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Present: Honorable JOSEPHINE L. STATON, UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

 
          Terry Guerrero                 N/A     
 Deputy Clerk       Court Reporter 
 
ATTORNEYS PRESENT FOR PLAINTIFF:     ATTORNEYS PRESENT FOR DEFENDANT: 
 
 Not Present       Not Present 

 
PROCEEDINGS:  (IN CHAMBERS) ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S EX PARTE 

APPLICATION (Doc. 437) 
  
  Before the Court is Plaintiff Consumer Financial Protection Bureau’s Ex Parte 
Application for an Order Freezing the Assets of Non-Parties Vincent Howard, Lawrence 
Williamson, Howard Law, PC, the Williamson Law Firm, LLC, and Williamson & 
Howard, LLP (collectively, the “Attorneys”).  (App., Doc. 437.)  The Attorneys oppose 
the Application.  (Opp., Doc. 439.)  For the reasons stated below, the Court GRANTS 
CFPB’s Application.      
 

I. BACKGROUND 
 

The Application before the Court relates to an enforcement action brought by 
CFPB against Defendants Morgan Drexen, Inc. and Walter Ledda for violations of the 
Telemarketing Sales Rule and the Consumer Financial Protection Act.  (Complaint, Doc. 
1.)  Although this Order is issued on an ex parte basis, it is related to numerous prior 
orders that were issued after significant factual development.  Those facts are contained 
in prior orders (Terminating Sanctions Order, Doc. 284; PI Order, Doc. 306; Contempt 
Order, Doc. 386) and therefore are set forth only in abbreviated fashion here. 

In short, on April 21, 2015, the Court issued terminating sanctions against Morgan 
Drexen.  (See generally Terminating Sanctions Order.)  Thereafter, on June 18, 2015, the 
Court entered a permanent injunction that precluded Morgan Drexen from, among other 
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things, continuing to bill consumers for its purported debt relief services.  (PI Order § V.)  
Then in October, the Court considered whether the Attorneys, although not parties to the 
litigation, should be held in contempt for violating the terms of the injunction.  (Contempt 
Order, Doc. 386.)  Before deciding that question, however, the Court had to determine 
whether the Attorneys should be bound by the terms of the injunction. The Court 
concluded they should: 

 
Based on all of the evidence before the Court . . . it is clear and convincing that the 
Attorneys have continued Morgan Drexen’s business enterprise – using the same 
employees and same customer files to collect the same unlawful fees from the 
same consumers pursuant to the same contracts. 

 
(Id. at 33.)  The Court found that “the Attorneys are ‘legally identified’ with Morgan 
Drexen[,]”  and that “the Attorneys have become ‘a disguised continuance’ of Morgan 
Drexen[.]”  (Id. at 27-28.)  Based on these findings, the Court held that “the Attorneys’ 
actions . . . brought them ‘in contempt as a successor’ to Morgan Drexen.”  (Id. at 33.)  In 
sum, the Court concluded as follows: 
 

[A]fter considering all of the evidence submitted to the Court, the Attorneys’ 
relations with Morgan Drexen, and the Attorneys’ behavior following the issuance 
of the Injunction . . . the Court finds that the Attorneys can be held in contempt 
because they are legally identified with Morgan Drexen. 

 
(Id. at 34 (citation omitted).)  We then identified the particular provisions of the 
injunction that the Attorneys had violated.  Specifically, the Court found that the 
Attorneys had violated Sections II, IV-V, and VII of the injunction.  (Id. at 34-42.) 
 The Court concluded the Contempt Order by issuing sanctions against the 
Attorneys.  In fashioning an appropriate remedy, the Court emphasized that the objective 
of the sanctions was to (1) restore to affected consumers the fees that the Attorneys have 
collected since the issuance of the injunction, and (2) deter the Attorneys from continuing 
to deduct fees from the accounts of affected consumers.  (Id. at 43-44.)  Consistent with 
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these objectives, the Court imposed a $10,000 per day sanction for each day that the 
Attorneys continued to violate the injunction after issuance of the Contempt Order.  (Id. 
at 44.)  Additionally – and of particular import to the instant Application – the Court 
ordered the Attorneys to submit an accounting to CFPB that identified the total payments 
they received from affected consumers for the period between June 18, 2015 and October 
9, 2015.  (Id.)  On October 9, 2015, the Court ordered the Attorneys to “refund those 
payments to CFPB so that CFPB can distribute them back to the relevant consumers.”  
(Id.)  
 In accordance with the Contempt Order and a subsequent ruling clarifying how to 
calculate the amount of each consumer’s refund, on February 19, 2016, the Attorneys 
emailed CFPB a spreadsheet detailing 7,623 client records.  (O’Malley Decl. ¶¶ 3-5, Doc. 
437-2.)  The spreadsheet contained information pertaining to each of the Attorneys’ 
clients, including (1) their “engagement date,” (2) the amount of “net payments 
collected,” (3) the “amount transferred to trust,” (4) the amount “paid to creditors,” (5) 
the amount “refunded to client,” (6) the amount “sent to new counsel,” and (7) the 
“amount applied to fees.”  (Id. ¶ 5.)  Based on this data, CFPB calculated that “the total 
amount of refunds owed to consumers for payments made since June 18, 2015 is 
$5,326,981.13.”  (Id. ¶ 7.)  Separately, the February 19 Letter also included balance 
sheets reflecting the assets, liabilities, and total equity for Howard Law, P.C., the 
Williamson Law Firm, LLC, and Williamson & Howard, LLP, respectively.  (Id. ¶ 6.)  
The balance sheets reflected that each firm has negative total equity in the following 
amounts: (1) $22,748 for Howard Law, PC, (2) $6,301.51 for the Williamson Law Firm, 
LLC, and (3) $72,310 for Williamson & Howard, LLP.  (Id.)   

Following receipt of the accounting from Attorneys, the parties exchanged 
correspondence.  In a letter dated February 24, 2016, CFPB informed the Attorneys of the 
amount of the refund owed and explained how that figure was calculated.  (Id. ¶ 7, Ex. 
B., “February 24 Letter,” Doc. 437-4.)  CFPB further demanded that the Attorneys wire 
the funds to CFPB within seven business days.  (Id. ¶ 7.)  Shortly thereafter, on March 9, 
2016, the Attorneys responded in writing.  (Id. ¶ 8.)  Specifically, the Attorneys stated 
that they “respectfully disagree” with CFPB’s calculations, and “contend that the correct 
figure is $2,211,516.92.”  (Id., Ex. C, “March 9 Letter,” Doc. 437-5.)  According to the 
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March 9 Letter, “[t]he difference between the Howard Parties’ figure and the CFPB’s 
figure is attributable to the ‘negative’ figures listed in the ‘Amount Transferred to Trust’ 
Column” of the spreadsheet.  (March 9 Letter at 1.)  That is, “[t]he ‘negative’ balances 
shown [in the spreadsheet] reflect additional refunds paid out to customers, after October 
9, 2015.”  (Id.)  In any event, the March 9 Letter continued, “the Howard Parties lack the 
means to pay this sum” and “the most the [Attorneys] can commit to pay is the sum of 
$5,000 per month.”  (Id. at 2.)   

This dispute between the Attorneys and CFPB ultimately prompted CFPB to file a 
Motion to Enter Judgment for Compensatory Sanctions against the Attorneys.  (Mot., 
Doc. 435.)  The Motion seeks an order requiring the Attorneys to pay compensatory 
sanctions in the amount of $5,411,981.13.  (Id. at 1.)  A hearing on that Motion is 
scheduled for July 8, 2016.  (Id.)  CFPB’s Application followed.  (App., Doc. 437.)               
    
II. LEGAL STANDARD 

 
As set forth in the Court’s Initial Standing Order, “[e]x parte applications are 

solely for extraordinary relief and should be used with discretion.”  (Initial Standing 
Order at 2, Doc. 7.)  To justify ex parte relief, “the evidence must show that the moving 
party’s cause will be irreparably prejudiced if the underlying motion is heard according to 
regular noticed motion procedures[.]”  Baeza v. Bank of America, N.A., et al., No. SACV 
11-1176-JST (MGLx), 2011 WL 11648375, at *2 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 10, 2011).  
Additionally, “it must be established that the moving party is without fault in creating the 
crisis that requires ex parte relief, or that the crisis occurred as a result of excusable 
neglect.”  Id. (citation omitted).  

Separately, “[a] plaintiff seeking a preliminary injunction must establish that he is 
likely to succeed on the merits, that he is likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence 
of preliminary relief, that the balance of equities tips in his favor, and that an injunction is 
in the public interest.”  Winter v. Natural Res. Defense Counsel Inc., 555 U.S. 7, 20 
(2008) (citation omitted).  In the Ninth Circuit, “‘serious questions going to the merits’ 
and a balance of hardships that tips sharply towards the plaintiff can support issuance of a 
preliminary injunction, so long as the plaintiff also shows that there is a likelihood of 
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irreparable injury and that the injunction is in the public interest.”  Alliance for the Wild 
Rockies v. Cottrell, 632 F.3d 1127, 1135 (9th Cir. 2011). 
 
III. DISCUSSION 
 

CFPB’s Application seeks an order from the Court “immediately freezing the 
assets of” the Attorneys.  (App. at 1.)  Such an order is necessary, according to CFPB, “to 
ensure that the Attorneys do not dissipate assets prior to full and complete satisfaction of 
the Court’s forthcoming judgment ordering compensatory sanctions[.]”  (Id.)  In 
Opposition, the Attorneys challenge (1) the propriety of ex parte relief (Opp. at 6-7), (2) 
the Court’s authority to issue a “freeze order” (id. at 8-12), and (3) CFPB’s purported 
showing of irreparable harm (id. at 14-17.)  Additionally, the Attorneys argue that 
CFPB’s Application is an effort to circumvent the discovery process and, if granted, 
would violate the Fifth and Thirteenth Amendments.  (Id. at 17-22.)       

 
A. Ex Parte Relief 

 
To warrant ex parte relief, “[t]he evidence must show that the moving party’s 

cause will be irreparably prejudiced if the underlying motion is heard according to 
regularly noticed motion procedures[.]”  Baeza, 2011 WL 11648375, at *2.  Additionally, 
“it must be established that the moving party is without fault in creating the crisis that 
requires ex parte relief, or that the crisis occurred as a result of excusable neglect.”  Id.   

Here, CFPB contends “there is a significant likelihood of irreparable harm without 
an asset freeze.”  (App. at 11.)  The crux of CFPB’s argument is that between June 18, 
2015 and October 9, 2015, the Attorneys received in excess of $5 million in fees from 
consumers.  (Id.)  Nevertheless, CFPB argues, the Attorneys today represent “that they 
cannot pay even $2 million of the more than $5 million they owe.”  (Id.)  According to 
CFPB, the Attorneys have, “by their own admission, in less than half a year . . .  
dissipated millions of dollars of fees paid by consumers, even though they were under 
Court order during this time to provide full restitution to borrowers.”  (Id. (emphasis in 
original).)  In a declaration in support of its Application, CFPB adds that when asked 
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about the location of the five million dollars in fees, the Attorneys “could not provide an 
answer.”  (O’Malley Decl. ¶ 8.)   

Based on these facts, the Court finds that delaying consideration of CFPB’s 
request until after the July 8, 2016 hearing – that is, proceeding in accordance with the 
schedule that governs regularly noticed motions – would create a substantial risk that the 
assets in question would no longer be recoverable.  Therefore, the Court finds that CFPB 
and the consumers it represents would be “irreparably prejudiced” if CFPB’s request for 
an asset freeze is not considered on an ex parte basis.  See Baeza, 2011 WL 11648375, at 
*2.  To be sure, the Court is troubled by CFPB’s decision to wait until now to seek an 
asset freeze, despite becoming aware of the Attorneys’ purported financial difficulties as 
early as March 9, 2016.  (O’Malley Decl. ¶ 8.)  Notwithstanding these concerns, 
however, the Court concludes that CFPB’s decision to pursue relief through an ex parte 
application – rather than a regularly noticed motion – should be permitted in light of the 
Court’s detailed prior findings concerning the Attorneys’ violations of this Court’s orders 
and the gravity of the harm at issue in this long-running case.   
 

B. The Court’s Authority to Order an Asset Freeze 
 

At the heart of the Attorneys’ Opposition are two arguments challenging the 
Court’s authority to enter an order freezing assets.  (Opp. at 8-12.)  First, the Attorneys 
contend that the injunctive relief requested by CFPB is, in fact, “a prejudgment writ of 
attachment” that can be issued only if the requirements of California Code of Civil 
Procedure § 484.010 are satisfied.  (Id. at 8-9.)  This argument is directly contradicted by 
Ninth Circuit precedent and is therefore incorrect.  In FTC v. H.N. Singer, Inc., 668 F.2d 
1107 (9th Cir. 1982), the Ninth Circuit held that “[w]hile it is true that the asset freeze 
has an effect comparable to that of an attachment, it is not an attachment.”  668 F.2d at 
1112.  Moreover, the court continued, “[t]he fact that the conditions for attachment, 
normally a remedy in actions at law, might not be met does not imply that another and 
equitable provisional remedy is not available.”  Id.  The Court therefore rejects the 
Attorneys’ first argument. 
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Next, the Attorneys contend that the Court lacks the authority to freeze assets 
under its equitable powers.  (Opp. at 10-12.)  This argument is likewise unpersuasive.  
The Ninth Circuit has made clear that, where a district court is authorized to enter a final 
equitable remedy, a district court also possesses the ancillary power “to issue a 
preliminary injunction to preserve the status quo in order to protect the possibility of that 
equitable remedy.”  Singer, 668 F.2d at 1112.  Here, the Court has previously ordered the 
Attorneys to refund to CFPB fees improperly collected.  (Contempt Order at 44.)  The 
fact of the Court’s Contempt Order and the equitable remedy adopted therein are not 
disputed.  Under the reasoning of Singer, then, the Court also possesses the power “to 
issue a preliminary injunction to preserve the status quo in order to protect the possibility 
of the equitable remedy” previously ordered.  See Singer, 668 F.2d at 1112.   

The Attorneys’ efforts to distinguish Singer and other Ninth Circuit decisions from 
the instant case are likewise unavailing.  (Opp. at 10-11 (describing Singer and Reebok 
International, Ltd. v. Marnatech Enterprises, Inc., 970 F.2d 552 (9th Cir. 1992).)  The 
Ninth Circuit’s decisions in Singer and Reebok stand for the proposition that a district 
court may order an asset freeze where such an order is “ancillary to accomplish complete 
justice.”  Reebok, 970 F.2d at 557.  It is immaterial that the final equitable relief at issue 
in Reebok was an accounting, rather than, as here, the restitutionary refund of fees 
improperly obtained by the Attorneys.  Here, the relief sought by CFPB (i.e., the asset 
freeze), if issued, would be in service of the Court’s broader equitable remedy (i.e., 
restitution).  Therefore, under the prior holdings in Singer and Reebok, the Court 
concludes that such an “ancillary” order is within its authority.      
 

C. Preliminary Injunction 
 

In considering CFPB’s request for a preliminary injunction freezing the Attorneys’ 
assets, the Court analyzes each of the Winter factors in turn. 
 

1. Likelihood of Success on the Merits 
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CFPB contends that the first Winter factor is satisfied because “the Court has 
already ruled that the Attorneys violated the Injunction Order and therefore must refund 
Affected Consumers payments[.]”  (App. at 10.)  The Court agrees with CFPB.  Here, the 
Attorneys concede that, even if they prevail on CFPB’s Motion for compensatory 
sanctions, they will nevertheless be obligated to refund more than two million dollars to 
CFPB.  (See, e.g., March 9 Letter at 1-2.)  Stated differently, it is undisputed that the 
Court’s Contempt Order obligates the Attorneys to refund payments they received from 
affected consumers for the period between June 18, 2015 and October 9, 2015.  
(Contempt Order at 44.)  Although the parties disagree as to the precise amount of 
payments in question, neither party disputes the Attorneys’ obligation to refund them.  
Therefore, because the Court concludes that CFPB has already succeeded on the merits of 
its claim – namely, that the Attorneys are, in fact, legally obligated to refund at least two 
million dollars to CFPB – this factor favors entry of the requested preliminary injunction.     

 
2. Irreparable Harm 

 
For many of the same reasons that the Court will allow CFPB to proceed on an ex 

parte basis, the Court also finds that CFPB has adequately shown a likelihood of 
irreparable harm absent entry of the requested preliminary injunction.  The Ninth Circuit 
has held that “[a] party seeking an asset freeze must show a likelihood of dissipation of 
the claimed assets . . . if relief is not granted.”  Johnson v. Couturier, 572 F.3d 1067, 
1085 (9th Cir. 2009).  Here, the Attorneys concede – as evidenced in their March 9 Letter 
– that they received in excess of five million dollars in payments from consumers 
between June and October of 2015.  (March 9 Letter at 1-2.)  Nevertheless, the Attorneys 
now represent – less than seven months later – that these assets are no longer recoverable 
and that they can afford a maximum monthly payment of five thousand dollars.  (Id. at 2.)  
These facts strongly suggest “a likelihood of dissipation of the claimed assets.”  Johnson, 
572 F.3d at 1085.  Moreover, the Attorneys’ contention that CFPB’s evidence amounts to 
“sheer speculation” is meritless.  (Opp. at 8.)  As stated, the Attorneys themselves 
concede that they have received fees in excess of five million dollars from affected 
consumers and that, at a minimum, they must refund more than two million dollars to 
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CFPB. (March 9 Letter at 1.)  Moreover, CFPB submits evidence – in the form of a 
declaration given under oath by Gabriel O’Malley – that the Attorneys were unable to 
explain why the fees collected between June and October 2015 are no longer recoverable.  
(O’Malley Decl. ¶ 9.)1  Therefore, the Court finds that the second Winter factor likewise 
favors entry of an order to freeze the Attorneys’ assets.     
 

3. Balance of Hardships 
 

CFPB contends that the balance of hardships favors an asset freeze because “the 
Attorneys will not suffer hardship in preserving their assets from dissipation or 
concealment,” while CFPB and the consumers they represent “will suffer significant 
hardship if the asset freeze is not ordered and the Attorneys are allowed to continue 
dissipating assets.”  (App. at 14.)  The Court agrees.  As an initial matter, harm to the 
public interest is presumed where, as here, a preliminary injunction is authorized by 
statute.  See United States v. Odessa Union Warehouse Co-op, 833 F.2d 172, 175-76 (9th 
Cir. 1987).  Moreover, in the instant case, without an order freezing the Attorneys’ assets 
there is a meaningful risk that the CFPB – and, more importantly, the consumers it 
represents – will not recover any of the fees previously paid to Attorneys.  Although the 
Court recognizes that an asset freeze imposes a certain hardship on the Attorneys, the 
Court finds that this burden is warranted and that its severity can be mitigated.  First, the 
Attorneys themselves concede they must refund at least two million dollars to CFPB and 
to affected consumers.  Therefore, even absent a Court-ordered asset freeze, the 
Attorneys are legally required to preserve these assets for that purpose.  Second, so long 
as the Court’s order includes provisions that allow the Attorneys the funds required to 
cover reasonable and necessary expenses, any hardship is minimized.  See generally FTC 
v. World Wide Factors, Ltd., 882 F.2d 344, 347 (9th Cir. 1989) (affirming district court’s 

                                                 
1 Although the Attorneys suggest this evidence may not be “legally admissible” (Opp. at 

8), they offer no argument as to why.  Moreover, to the extent the Attorneys raise hearsay 
objections, the Court finds that the evidence set forth in the O’Malley Declaration is admissible 
under Federal Rule of Evidence 801(d)(2)(A), as admissions by a party opponent or agent 
thereof.  See Fed. R. Evid. 801(d)(2)(A).   
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entry of preliminary injunction in favor of FTC that froze defendant’s assets where the 
court balanced public and private interests, and made reasonable allowances for payment 
of defendant’s living expenses).  Having considered and balanced the public and private 
hardships, the Court finds that this factor likewise favors entry of the injunctive relief 
sought by CFPB.     
 

4. Public Interest 
 

The Ninth Circuit has held that “the public interest in preserving the illicit 
proceeds . . . for restitution to the victims is great.”  F.T.C. v. Affordable Media, 179 F.3d 
1228, 1236 (9th Cir. 1999).  Here, there is no dispute as to whether the Attorneys are 
obligated to refund at least two million dollars in “illicit proceeds” to the CFPB.  Id.  
Although this money will be refunded to the CFPB, the CFPB will, in turn, return the 
money to the affected consumers.  Because the proposed asset freeze appears critical to 
facilitating this restitutionary recovery, the Court concludes this factor also favors entry 
of the requested relief.   

 
In conclusion, the Court finds that each of the four Winter factors favors entry of 

an asset freeze against the Attorneys.   
 

D. The Attorneys’ Remaining Arguments  
 

The Court has also considered the remaining arguments raised by the Attorneys in 
their Opposition.  Namely, the Attorneys contend that (1) CFPB’s Application is merely 
an attempt to circumvent the discovery process, and, (2) if the requested relief is granted, 
it would violate the Constitution and federal law.  (Id. at 17-22.)     

In part, the Attorneys contend that CFPB’s Application is an attempt to 
circumvent the discovery process and that, rather than proceeding ex parte, CFPB “must 
file a Motion to Compel Further Response” pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 
37.  (Opp. at 17.)  Although Section III of CFPB’s Proposed Order (Doc. 437-11) 
requests imposition of various reporting requirements on third-party financial institutions, 
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the Court does not intend to include this provision in its final order.  Rather, the Court 
will narrowly tailor the order to achieve only the dual objectives of freezing the 
Attorneys’ assets and apprising CFPB and the Court as to the status of those assets. 

Separately, the Attorneys assert that entry of an order freezing their assets would 
violate (1) Howard’s Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination (Opp. at 18), (2) 
both federal and state law provisions that limit a court’s power to garnish more than 
twenty-five percent of wages (id. at 19-20), and (3) the Thirteenth Amendment’s ban on 
“indentured servitude” (id. at 21.)  Each of these arguments is without merit.  First, 
contrary to the Attorneys’ representations, the relief sought by CFPB is not based on 
Howard’s Fifth Amendment invocations.  As set forth above, the request is premised on 
the Attorneys’ own admissions set forth in the March 9 Letter.2  Thus, Howard’s Fifth 
Amendment invocation is not at issue.   

Second, the Attorneys rely on provisions of federal law – specifically, 15 U.S.C. 
1673 – to argue that “the relief sought by the CFPB would violate both Federal and State 
law.”  (Opp. at 19-20.)  As an initial matter, however, the Attorneys fail to identify even a 
single relevant and applicable provision of state law.  Moreover, the Attorneys’ reliance 
on § 1673 is misplaced because this provision relates to “garnishment” of wages, defined 
as “any legal or equitable procedure through which the earnings of any individual are 
required to be withheld for payment of any debt.”  15 U.S.C. § 1672 (defining 
“garnishment” for purposes of § 1673).  Although the relief sought by CFPB would 
arguably implicate a “legal or equitable procedure,” it involves neither the withholding of 
“earnings” nor the “payment of any debt.”  Therefore, the provisions cited by the 
Attorneys are inapplicable.   

                                                 
2 Additionally, the Court notes that, in the context of a civil proceeding, an individual’s 

invocation of the Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination is grounds for an adverse 
inference against the invoking party.  See Doe ex rel. Rudy-Glanzer v. Glanzer, 232 F.3d 1258, 
1264 (9th Cir. 2000) (“However, in civil proceedings adverse inferences can be drawn from a 
party’s invocation of [the] Fifth Amendment right.”).  However, for the reasons stated, the Court 
need not rely on any adverse inferences to conclude that CFPB’s requested relief is adequately 
supported by the evidence.   
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Finally, the Attorneys contend that “CFPB seeks, via an ex parte procedure, [to 
impose] . . . a judgment that would freeze every penny and every asset of Mr. Howard’s 
and Mr. Williams [sic], and then force them to beg the CFPB for permission to use such 
personal property and wages[.]”  (Opp. at 21.)  The Attorneys contend such a “draconian” 
order would violate the Thirteenth Amendment, which “ended the abuse of ‘indentured 
servitude.’”  (Opp. at 21-22.)  However, the Attorneys fail to support this argument with 
any case law wherein a court found an order freezing an individual’s assets to be in 
violation of the Thirteenth Amendment.  Moreover, as discussed, the concerns raised by 
the Attorneys can be mitigated by fashioning relief in such a manner that allows the 
Attorneys to retain the funds necessary to pay reasonable expenses.  Therefore, the Court 
finds this argument unpersuasive.      
 
IV. CONCLUSION 
      

For the reasons stated above, the Court GRANTS CFPB’s Ex Parte Application.  
Concurrent with this Order, the Court issues a narrowly-tailored preliminary injunction 
freezing the Attorneys’ assets and ordering limited reporting by the Attorneys to apprise 
CFPB and the Court as to the status of those assets.     
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