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Leon Greenberg, NSB 8094
A Professional Corporation
2965 S. Jones Boulevard - Suite E-4
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Telephone (702) 383-6085
Fax: 702-385-1827
Attorney for Appellants

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

CHRISTOPHER THOMAS and
CHRISTOPHER CRAIG,
Individually and on behalf of others
similarly situated,

Appellants,

vs.

NEVADA YELLOW CAB
CORPORATION, NEVADA
CHECKER CAB CORPORATION,
NEVADA STAR CAB
CORPORATION,

Respondents,
______________________________

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

Sup. Ct. No. 61681

Dist. Ct No.:A-12-661726-C

Dept. No. XXVIII

APPELLANTS’ RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION
TO MOTION OF LIVERY OPERATORS ASSOCIATION OF LAS

 VEGAS FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF
AND TO BE HEARD AT ORAL ARGUMENT

Electronically Filed
Jun 06 2013 04:50 p.m.
Tracie K. Lindeman
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 61681   Document 2013-16648
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AMICUS CURIAE LEAVE SHOULD BE DENIED IN ITS ENTIRETY

Appellant opposes the motion of the Livery Operators Association of Las

Vegas (“LOA”) on the basis that it is made in an untimely fashion, without any

excuse for its untimeliness, and, for the reasons discussed infra, presumptively

done so intentionally in an attempt to delay the resolution of this appeal.  

Indeed, it appears the LOA, through its constituent members, was well aware of

this appeal when it was initially filed but  chose to take no action in a timely

fashion to seek amicus curiae leave.  That leave should have been sought no

later than March 8, 2013.  The LOA makes no actual claim of such

unawareness, but simply emphasizes that the respondents in this case are not

members of the LOA. 

The LOA’s attorneys who have filed the motion for amicus curiae leave

advised appellant’s counsel via a fax on May 22, 2013, that their office had

“just” become aware of this appeal.  Ex. “A.”   They made no claim in such

letter that the LOA had only recently become aware of this appeal.

Appellant’s counsel responded to the LOA’s attorney’s letter of May 22,

2013 the same day.   Ex. “B.”  Appellant’s counsel advised the LOA’s attorneys,

in some detail, that there was substantial reason to believe the LOA’s

constituent members, and their counsel, were aware of this appeal when it was

filed.  Id.  That conclusion was strongly supported the existence of three other

litigations against Las Vegas taxi companies concerning the same issue raised in

this case, Nevada’s Constitutional Minimum Wage requirements, and the active

conferral by the counsel defending those cases.  Id.  That conclusion was also

supported by the fact that Jason Awad, who in 2010 was publicly identified as

the Secretary of the LOA, is also a director of one of the defendants in one of

those lawsuits. Id.  Appellant’s counsel urged the LOA’s attorneys to investigate

with their client when their client became aware of this appeal and advise this

Court accordingly in their motion for amicus curiae leave.  Id.  The LOA’s
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attorneys have declined to do so.

  It is submitted that a presumption is created by the foregoing

circumstances, specifically the LOA’s failure to even allege it did not receive

timely notice of this appeal, that (1) The LOA had due and timely, if not

immediate, notice of this appeal and (2) Makes this motion at this time in a

calculated and knowing attempt to delay the resolution of this appeal.  

Appellant’s counsel acknowledges that this Court has a presumption in favor of

freely granting amicus curiae leave.  Nonetheless, that presumption should not

be abused.  In light of the particular circumstances of this case, and the LOA’s

attendant failure to even allege, much less demonstrate, to the Court that it

lacked prompt, if not immediate, notice of this appeal, such amicus curiae leave

should be denied as untimely.

AMICUS CURIAE LEAVE TO
ARGUE ORALLY SHOULD BE DENIED 

This Court will only grant amicus curiae leave to participate in oral

argument for “extraordinary reasons.”  NRAP 29(h).   The LOA does not proffer

any such extraordinary reasons and that branch of its motion should be denied

even if it is otherwise granted leave to file an amicus curiae brief.

Dated this 6th day of June, 2013.

    /s/ Leon Greenberg                      
Leon Greenberg, Esq. (Bar # 8094)

                    A Professional Corporation
2965 S. Jones Blvd., Suite E-4
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
Attorney for Appellant
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