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appellant tenders any surplus proceeds to respondent—remains undecided 

in the wake of SFR Investments Pool.' 

As the district court's summary judgment was based on an 

erroneous interpretation of law and any remaining issues should be 

decided by the district court in the first instance, we reverse the summary 

judgment and remand this matter to the district court for further 

proceedings consistent with the relevant statutes and the Nevada 

Supreme Court's decision in SFR Investments Pool. 

It is so ORDERED. 

Gibbons 

	  J 
Tao 

1/4-1-24,A) , J. 

Silver 

'On May 29, 2015, we directed respondent to file a supplemental 

brief regarding the application of SFR Investments Pool to this case, and 

we provided appellant additional time to file any supplemental responsive 

brief following service of respondent's supplemental brief. On September 

1, 2015, appellant moved for additional time to file its supplemental 

responsive brief. In light of respondent's concessions in its supplemental 

brief, we conclude that further briefing of this issue is not necessary, and 

we deny the motion for an extension of time as moot. 
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cc: 	Hon. Douglas Smith, District Judge 
Deaner, Malan, Larsen & Ciulla 
Law Offices of Thomas D. Beatty 
Ellis & Gordon 
Eighth District Court Clerk 
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