected to hold a junior lien, but unexpectedly held a senior lien.

Thus, in mortgage shotgunning situations where each lender does not have notice of the other’s security interest in the subject real property, and is unaware that they may hold a junior interest, the first-recording party has superior equity. This alone should prevent application of equitable subrogation.

	               Proposal for Electronic Recording


Many of the issues complained of in mortgage shotgunning litigation could be resolved by a publicly-accessible electronic recording system.

Such a system would allow a user to log on, choose the relevant assessor’s parcel number for the applicable property, and upload the document. In addition, the county recorder could instantly produce a receipt showing all documents recorded prior in time to the user’s document, including those that are still pending human review by the county recorder. Under this system, if no such documents exist, a lender could fund loans worry-free, provided that courts uniformly agree that first in time is first in right. If another user submitted a document one second later, that user would see the newly uploaded document preceding his or hers, thereby providing constructive notice to the subsequent lender not to fund the loan.

	               Final Lesson: Record Promptly


Until and unless changes are made, lenders, title companies, and their counsel should learn from the existing case law in this area. The lesson is clear: a lender should promptly record its secured interests in real property to protect its priority. Moreover, lenders and title officers may be wise to conduct another title search several days after recording and before funding the loan (if possible), to determine if any earlier-recorded documents have been indexed. Finally, the decision in Bank of East Asia suggests that yet another title search should be conducted several days after the operative trust deed has been indexed, to determine whether a competing trust deed was later-recorded.

[1] See Core Logic, Mortgage Fraud Prevention and Detection Resource Guide (2d ed. 2012), available at http://www.corelogic.com/downloadable-docs/mortgage-fraud-prevention-and-detection-resource-guide.pdf.
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				Jocelyn Agda

				

		


		
									nick amd the talkov law team used their knowledge and expertise to provide me with thoughtful advice to bring about a prompt end to my partition dispute.i highly recommended talkov law.
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				Mario Mottley

				

		


		
									Talkov Law will get your partition done. Adeeb did a tremendous job on my partition. Adeeb along with Scott are very knowledgeable to the partition laws and nobody can compete. Adeeb along with Scott is a great combination. These guys know what they are doing and Adeeb is going give you the pros and cons and advise you to the best decision to make in your partition settlement. I couldn't have asked for a better outcome to my case. These guys really know the law. Thanks Adeeb and Talkov Law.....
read moreread less
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				Kenneth and Linda Mandel

				

		


		
									Nick Moss was professional, knowledgeable and responsive.  With his help we resolved the legal claim without extensive legal proceedings, which saved us money and time.  Highly recommend this firm!
read moreread less
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				Damon Graddy

				

		


		
									Very happy with my experience with Talkov Law. Scott seemed to understand my case and needs, assigning my case to Nick Moss. Nick has been delightful to work with putting me at ease with a very tense family situation. No resolution yet but we are working to that end. I would recommend this group when everyone else tells you it cant be done.
read moreread less
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				Michelle Cervana

				

		


		
									Talkov Law provided excellent service. My family is grateful to Nick Moss for his expertise and diligence. Thanks to Nick, my family's co-ownership dispute has finally been resolved.
read moreread less
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				jenny howard

				

		


		
									The team is professional who provides prompt advice and communication. The team made the whole process seamless and painless. I am very happy with the team and would engage them again should a need arise.
read moreread less
				

		

							

	

	






	
	
		





		

		5 out of 5 stars
		
	

		
	
	





		
				Yves Halliburton

				

		


		
									Nick Moss and the Talkov Law team used their knowledge and expertise to bring about a wonderful end to my real property co-ownership dispute. Nick exhibited impressive patience in the face of uncooperative parties to the lawsuit which helped ease my anxiety associated with my lawsuit with confidence that justice will prevail. Thank you Talkov Law Corp.
read moreread less
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				Michael Rice

				

		


		
									Working with Nick and his law firm was the best financial decision I have made. The services they provided was exactly what we needed. Nick was easy to get ahold of and made this process a smooth one. He is so knowledgeable and professional. We could not have had a better experience.
read moreread less
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				Rachel Salinas

				

		


		
									Nick Moss and the Talkov Law Corp team used their knowledge and expertise to help me bring an end to my co-ownership dispute. I highly recommend Talkov Law Corp.
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				huero b

				

		


		
									Very helpful and kept me updated on everything that was done and what was going on.. Will highly recommend to others.
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				RICK JAMES

				

		


		
									The process has been very smooth. Ferdeza was both thorough and attentive to my needs. I thoroughly recommend Talkov Law.
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				Roger Rombawa

				

		


		
									The staff are very good and very responsive. Every  time  I reach out to them. They are always there. Good service indeed!
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				jeff clark

				

		


		
									Nick did a fantastic job working through every issue to get to a resolution that completely met our expectations.
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				Rachel Salinas

				

		


		
									Nick Moss and the Talkov Law Corp team used their knowledge and expertise to help me bring an end to my co-ownership dispute. I highly recommend Talkov Law Corp.
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				Patrick and Emily Cena

				

		


		
									Colleen Talkov provided very professional representation in connection with a potentially difficult case, and as a result of her skill and persistence we obtained an outstanding result.  Her assistant, Noor Haleem, was also very helpful and professional.  Thank you for a  positive experience and a successful outcome.
read moreread less
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				Doug Bungert

				

		


		
									My attorney, Nick Moss has impressed me with his friendly demeanor, experience level and thoroughness while working with me on my case.  I put my trust in him and I have not been disappointed.
read moreread less
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				Helen Groves

				

		


		
									Legal issues can be stressful and it really helps to find a knowledgeable, confident and kind person to help me through this time. Nick Moss of the Talkov Law Team was that great person for me and brought about a prompt ending to my contentious property ownership dispute. I highly recommend hiring Talkov Law.
read moreread less
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				Michael Brown

				

		


		
									Talkov Law represented us in a case that ended with a very successful mediation settlement. The overall team was great. Specifically, Scott steered the case up front in ways that were effective, quickly laid out our options and were realistic and proactive in driving the case to conclusion. At each step along the way he gave us informed options, and was both mindful of our time and efficient with hours. Ferdeza Zekiri handed the case at a detailed level, and was singled out by our mediator for the quality and argumentation in our brief--and rightly so. It was her preparation and confidence in the facts of the case that drove it to a successful conclusion, achieving a result I’m doubtful we would have reached with other attorneys.
read moreread less
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				Michelle Cervana

				

		


		
									Talkov Law provided excellent service. My family is grateful to Nick Moss for his expertise and diligence. Thanks to Nick, my family's co-ownership dispute has finally been resolved.
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				Crystal Ayala

				

		


		
									We honestly couldn’t have done this without Ross and Scott. Ross was so great I would recommend This firm to anyone needing help with a partition case. Thank you Ross and Scott😃
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				Yves Halliburton

				

		


		
									Nick Moss and the Talkov Law team used their knowledge and expertise to bring about a wonderful end to my real property co-ownership dispute. Nick exhibited impressive patience in the face of uncooperative parties to the lawsuit which helped ease my anxiety associated with my lawsuit with confidence that justice will prevail. Thank you Talkov Law Corp.
read moreread less
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				Teresita Diaz

				

		


		
									Nick and the Talkov Law team brought about a wonderful ending to my partition dispute and I highly recommend them.
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				Will V

				

		


		
									I had some property line issues a couple months back and Scott gave me the advice I needed to move forward. I wasn't sure how to go about the situation, he gave guidance and insight on how things work. I outreached to a few attorneys and none of them got back to me but Scott took the time to reach me and help me out right away. Thank you guys.
read moreread less
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				huero b

				

		


		
									Very helpful and kept me updated on everything that was done and what was going on.. Will highly recommend to others.
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				Mike Conley

				

		


		
									Nick provided pertinent advice to help bring a resolution to my real estate ownership dispute. I highly recommend Nick Moss.
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				Fernando Maciel

				

		


		
									Nick Moss and the Talkov Law team did a fantastic job helping me bring an end to my co-ownership dispute. Nick demonstrated exemplary professionalism and expertise. He's patient and great at communicating and translating legal jargon. I highly recommend them and the Talkov Law team.
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				Antoine Becks

				

		


		
									I highly recommend Talkov Law Corp to handle a real estate co-ownership dispute.
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				Kavita Nandra

				

		


		
									Attorneys Colleen Talkov and Scott Talkov have my highest recommendation for providing excellent legal service. I contacted the Talkov Legal Firm back in July 2022 as I had been wanting to sell a co-owned piece of property. Both Colleen and Scott worked on my case at different points, but I want to give a special shout-out to Colleen (who handled the majority of my case) for being so professional and prompt. Colleen is amazing, along with paralegal Noor, who was also polite and prompt via email. Both Colleen and Scott are easy to work with, ethical, and professional. I felt I had the best representation, and while I was upset and stressed with the overall fact that I even had to retain a lawyer, I was confident in Colleen to handle things; and she did. I wish all the best to the Talkov team, including health and prosperity. This is the law firm you want to represent you!
read moreread less
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				Helen Groves

				

		


		
									Legal issues can be stressful and it really helps to find a knowledgeable, confident and kind person to help me through this time. Nick Moss of the Talkov Law Team was that great person for me and brought about a prompt ending to my contentious property ownership dispute. I highly recommend hiring Talkov Law.
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									Nick did a fantastic job working through every issue to get to a resolution that completely met our expectations.
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				Michael Rice

				

		


		
									Working with Nick and his law firm was the best financial decision I have made. The services they provided was exactly what we needed. Nick was easy to get ahold of and made this process a smooth one. He is so knowledgeable and professional. We could not have had a better experience.
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				Kenneth and Linda Mandel

				

		


		
									Nick Moss was professional, knowledgeable and responsive.  With his help we resolved the legal claim without extensive legal proceedings, which saved us money and time.  Highly recommend this firm!
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				Olivia Garcia

				

		


		
									Nick and the Talkov Law Corp team brought about a prompt ending to my partition lawsuit using legal expertise and professionalism. I highly recommend hiring Talkov Law Corp.
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				Doug Bungert

				

		


		
									My attorney, Nick Moss has impressed me with his friendly demeanor, experience level and thoroughness while working with me on my case.  I put my trust in him and I have not been disappointed.
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				Olivia Garcia

				

		


		
									Nick and the Talkov Law Corp team brought about a prompt ending to my partition lawsuit using legal expertise and professionalism. I highly recommend hiring Talkov Law Corp.
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				Peter Reyes

				

		


		
									Exellent customer service from Talkov Law, SPECIALLY from Mr. Nick Moss who is a very professional and knowledgeable Real Estate attorney, who always was at my disposition and went out of his way in order to helping me with the Real Estate problem that I was going thru.I would not hesitate a second to use their professional sevices again or to refer anybody I know.THANKS once again Talkov Law( Nick Moss).Best regards.SincerelyPeter Reyes
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				Peter Reyes

				

		


		
									Exellent customer service from Talkov Law, SPECIALLY from Mr. Nick Moss who is a very professional and knowledgeable Real Estate attorney, who always was at my disposition and went out of his way in order to helping me with the Real Estate problem that I was going thru. I would not hesitate a second to use their professional sevices again or to refer anybody I know. THANKS once again Talkov Law( Nick Moss). Best regards. Sincerely Peter Reyes
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				Fernando Maciel

				

		


		
									Nick Moss and the Talkov Law team did a fantastic job helping me bring an end to my co-ownership dispute. Nick demonstrated exemplary professionalism and expertise. He's patient and great at communicating and translating legal jargon. I highly recommend them and the Talkov Law team.
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				Sheryll Vanderhooft

				

		


		
									Olivia Dajee and the attorneys at Talkov Law were very helpful in representing me in a partition case that could have easily become much more complicated. They were knowledgeable, excellent at communication, and were able to sell my property quickly and efficiently without court intervention. I highly recommend Talkov Law to anyone searching for a reliable real estate partition attorney!
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				Mike Conley

				

		


		
									Nick provided pertinent advice to help bring a resolution to my real estate ownership dispute. I highly recommend Nick Moss.
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				Damon Graddy

				

		


		
									Very happy with my experience with Talkov Law. Scott seemed to understand my case and needs, assigning my case to Nick Moss. Nick has been delightful to work with putting me at ease with a very tense family situation. No resolution yet but we are working to that end. I would recommend this group when everyone else tells you it cant be done.
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				Omar Medel

				

		


		
									I highly recommend Nick Moss and the rest of Talkov Law team. I was very pleased with Nick's knowledge and legal counsel. I don't think going through this process would have been as easy without Nick. Nick's attentiveness and focus on my case made me feel secure and confident. He always kept me up to date on what was needed to keep the process as smooth as possible.  All in all 10/10
read moreread less
				

		

							

	

	






	
	
		





		

		5 out of 5 stars
		
	

		
	
	





		
				Eric Truong

				

		


		
									Thank you Olivia and the Talkov team for all your efforts in resolving our partition action case. Definitely recommend !
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				Jocelyn Agda

				

		


		
									nick amd the talkov law team used their knowledge and expertise to provide me with thoughtful advice to bring about a prompt end to my partition dispute.i highly recommended talkov law.
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									I highly recommend Nick Moss and the rest of Talkov Law team. I was very pleased with Nick's knowledge and legal counsel. I don't think going through this process would have been as easy without Nick. Nick's attentiveness and focus on my case made me feel secure and confident. He always kept me up to date on what was needed to keep the process as smooth as possible.  All in all 10/10
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				ROANNA SABEH-AZAR

				

		


		
									Scott Talkov is a great human being who cares and has been a vital instrument to my case! Thank you!
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				Antoine Becks

				

		


		
									I highly recommend Talkov Law Corp to handle a real estate co-ownership dispute.
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				Teresita Diaz

				

		


		
									Nick and the Talkov Law team brought about a wonderful ending to my partition dispute and I highly recommend them.
read moreread less
				

		

							

	

	






	
	
		





		

		5 out of 5 stars
		
	

		
	
	





		
				Pauline Dietz

				

		


		
									Took longer then I had anticipated. Then again this is my first time. Thank Ferdeza for being patient with me and David! I'd like to thank everyone at Talkov Law for taking on my case. I had no money to put down a retainer. But you all took my case anyway Thank you Jesus
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				Miros Flores

				

		


		
									Talkov Law did an awesome job with a partition lawsuit!  The attorney they assigned to represent me Olivia did an excellent job!  They are very professional and knowledgeable.  I highly recommend them.  Thank you for the great and wonderful job you did!
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Contact Us Today for a Free Consultation & Pay No Retainer




Call Talkov Law to discuss having your legal fees paid from the proceeds of sale of your property and no money down
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			Your E-mail (required)
			

			
			Phone
			

		
	
			
			

			
			
			

		



		 A Brief Description of Your Partition and Co-Ownership Dispute Issue: (required)
 

Submission of this form does not create an attorney client relationship. Please do not submit confidential information.

					


		
















Awards and Recognition


































































































We Have Been Featured On:


































































































































Recent Blog Posts


	




Rising Interest Rates on Co-Owner Buyouts in a Partitions

	




Should I Use an Escrow for my Co-owner Buyout?
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The information on this site, including the Talkov Law Blog, is intended for general information purposes only. By using this site, you agree that any information contained in the site does not constitute legal, financial or any other form of professional advice. Information on this site may be changed without notice and is not guaranteed to be complete, accurate, correct or up-to-date.
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