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GENERAL INFORMATION 

All appellants not in proper person must complete this docketing statement. NRAP 14(a). The 
purpose of the docketing statement is to assist the Supreme Court in screening jurisdiction, 
classifying cases for en banc, panel, or expedited treatment, compiling statistical information 
and identifying parties and their counsel. 

WARNING 

This statement must be completed fully, accurately and on time. NRAP 14(c). The Supreme 
Court may impose sanctions on counsel or appellant if it appears that the information 
provided is incomplete or inaccurate. Failure to attach documents as requested in this 
statement, completely fill out the statement, or to fail to file it in a timely manner, will 
constitute grounds for the imposition of sanctions, including a fine and/or dismissal of the 
appeal. 

A complete list of the documents that must be attached appears as Question 26 on this 
docketing statement. Failure to attach all required documents will result in the delay, of your 
appeal and may result in the imposition of sanctions. 

This court has noted that when attorneys do not take seriously their obligation under NRAP 
14 to complete the docketing statement properly and conscientiously, they waste the valuable 
judicial resources of this court, making the imposition of sanctions appropriate. See KDI 
Sylvan Pools v. Workman, 107 Nev. 340, 344, 810 P.2d 1217, 1220 (1991). Please use tab 
dividers to separate any attached documents. 

JAN 22 2013 
MAC:1E 

CLEHK OF SUPREME 	 :r 
DEPUTY CLERK 

I 0. A 

-1- 



1. Judicial District: Eighth 
County: Clark 
District Ct. Docket No. D-08-389203 

Department: M 
Judge: William S. Potter 

2. Attorney filing this docket statement: 
Attorney: Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 
Firm: 	Vaccarino Law Office 
Address: 8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Client(s): Christina Calderon Stipp 

Telephone: (702) 258-8007 

If this is a joint statement completed on behalf of multiple appellants, add the names and 
addresses of other counsel and the names of their clients on an additional sheet accompanied 
by a certification that they concur in the filing of this statement. 

3. Attorney(s) representing respondent(s): 

Telephone: (702)258-8007 Attorney: Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 
Firm: 	Vaccarino Law Office 
Address: 8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Client(s): Christina Calderon-Stipp 

Attorneys: Radford J. Smith, Esq. and 	 Telephone: (702) 990-6448 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq.represent Appellant/Cross-Respondent Mitchell D. Stipp 

Firm: 	RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
Address: 64 N. Pecos Rd., #700 	 7 Morning Sky Lane 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 	 Las Vegas, Nevada 89135 
Client(s): Mitchell D. Stipp 

(List additional counsel on separate sheet if necessary) 



4. Nature of disposition below (check all that apply): 

[ ] Judgment after bench trial 
[ ] Judgment after jury verdict 
[ ] Summary judgment 
[ ] Default judgment 
[ ] Dismissal 
[ ] Lack of jurisdiction 
[J Failure to state a claim 

[ ] Failure to prosecute 

[j Other (specify) 

[1 Grant/Denial of NRCP 60(b) relief 
[ ] Grant/Denial of injunction 
[ 1 Grant/Denial of declaratory relief 
[ ] Review of agency determination 
[ ] Divorce decree: 
[ ] Original [ 1 Modification 
[i] Other disposition (specify): Post-divorce 

Order and Judgment and Denial request 
for Order to Show Cause 

5. Does this appeal raise issues concerning any of the following: 

[1] Child custody - Christina has cross-appealed concerning issues affecting her custodial 
[ 1 Venue 	rights and Mitchell's denial thereof. 
[ ] Adoption 

6. Pending and prior proceedings in this court. List the case name and docket number of all 
appeals or original proceedings presently or previously pending before this court which are related 
to this appeal: 
Christina Calderon-Stipp v. Mitchell David Stipp - Nevada Supreme Court No. 57327 (pending) 
Mitchell David Stipp v. Christina Calderon-Stipp - Nevada Supreme Court No. 57876 (dismissed) 

MITCHELL FINALLY VOLUNTARILY DISMISSED THIS FRIVOLOUS APPEAL AFTER 
FORCING CHRISTINA TO EXPEND UNNECESSARY FEES AND COSTS. 

7. Pending and prior proceedings in other courts. List the case name, number and court of all 
pending and prior proceedings in other courts which are related to this appeal (e.g., bankruptcy, 
consolidated or bifurcated proceedings) and their dates of disposition: 

Christina Calderon-Stipp has recently filed an application to register her UIFSA case with the 
District Attorney's Office, Division of Welfare and Support Services of Department of Health and 
Human Services. The action is pending assignment of the case number and disposition of the child 
support review Judge Potter deferred, as he is allowed to do per Nevada and Federal law. However, 
Christina's file number for her action is UPI-095435200A. 



8. Nature of the action. Briefly describe the nature of the action and the result below: 

See attached sheet. 

9. Issues on appeal. State concisely the principal issue(s) in this appeal: 
a. Did the Court err in NOT issuing and enforcing an Order to Show Cause against Mitchell 
when the undisputed facts clearly, AGAIN, revealed he was in contempt of specific Court 
Orders, when Mitchell conceded the violations and when Christina has no other remedies at 
law to enforce her contractual and legal rights? 
b. Did the Court err in granting Christina's requests for attorney's fees and costs pursuant 
to contractual provisions set forth in the Decree and Marital Settlement Agreement and the 
statutes, Rules and case law noted in Christina's Motion and Reply concerning the 
September 25, 2012 proceedings? 
c. Did the Court err in NOT fully enforcing the Court Orders, by utilizing the imposition 
of contempt of Court sanctions, especially in light of the current and previous proceedings? 
d. Did the Court err in failing to make findings that the Decree provides Christina is entitled 
to child support according to her having primary physical custody and Christina does have 
primary physical custody of the children as it relates to her child support review request? 
e. Did the Court deny Christina her legal and constitutional rights in refusing to, again, grant 
her request for an Order to Show Cause and allowing contempt hearings to proceed in order 
to make specific findings and issue sanctions upon the issue of Mitchell's repeated, 
contemptuous conduct? 

10. Pending proceedings in this court raising the same or similar issues. If you are aware of any 
proceeding presently pending before this court which raises the same or similar issues raised in this 
appeal, list the case name and docket number and identify the same or similar issues raised: 

Christina Calderon-Stipp v. Mitchell David Stipp - Nevada Supreme Court No. 57327 is currently 
pending on appeal. The similar issues pending in said appeal are: 
1) Christina Calderon-Stipp's entitlement to attorney's fees and costs pursuant to case law and 

statutory and contractual authority; 
2) Costly abuse and delay of process by Mitchell Stipp in this post-divorce custody and support case 
and the adverse effect resulting to minor children and innocent parents; 
3) The need for Christina Calderon-Stipp to be clearly confirmed as the primary physical custodian 

of the minor children pursuant to facts and law to avoid further abuse of legal process and financial 
and emotional trauma caused by Mitchell and his frivolous, litigious actions. 



11. Constitutional issues. If this appeal challenges the constitutionality of a statute, and the state, 
any state agency, or any officer of employee thereof is not a party to this appeal, have you notified 
the clerk of this court and the attorney general in accordance with NRAP 44 and NRS 30.130? 

N/A  xx 	Yes 	No 

If not, explain 

12. Other issues. Does this appeal involve any of the following issues? 
[ ] Reversal of well-settled Nevada precedent (on an attachment, identify the case(s)): 
[i] An issue arising under the United States and/or Nevada Constitutions 
[ ] A substantial issue of first-impression 
[1] An issue of public policy 
[ ] An issue where en banc consideration is necessary to maintain uniformity of this court's 

decisions 
[ ] A ballot question 

If so, explain: The important issue of the public policy of Mitchell's, and similarly situated 
litigants, abusing District Court and Supreme Court process in filing frivolous claims and defenses 
exists in this case. Such conduct by Mitchell serves to harm the children and Christina. 

13. Trial. If this action proceeded to trial, how many days did the trial last? N/A 
Was it a bench or jury trial? 

14. Judicial disqualification. Do you intend to file a motion to disqualify or have a justice recuse 
him/herself from participation in this appeal? If so, which Justice? N/A 



TIMELINESS OF NOTICE OF APPEAL 

15. Date of entry of written judgment of order appealed from: Attach a copy. If more than 
one judgment or order is appealed from, attach copies of each judgment or order from which 
an appeal is taken. November 9, 2012. See attachments. 

(a) If no written judgment or order was filed in the district court, explain the basis for seeking 
appellate review: 

16. Date written notice of entry of judgment or order served: November 9, 2012. Attach a 
copy, including proof of service, for each order or judgment appealed from. See attachments. 

(a) Was service by delivery 	or by mail xx 	(specify). 

17. If the time for filing the notice of appeal was tolled by a post-judgment motion (NRCP 
50(b), 52(b), or 59) N/A 

(a) Specify the type of motion, and the date and method of service of the motion, and date of 
filing. N/A 

NRCP 50(b) 	 Date of filing 	 

NRCP 52(b) 	Date of filing 	 

NRCP 59 	 Date of filing 	 

NOTE: Motions made pursuant to NRCP 60 or motions for rehearing or reconsideration may 
toll the time for filing a notice of appeal. See AA Primo Builders v. Washington, 126 Nev. 

, 245 P.3d 1190 (2010). 

(b) Date of entry of written order resolving tolling motion 	  

(c) Date written notice of entry of order resolving tolling motion was served 
Was service by: 
_____ Delivery 

Mail 



18. Date notice of appeal was filed: 

(a) If more than one party has appealed from the judgment or order, list date each notice of 
appeal was filed and identify by name the party filing the notice of appeal: 

Mitchell David Stipp filed a Notice of Appeal on December 6, 2012 
Christina Calderon-Stipp filed a Notice of Cross-Appeal on December 19, 2012 

19. Specify statute or rule governing the time limit for filing the notice of appeal, e.g., NRAP 
4(a), NRS 155.190, or other: NRAP 4(a). 

SUBSTANTIVE APPEALABILITY 

20. Specify the statute or other authority granting this court jurisdiction to review the 
judgment or order appealed from: 

NRAP 3A(b)(1)  xx  NRS 38.205 	 
NRAP 3A(b)(2) 	NRS 233B.150 	 
NRAP 3A(b)(3) 	 NRS 703.376 	 
Other (specify) 	  

Explain how each authority provides a basis for appeal from the judgment or order: 

1) Mitchell David Stipp's Appeal lacks substantive appealability because the specific provision of 
the Order from which he appeals is interlocutory in nature. Further, Mitchell still has his due process 
rights preserved, as he may file an objection to the Hearing Master's Recommendations in the 
UfFSA case commenced by Christina Calderon Stipp. This objection would then be heard by Judge 
Potter. NRCP 53 and NRS 3.405 and NRS 125B.145 further support Judge Potter's order of 
deferring the child support review and requiring the dismissal of Mitchell's Appeal without further 
delay and cost. 

2) The provisions of the relevant Order from which Christina cross-appeals are final judgments 
relating to Christina's legal entitlement for an Order to Show Cause to issue and be enforced against 
Mitchell and her entitlement to attorney's fees and costs pursuant to contract statute and caselaw. 



21. List all parties involved in the action in the district court: 

(a) Christina Calderon Stipp, Plaintiff 
Mitchell David Stipp, Defendant 

(b) If all parties in the district court are not parties to this appeal, explain in detail why those 
parties are not involved in this appeal, e.g., formally dismissed, not served, or other: N/A 

22. Give a brief description (3 to 5 words) of each party's separate claims, counterclaims, 
cross-claims or third-party claims, and the date of formal disposition of each claim. 

Christina filed a post-divorce motion seeking post-judgment relief to include resolution of 
parent/child issues, that an Order to Show Cause issue and be enforced against Mitchell, for a child 
support review, for arrears, attorney's fees and costs. Mitchell filed a Countermotion also seeking 
a review of his child support obligation. The Court granted some of Christina's requests, denied 
some, and ordered the UIFSA Hearing Master to entertain both parties' requests to review the child 
support issue. See numbers 8 and 9 above for further clarification. The rulings concerning said 
claims are contained in the Order filed November 9, 2012. 

23. Did the judgment or order appealed from adjudicate ALL the claims alleged below and 
the rights and liabilities of ALL the parties to the action below: 

Yes 	No  xx  . 

24. If you answered "No" to the immediately previous question, complete the following: 

(a) Specify the claims remaining pending below: 

(i) The issue of child support review is deferred pending the completion of UIFSA 
proceedings and any objection filed thereto. 

(ii) Christina's request for Mitchell to divulge the current location where Christina may 
receive corporate tax returns previously ordered disclosed to Christina and her agents. 

-8- 



(b) Specify the parties remaining below: 

Christina Calderon-Stipp 
Mitchell David Stipp 

(c) Did the district court certify the judgment or order appealed from as a final judgment 
pursuant to 	NRCP 54(b): 

Yes 	No  xx  If Yes, attach a copy of the certification or order, including any 
notice of entry and proof of service. 

(d) Did the district court make an express determination, pursuant to NRCP 54(b), that there is 
no just 	reason for delay and an express direction for the entry of judgment: 

Yes 	No  xx  

25. If you answered "No" to any part of question 24, explain the basis for seeking appellate 
review (e.g., order is independently appealable under NRAP 3A(b)): 

While a provision of the certification order was never included in the Order prepared by 
Mitchell concerning Christina's issues raised in her Cross-Appeal, the orders made from which 
Christina appeals are clearly final and appealable determinations. 

26. Attach file-stamped copies of the following documents: 
• The latest-filed complaint, counterclaims, cross-claims and third-party claims 

See attached: 
a) Christina's Motion filed August 20, 2012 
b) Christina's Affidavit and Exhibits in Support of Motion 
c) Mitchell's Opposition and Countermotion WITH EXHIBITS filed September 13, 
2012 
d) Christina's Reply brief filed September 18, 2012 
e) Christina's Supplement to Mitchell's Motion and Reply filed September 25, 2012 
f) Christina's Financial Disclosure Form filed August 29, 2012 
g) Mitchell's Financial Disclosure Form filed September 14, 2012 

• Any tolling motion(s) and order(s) resolving tolling motions(s) 
• Order or NRCP 41(a) dismissals formally resolving each claim, counterclaims, 

cross-claims and/or third-party claims asserted in the action or consolidated 
action below, even if not an issue on appeal 

• Any other order challenged on appeal 
• Notices of entry for each attached order 

h) Orders filed November 4, 2010, January 25, 2011, and November 9, 2012 with 
Notices of Entry 
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Christina Calderon Stipp Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 

day of January, 2013. 

VERIFICATION 

I declare under penalty of perjury that I have read this docketing statement, that the 
information provided in this docketing statement is true and complete to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief, and that I have attached all required documents to this 
docketing statement. 

Name of appellant 	 Name ofsounsel of record 

January 17, 2013 
Date 	 —Signature of counsel of record 

Clark County, Nevada 
State and county where signed 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on the 	day of January, 2013, I served a copy of this completed docketing 
statement upon all counsel of record: 

[ ] By personally serving it upon him/her; or 

[x] By mailing it by first class mail with sufficient postage prepaid to the following address(es): 

Mitchell D. Stipp 
7 Morning Sky Lane 
Las Vegas, I•ilpvada 89135 

Dated this 

Signature 



#8. 	A post-divorce action wherein Christina filed a Motion on August 20, 2012 after Mitchell 
refused mother and children any contact for 18 days, even by phone, in July 2012. 
Christina requested the following relief: 

1. For an Order to Show Cause to issue and be enforced against Defendant, 
MITCHELL STIPP. CHRISTINA requested MITCH be ordered to show cause 
why he should not have been held in contempt of Court for violating Court 
Orders, Rules and abusing the Court process; 

2. An Order directing all child custody exchanges be accomplished by the parent 
receiving custody retrieving the minor children, MIA STIPP, ("MIA"), age seven, 
and, ETHAN STIPP, ("ETHAN"), age five, at the other parent's residence 
utilizing the honk-and-seatbelt rule. 

3. An Order reviewing MITCHELL's child support obligation, and, at minimum, 
increasing his child support obligation in conformity with NRS 125B and the 
parties Decree and considering the consumer price index increase; 

4. An Order granting CHRISTINA an arrears judgment for the children's healthcare 
insurance premiums paid for ten months; 

5. An Order requiring MITCHELL to pay CHRISTINA one-half of the children's 
health insurance premiums ($97.00) by no later than the 15' day of each month, 
without requiring CHRISTINA to tender any further documentation to 
MITCHELL. In the event the premium amount increases or decreases, 
CHRISTINA shall timely notify MITCHELL, in writing, of the change, and 
MITCHELL will thereafter be required to tender the new amount due by the 15 6  
day of each month; 

6. An Order requiring MITCHELL to confirm the location of the copies of his 
Corporate (Aquila) tax returns previously ordered to be disclosed to CHRISTINA, 
her accountant and her counsel so that the same can be properly assessed; 

7. An Order awarding CHRISTINA no less than $7,500.00 in attorney's fees, costs 
and sanctions; and, 

8. Any further Orders the Court deems just and proper. 

Judge Potter addressed and GRANTED Christina's requests that custody exchanges be 
clearly ordered, GRANTED Christina a child support arrears judgment for premiums due her and 
FLATLY REJECTED AND ADMONISHED Mitchell at the hearing concerning Mitchell's frivolous 
and repeated "offset" argument. The Court also granted Christina's request requiring Mitchell to pay 
his share of healthcare insurance premiums by a date certain each month as noted in item five (5) 
above. 

Judge Potter strongly spoke to both parties and especially admonished Mitchell about his 
admitted acts of contempt and decision to utilize legal self-help claims of "offset." Yet, Judge Potter 
refused to issue and enforce an Order to Show Cause against Mitchell. Judge Potter did, however, 
reiterate in his order the expectation of compliance with all prior orders concerning coparenting, joint 
legal custody provisions, and "especially" telephonic communication. 



Judge Potter failed to address Christina's request to have Mitchell confirm the location of 
Mitchell's corporate tax returns previously ordered to be disclosed to Christina. 

Judge Potter failed to grant Christina attorney's fees and costs requested, despite the facts that 
(1) Mitchell conceded failing to comply with the orders, (2) Mitchell was assessed a child support 
arrears judgment, (3) Christina prevailed on most of her requests made in her Motion, and, (4) 
Christina has statutory and contractual rights to receive an attorney fee and cost judgment from 
Mitchell. 

Judge Potter deferred any ruling upon the parties' competing requests to review child support, 
and directed both parties to file an action through the Family Support Division of the District 
Attorney's Office. The Court noted in its Order that "Either party may file the appropriate objections 
to the Findings of DAFS regarding the review of the child support if unsatisfied with the result." 

Christina and her counsel maintain the child support issue is still pending a further decision 
by the Court, if necessary, upon objection, after either party proceeds through DAFS. Christina has 
followed the Court's Order and commenced a case with the District Attorney's Office, post the 
September 25, 2012 hearing. 

Mitchell's Countermotions for (1) mediation of parenting issues was impliedly DENIED 
because Judge Potter enforced all previous custodial orders, (2) for a Restraining Order to prevent 
disclosure of financial information was impliedly DENIED, and (3) his request for attorney's fees 
and costs was properly DENIED. Mitchell's request for a child support review was deferred to 
DAFS as was Christina's request as noted above. 



ATTACHMENT (a) TO 26 
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MOT 
PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 

FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 

Plaintiff, 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 

Defendant. 

DEFENDANT, TO COMPEL DEFENDANT'S COMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDERS, TO 
R a 	; R - S D B DE .ENDAN 0 UD . EN To REVIE D F ka 
CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION. FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF AND FOR ATTORNEY 

FEES, COSTS AND SANCTIONS  

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, ("CHRISTINA"), by and through 

her attorney of record, PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. of the VACCARINO LAW OFFICE, and 

hereby submits her Motion, requesting the following relief: 

1. For an Order to Show Cause to issue and be enforced against Defendant, 

MITCHELL STIPP, ("MITCH"), MITCH must be ordered to show cause why he 

should not be held in contempt of Court for violating Court Orders, Rules and 

abusing the Court process; 

2. An Order directing all child custody exchanges be accomplished by the parent 

receiving custody retrieving the minor children, MIA STIPP, ("MIA"), age seven, and, 

ETHAN STIPP, ("ETHAN"), age five, at the other parent's residence utilizing the 

honk-and-seatbelt rule. 

3. An Order reviewing MITCH's child support obligation, and, at minimum, increasing 

liXtIENTSSVAAROTIONOSC.wrgi 
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his child support obligation in conformity with NRS 125B and the parties' Decree 

and considering the consumer price index increase; 

4. 	An Order granting CHRISTINA an arrears judgment for the children's healthcare 

insurance premiums paid for ten months; 

5: 	An Order requiring MITCH to pay CHRISTINA one-half of the children's health 

insurance premiums ($97.00) by no later than the 15' day of each month, without 

requiring CHRISTINA to tender any further documentation to MITCH. In the event 

the premium amount increases or decreases, CHRISTINA shall timely notify 

MITCH, in writing, of the change, and MITCH will thereafter be required to tender 

the new amount due on the 15th.  day of each month; 

An Order requiring MITCH to confirm the location of the copies of his Corporate 

(Aquila) tax returns previously ordered to be disclosed to CHRISTINA, her 

accountant and her counsel so that the same can be properly assessed; 

7. An Order awarding CHRISTINA no less than $7,500.00 in attomey's fees, costs and 

sanctions; and, 

8. Any further Orders the Court deems just and proper. 

This Motion is made and based upon the following Points and Authorities, CHRISTINA'S 

Affidavit and Exhibits filed in support of this Motion, all pleadings and papers on file in this action 

and any argument to be made by undersigned counsel at the hearing in this matter. 

DATED this 20 th  day of August, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

(.,,z ,  
PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W, Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117' 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

TO: MITCH STIPP, Defendant, and co-counsel for Defendant; and, 

RADFORID J. SMITH, ESQ. , co-counsel for Defendant 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiff win bring the foregoing MOTION FOR AN ORDER 

TO SHOW CAUSE TO ISSUE AND BE ENFORCED AGAINST DEFENDANT, TO COMPEL 

DEFENDANT'S COMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDERS, TO REDUCE ARREARS DUE BY 

DEFENDANT TO JUDGMENT, TO REVIEW DEFENDANT'S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION, 

FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF AND FOR ATTORNEY FEES, COSTS AND SANCTIONS on 

for hearing onSeptember 25, 2012 at 1:30 p.m. 
In Department M. 

DATED this 20' day August, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

PA-TRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 

FlACUEYIVSKRAMOT ION= wpd 	 3 
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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

THIS COURTHAS JURISDICTION TO ENFORCE.. ITS RERS_ 
AND GRANT CHRISTINA'S MOTION  

In Mack-Manley v. Manley,  122 Nev. 849, 138 P.3d 525, Nev., July 20, 2006, the Supreme 

Court stated as follows: 

This court has consistently explained that "a timely notice of 
appeal divests the district court of jurisdiction to act and vests 
jurisdiction in this court and that the point at which jurisdiction 
is transferred from the district court to this court must be clearly 
defined, Although, when an appeal is perfected, the district 
court is divested of jurisdiction to revisit issues that are 
pending before this court, the district court retains 
jurisdiction to enter orders on matters that are collateral 
to and independent from the appealed order, I.e., matters 
that in no way affect the appeal's merits. 

See Rust v. Clark C. School District,  103 Nev. 686, 688, 747 
P.2d 1380, 1382 (1987 and Smith v. Emery,  109 Nev. 737, 
740, 856 P.2d 1386, 1388(1993) and Huneycutt v. Huneycutt, 
94 Nev. at 80, 575 P.2d •at 585. 

As held in Mack-Manley,  although the District Court lacked jurisdiction to modify the 

custody arrangement under the divorce decree while the ex-wife's appeal from divorce decree 

Was pending, it did have jurisdiction to consider the portion of the ex-husbands Motion concerning 

contempt, Thus, because the District Court had the power to enforce custody provisions pending 

appeal, that issue was collateral to the issues before the Appellate Court on appeal from the 

divorce decree. 

It was further decided in Mack-Manley,  an Order on which a judgment of contempt is 

based must be clear and unambiguous, and must spell out the details of compliance in clear, 

specific and unambiguous terms so that the person will readily know exactly what duties or 

obligations are imposed on him. In this case, the orders concerning MITCH's contempt are, 

indeed, clear and unambiguous. 

Also, according to Mack-Manley,  evidence supported the trial Court's finding that the ex-

wife had advanced, in bad faith, allegations that the ex-husband had abused or neglected the 

children, such that the ex-wife would be held in contempt for violating the Court's custody Order 

hIACUENTMS*A101)0NOSC.wpd 	 4 
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stating that neither party shall do anything which may estrange the children from the other parent 

or impair the natural development of the children's love and respect for the other parent. In this 

case, CHRISTINA also seeks contempt sanctions against MITCH for violation of the same order 

noted in Mack-Manley  by the District and Supreme Courts of Nevado. 

Based upon the above-referenced authority, the District Court has jurisdiction to rule upon 

all issues contained in CHRISTINA's Motion. In fact, CHRISTINA has addressed the exact same, 

important contempt issue contained in her Motion concerning MITCH's violations as did the ex-

husband in Mack-Manley.  Indeed, the Supreme Court found that, "Evidence supported the trial 

Court's finding that ex-wife would be held in contempt for violating the Court's custody Order 

stating that neither party shall do anything which may estrange the children from the other parent 

or impair the natural development of the children's love and respect for the other parent." 

CHRISTINA submits this is the precise provision of Joint Legal Custody which MITCH is 

repeatedly violating by his malicious and unilateral conduct. MITCH's harmful and illegal conduct 

is evidenced in MITCH's order made to CHRISTINA that the child custody exchanges will now be 

accomplished at a small parking lot. MITCH's contempt is further evidenced by MITCH's refusal 

to allow contact between mother and the young children for almost three, consecutive weeks while 

he was 'vacationing" with the children without providing proper notice nor an itinerary to 

CHRISTINA this past Summer and for years prior. This Court must now follow the mandates of 

Mack-Manley,  and schedule an Order to Show Cause hearing. MITCH must be held in onignat 

and  be held fully accountable  for bia numerous. wilful violations  ci Court Orders.  

Indeed, this Court must enforce a Orders pending appeal by virtue of this Court's 

contempt powers. The enforcement issues contained in this Motion can be addressed by this 

Court pending appeal. 

IL  

EM T UE AND BE ENFORCED AG,t1 S 	CH 

As CHRISTINA'S Affidavit filed with this Motion reveals CHRISTINA seeks the Court's: 

assistance in addressing MITCH's contemptuous actions and violations of Court Orders. 

CHRISTINA's Motion is filed only after making numerous, earnest efforts at settlement. 
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CHRISTINA seeks judicial intervention to address the following, ongoing Violations by MITCH: 

(1) MITCH's continual refusal to provide the: Court-Ordered, 15-day advance written notice of 

out-of-state travel with MIA and ETHAN. See Minute Order dated January 19, 2012 and Order entered 

on January. 20, 2012; (2) MITCH's refusal to provide detailed written itineraries of such travels as 

required by the parties' Decree/Marital Settlement Agreement ("MSK), filed on March 6, 2008; (3) 

MITCH's refusal to provide proper and consistent telephonic communication between CHRISTINA and 

the children while in his care as required by our becree/MSA, as well as the Stipulation and Order 

entered on August 7, 2009: Mitch is required to facilitate one daily phone call from MIA and ETHAN 

to CHRISTINA when in his care; (4) MITCH's refusal to reimburse CHRISTINA with his share of MIA 

and ETHAN's respective health insurance premiums for over ten (10) months as required by the 

Decree/IVISA (this is MITCH's third, extended and wilful violation on this issue in three years); (5) 

IVIitch's refusal to abide by the custodial schedule as required by the padres' .  Decree/MSA, which time 

schedule was modified by a Stipulation and Order, entered August 7, 2009, and Judge Syllivan's.Order 

entered on November 10, 2010, and (6) IvIITCH's overall refusal to communicate and coparent with 

CHRISTINA to meet the needs of the children, and his, numerous violations of principles of Joint Legal 

Custody, including conduct aimed at estranging the children from CHRISTINA and impairing the 

natural development of love and respect the children have for CHRISTINA. 

CHRISTINA and her counsel have attempted to resolve all such issues directly with MITCH 

and his co-counsel for the past year and more MITCH continually refuses CHRISTINA's attempts 

to resolve issues.without Court intervention, See the 16 Exhibits filed in support of this' Motion 

which verify CHRISTINA's valid•claims'with extensive offers of proof. 

CHRISTINA has given even more effort for the past 15 months.to  coparent and cooperate 

with IN/HIGH, hoping to avoid returning to Court. MITCH welcomes another appearance in Court, 

and wrote CHRISTINA that he was "saying" his "reasons" for his contempt for "Courrl MITCH is 

uninterested in coparenting and cooperating with CHRISTINA. MITCH ignores and defies Court 

orders. MITCH has not suffered any consequences for his contemptuous conduct in the past. 

Thus, MITCH has no reason to follow Court orders because the Orders are somehow repeatedly 

not enforced by contempt and sanctions. CHRISTINA and her counsel wonder how many 
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1 "strikes" the. District Court will allow MITCH before calling him "out". 

2 	MITCH .% control over Court Orders recently has become intolerable to CHRISTINA, 

3 because MITCH's conduct is increasingly aimed at harming the children and CHRISTINA'S 

4 relationship with the children. Such conduct by MITCH is fully detailed in CHRISTINA'S Affidavit. 

5 When MITCH has refused to allow the children to call CHRISTINA for one or two days while they 

6 have been in his care, CHRISTINA. has tolerated the abuse and contempt of Court Orders. 

7 However, it was upsetting and inexcusable for CHRISTINA and not in the children's best interest 

8 when MITCH withheld the children's whereabouts from CHRISTINA, and did not allow her daily, 

9'Court-ordered telephone contact with the children for 18 days this past summer. 

10 	As CHRISTINA's Affidavit reveals, MITCH is constantly removing MIA and ETHAN from the 

11 state without any  notice to CHRISTINA. As usual, MITCH does not provide CHRISTINA with the 

12 required 15 days written notice, nor .  does he provide CHRISTINA any itineraries for his frequent 

13 trips. The parties long ago agreed  upon the specific, advance, notice provision in the children's 

14 best interests to assist in ensuring their mutual scheduling of such trips to ensure MIA and 

15 ETHAN's healthy and happy adjustment Judge Sullivan enforced the provision, and admonished 

16 MITCH to comply in 2009! 

17 	MITCH received a vacation period with MIA and ETHAN in July 2012, which period MITCH 

18 unilaterally extended without  an agreement from CHRISTINA  (See Exhibit "11"). MITCH refused 

19 to allow the children to contact their mother, even once, by phone for 18. days. CHRISTINA later 

20 learned upon receiving custody of the children that MITCH was attempting to hide his seriously, 

21 neglectful parenting or the children during his vacation. MITCH neglectfully left five year-old 

22 ETHAN alone in a line at a crowded wrestling event at the Mandalay Bay. Event Center in early July 

23 2012. 'ETHAN became eXtremely frightened when his Dad 'lost" him. ETHAN reported to his 

24 Mother that he was able, to find someone who assisted ETHAN by escorting him to security and 

25 eventually reuniting ETHAN with his father. MITCH failed to disclose this traumatic incident 

26 experienced by ETHAN to CHRISTINA. 

27 	CHRISTINA and her counsel fully expect MITCH to distort the true facts of what occurred 

28 at the large event center with ETHAN. However, the point which does not change no matter what 
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1 "spin" MITCH places on his "story", is the fact that MITCH never divulged to ETHAN's mother 

2 any version of what happened to ETHAN during the upsetting and emotional experience at the 

3 large event center. CHRISTINA only .discovered what happened to ETHAN when the children 

4 returned from their extended vacation with MITCH after two-and-one-half weeks. Again, It had 

5 been 18 days since MIA and ETHAN were even able to speak by phone with their mother. Upon 

6 returning to his mother, Ethan was constantly, questioning CHRISTINA about being left alone by 

7 MITCH and getting lost. ETHAN repeatedly complained to his mother that his father "left" and 

8 "lost" him, and he was frightened and crying, ETHAN then begged CHRISTINA, on at least four 

9 occasions, to speak with his father to help avoid such a disturbing problem from ever again 

10 occuring. ETHAN has pleaded with CHRISTINA to ask IVIITCH not to ever leave him alone and 

11 lose him again. Of course, MITCH will not engage in any healthy dialogue with CHRISTINA on this 

12 and Other issues affecting the children's welfare. Although CHRISTINA sent MITCH en E-mail on 

13 this and other subjects, MITCH has not responded. According to :CHRISTINA's Affidavit and 

14 Exhibits filed in support of this Motion, MITCH has returned to blocking CHRISTINA as a sender 

15 to his E-mail mailbox. See Exhibit "10", 

16 	NRS 22.010 states as follows: 

17 	 Acts or omissions constituting contempts. 

1.8 	 The following acts or omissions shall be deemed oontempts: 

19 	 1, Disorderly, contemptuous or insolent behavior toward 
the judge while he is holding court, or engaged in his judicial 

20 

	

	 duties at chambers, or toward masters or arbitrators while 
sitting on a reference or arbitration, or other judicial 

21 	 proceeding. 

22 	 2. A breach of the peace, boisterous conduct or violent 
disturbance in the presence of the court, or in its immediate 

23 	 vicinity, tending to interrupt the due course of the trial or other 

24 	
judicial proceeding. 

3, Disobedience or resistance to any lawful writ, order, 
2:5 	 rule or process issued by the court . or judge at chambers. 

26 	 4. Disobedience of a subpoena duly served, or refusing 
to be sworn or answer as e witness. 

27 
5. Rescuing any person or property in the custody of an 

28 	 officer by virtue of an order or process of such court or judge 
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at chambers. 

6. Disobedience of the order or direction of the court 
made pending the trial of an action, in speaking to or in the 
presence of a juror concerning an action in which the juror has 
been impaneled to determine, or in any manner approaching 
or interfering with such juror with the intent to influence his 
verdict. 

• 7. Abusing the process or proceedings of the court or 
falsely pretending to act under the authority of an order or 
process of the court. 

MITCH also ignored Court Rules .when he filed his Ex 
Parte Motion on April 20, 2011. MITCH did not serve 
CHRISTINA with this Motion. 

Epaz 5.25 states as follows: 
Motions; contents; responses and replies. 
(a) Rule 2.20 applies to motions and responses filed in the 
family division. 

(b) Factual contentions involved in any family matter must be 
presented to the judge or master as provided in Rule 2.21. . . 

A review of the extensive Court file in this matter reveals that MITCH has consistently 

'ignored the orders of the Court and the provisions of Joint Legal Custody. However, MITCH has 

suffered zero consequences for his actions. This Court has warned MITCH when previously 

,facing Motions for Contempt that he may face sanctions such as paying attorney's fees. 

CHRISTINA and her counsel respectfully urge this Court to fully enforce Chapters 18,22 ,125 and 

1256 of Nevada Revised Statutes against MITCH. Such strict enforcement may relieve 

CHRISTINA of her need to repeatedly seek relief and help from the Court based upon MITCH's 

unreasonable and continuous violations of Orders. Of course, such a strict enforcement process 

will benefit the minor children who can have two parents following Court Orders, coparenting and 

avoiding the emotional and financial drain of divorce and parent/child litigation. 

It is time that this Court send MITCH a strong message that his contemptuous conduct will 

no longer be tolerated. CHRISTINA listened to the Courts directive to give greater effort to 

resolve issues before coming before the Court again. CHRISTINA has tried for 15 months to do 

as the Court directed, while MITCH has ignored CHRISTINA and Court Orders. At the last 

hearing, this Court warned Loth parties to work together. Only CHRISTINA has attempted to 

coparent and CHRISTINA is complying with Court Orders. MITCH has now blocked CHRISTINAss 
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E-mails and ignores her phone calls and text messages as he deems fit over the past year. 

MITCH has violated Court orders and Nevada Court Rules and Statutes. An Order to Show 

Cause must issue for MITCH to be sanctioned for contempt. 

M. 

CHRISTINA IS ENTITLED TO A REVIEW OF CHILD SUPPORT AND AN ARREARS 
JUDGEMENT  

EDCR 5.32 

Motions for support; fees and allowances; affidavit of 
financial condition required. 

(a) Any motion for fees and allowances, temporary spousal 
support, child support, exclusive possession of a community 
residence, or any other matter involving the issue of money to 
be paid by a party must be accompanied by an affidavit of 
'financial condition describing the financial condition and needs 
of the movant The affidavit of financial condition must be 
prepared on a form approved by the court An incomplete 
affidavit or the absence of the affidavit of financial condition 
may be construed as an admission that the motion is not 
meritorious and as cause for its denial. Attorney's fees and 
other sanctions may be awarded for an untimely, fraudulent, or 
incomplete filing. 

(b) Any party opposing a motion for fees and allowances, 
temporary spousal support, child support, exclusive 
possession of the community residence, or any other matter 
involving the issue of money to be paid by a party must also 
submit an affidavit of financial condition describing the financial 
condition of that party at the time of the filing of the opposition 
or no later than 2 days before the date of hearing, whichever 
is earlier. The affidavit of financial condition must be prepared 
on a form approved by the court The failure of a party 
opposing such motion to file an affidavit of financial condition 
may be construed as an admission that the opposing party has 
the resources to pay the amount requested by the moving 
party or has the resources to permit the other party to have 
exclusive possession of the marital residence. Attorney's fees 
and other sanctions may be awarded for an untimely, 
fraudulent or incomplete filing. 

(c) Income of a successor spouse of a party . must be listed in 
that party's affidavit of financial condition in the "other income!' 
section Of the affidavit If any party resides with an adult person 
other than a spouse, that party's affidavit of financial condition 
must reflect the extent to which the cohabitant contributes to 
that party's expenses. 

(d) An affidavit of financial condition may only be filed in open 
court with leave of the 
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judge upon a showing of excusable delay. 

EDCR 5.31 

Motions for judgment due to arrearages in periodic 
payments; schedule of arrearages required. 

In any case where a party alleges the other party is in 
arrears in payment of periodic child support, spousal support 
or any other periodic payment and requests relief by motion, 
that party shall file with the motion a schedule showing when 
each periodic payment was due and how much was paid, if 
any, on the due date, in addition to complying with the other 
requirements of these rules, including, but not limited to, Rule 
5.32. The schedule of arrearages must be  prepared on a form 
approved by the court. 

NRS 12511140 states as follows: 

Enforcement of order for support. 

1. 	Except as otherwise provided in chapter 130 of NRS and 
NRS 125B.012: 

(a) If an order issued by a court provides for payment for 
the support of a child, that order is a judgment by operation of 
law on or after the date a payment is due. Such a judgment 
may not be retroactively modified or adjusted and may be 
enforced in the same manner as other judgments of this state. 

(b) Payments for the support of a child pursuant to an 
order of a court which have not accrued at the time either party 
gives notice that he has filed a motion for modification or 
adjustment may be modified or adjusted by the court upon a 
showing of changed circumstances, whether or not the court 
has expressly retained jurisdiction of the modification or 
adjustment. 

2. 	Except as otherwise provided in subsection 3 and NRS 
125B.012, 125B.142 and 12511144: 

(a) Before execution for the enforcement of a judgment 
for the support of a child, the person seeking to enforce the 
judgment must send a notice by certified mail, restricted 
delivery, with return receipt requested, to the responsible 
parent; 

(1) Specifying the name of the court that issued the order 
for support and the date of its issuance; 

(2) Specifying the amount of arrearages accrued under 
the order; 

(3) Stating that the arrearages will be enforced as a 
judgment; and 
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(4) Explaining that the responsible• parent may, within 20 
days after the notice is sent, ask for a hearing before a court of 
this state concerning the amount of the arrearages. 

(b) The matters to be adjudicated at such a hearing are 
limited to a determination of the  amount of the arrearages and 
the jurisdiction of the court issuing the order. At the hearing, the 
court shall take evidence and determine the amount of the 
judgment and issue its order for that amount 

(Q). The court shall determine and include in its order: 

(1) Interest upon the arrearages at a rate established 
pursuant to NRS 99.040, from the time each amount became 
due; And 

(2) A reasonable attorney's fee for the. proceeding, 
unless the court finds that the responsible parent would 
experience an undue hardship if requited to pay such amounts. 
Interest continues to accrue on the amount ordered until it is 
paid, and additional attorney's fees must be allowed if required 
for collection. 

(d) The court shall include in its order the social security 
number of the responsible parent. 

3. 	Subsection .21 does not apply to the enforcement of a 
judgment for arrearages if the amount of the judgment has 
been determined by any court 

NRCP 16.2 states in pertinent part as follows: 

a) Required Disclosures. 

(1) Financial Disclosure. In divorce, annulment or separate 
maintenance actions, a party must complete the court-approved 
Financial Disclosure Form. In custody ,  matters between 
unmarried parties where paternity is established, a party must 
complete the cover sheet, the "personal income schedule" and 
the "business income/expense schedule" portions of the 
court-approved Financial Disclosure Form. A party must file and 
serve the completed Financial Disclosure Form no later than 45 
days after service of the summons and complaint. 

(A) Failure to File or Serve. If a party fails to timely file or serve 
the financial disclosure form required by this rule, the court shall 
impose an appropriate sanction upon the party or the party's 
attorney, or both, unless the party establishes by clear and 
convincing evidence that there is good cause for the failure. 
After notice and a hearing, the court shall impose appropriate 
sanctions in regard to the failure(s) as are just, including the 
following; 

(i) An order treating the party's failure as a contempt of court; 
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(ii) An order refusing Ito allow the disobedient party to support or 
oppose designated claims or defenses, or prohibiting that party 
from introducing designated matters in evidence; or 

(iii) An order requiring the party failing to timely file or serve the 
disclosure to pay the opposing party's reasonable expenses, 
including attorney's fees and costs, caused by the failure. 

(B) Failure to Include an Asset or Liability. If a party intentionally 
fails to include a material asset or liability in the party's financial 
disclosure form, the court, after notice and hearing, may impose 
an appropriate sanction, including but not limited to the following: 

(i) An order awarding the omitted asset to the opposing party as 
his or her separate property or making another form of unequal 
division of community property; 

(ii) An order treating the party's failure as a contempt of court; or 

(iii) An order requiring the party failing to make the disclosure to 
pay the other party's or opposing party's reasonable expenses, 
Including attorney s fees and costs, related to the omitted items. 

More than three years have past since child support was set and/or reviewed in this matter. 

MITCH's statutory child support obligation should be increased according to statute and, at least, 

based upon the Consumer Price Index increases. MITCH has also left his retired status, and has 

returned to working as an attorney. CHRISTINA believes MITCH will do everything in his power 

to avoid submitting a complete  and accurate Financial Disclosure Form as required by the law 

referenced above. Indeed, due to MITCH's alleged uretired" status and then his status of returning 

to work, MITCH's overall, financial condition, not just his alleged employment status or income, 

is required  to be disclosed and relevant to properly reviewing and setting his obligations for 

supporting the children. The parties' Decree mandates that MITCH's child support obligation 

should be set based upon the understanding that CHRISTINA is exercising primary physical 

custody. CHRISTINA is entitled to a review and increase in child support pursuant ot NRS 

125B.070, NRS 125B.080 and also NRS 1253.145. Since MITCH has again forced CHRISTINA 

to bring his contemptuous conduct before the Court, she is also requesting that the Court review 

and increase MITCH% child support obligation at this time. 

As the Schedule of Arrears filed with this Motion reveals, MITCH has failed to pay his share 

of the children's Court-ordered healthcare insurance premiums on and off for the past year. The 
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1 year before, MITCH played the same, unnecessary game with CHRISTINA by withholding $97.00 

2 per month for CHRISTINA apparently for his "sport". CHRISTINA is entitled to a judgment for the 

3 total sum requested, including statutory interest and penalties because the obligation due 

4 CHRISTINA is a child support  obligation. MITCH has the means to immediately pay . CHRISTINA 

5 the sums due to her. This Court must order that MITCH pay CHRISTINA her judgment and an 

6 award of fees, costs and sanctions within seven days of the hearing or face an Order to Show 

7 Cause, sanctions and potential jail time. If MITCH again violates the Orders of this Court, stricter 

8 sanctions must issue with each contempt citation. 

	

9 	 IV. 

	

10 	 CHRISTINA IS ENTITLED TO AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES 
COSTS AND SANCTIONS  

11 
NRS 18:010 states as follows: 

12 
Award of attorney's fees. 

13 
1. The compensation of an attorney and counselor for his or 

	

14 	 her services is governed by agreement, express or implied, 
which is not restrained by law. 

15 
2. In addition to the cases where an allowance is authorized by 

	

16 	 specific statute, the court may make an allowance of attorney's 
fees to a prevailing pally: 

	

17 	
(a) When the prevailing party has nOt recovered more than 

	

18 	 $20,000; or 

	

19 	 (b) Without regard to the recovery sought, when the court finds 
that the claim, counterclaim, cross-claim or third-party 

	

20 	 complaint or defense of the opposing party was brought or 
maintained without reasonable ground or to harass the 

	

21 	 prevailing party. The court shall liberally construe the 
provisions of this paragraph in favor of awarding attorney's 

	

22 	 fees in all appropriate situations. It is the intent of the 
Legislature that the court award attorney's fees pursuant 

	

23 	 to this paragraph and impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 
11 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure in all 

	

24 	 appropriate situations to punish for and deter frivolous or 
vexatious claims and defenses because such claims and 

	

25 	 defenses overburden limited judicial resources, hinder the 
timely resolution of meritorious claims and increase the 

	

26 	 costs of engaging in business and providing professional 
services to the public. [Emphasis added.] 

27 
3. In awarding attorney's fees, the court may pronounce its 

	

28 	 decision on the fees at the conclusion of the trial or special 
proceeding without written motion and with or Without 
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(a) If without just excuse or because of failure to give 
reasonable attention to the matter, no appearance is made on 
behalf of a party on the call of a calendar, at the time set for the 
hearing of any matter, at a pre-trial conference, or on the date 
of trial, the court may order any one or more of the following: 

(1) Payment by the delinquent attorney or party, of costs, 
in such amount as the court may fix to the clerk or to the 
adverse party. 

(2) Payment by the delinquent attorney or party of the 
reasonable expenses, including attorney's fees, to any 
aggrieved party. 

(3) Dismissal of the complaint, cross-claim, counter-claim 
or motion or the striking of the answer and entry of judgment by 
default, or the granting of the motion. 

(4) Any other action it deems appropriate, including, 
without limitation, imposition of fines. 

(b) The court may, after notice and an opportunity to be 
heard, impose upon an attorney or a party any and all sanctions 
which may, under the facts of the case, be reasonable, 
including the imposition of fines, costs or attorney's fees when 
an attorney or a party without just cause: 

(1) Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a 
motion which is obviously frivolous, unnecessary or 
unwarranted. 

(2) Fails to prepare for a presentation. 
(3) So multiplies the proceedings in a 

increase costs unreasonably and vexatiously 
(4) Fails or refuses to comply with these rules 
(5) Fails or refuses to comply with any order 

the court. 
[Emphasis added] 
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presentation of additional evidence. 
4. Subsections 2 and 3 do not apply 

EDCR 7.60 states as follows: 

Sanctions- 

CHRISTINA has acted in good faith. CHRISTINA has followed the Court's directives and 

Orders. IVIITCH has acted in bad faith, and has told CHRISTINA he will not explain his contempt 

violations to her, but to the Court as soon as CHRISTINA files her Motion. Of course, MITCH has 

not filed a Motion explaining his reasoning and seeking to modify valid, Court orders. MITCH 

simply violates orders and renders his own orders in this case, defying CHRISTINA to file a 

Contempt Motion against him. MITCH has ignored simple and common Court Orders, which have 
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caused much stress for the children and for CHRISTINA. 

Pursuant to Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 349, 455 P.2d 31 (1969), 

when Courts determine the appropriate fee to award in Civil cases,, they must consider various 

factors, including the qualities of the advocate, the character and difficulty of the work performed, 

the work actually performed by the attorney, and the result obtained. Indeed, CHRISTINA is 

entitled to all of her fees and costs incurred; plus a monetary, attorney fee sanction to attempt to 

deter MIT.CH's conduct, The parties" MSA also contractually guarantees CHRISTINA and award 

of all her attorney's fees and costs. 

The Nevada Supreme Court has held that an award of post-divorce fees and costs is 

discretionary with the District Court. The Supreme Court relied upon NRS 18.050 as well as 

Ormachea v. Ormachea, 67 Nev. 273, 301, 271 P.2d 355 (1950), in reaching this holding. These 

actions were deemed to be equitable actions ;  and subject to discretionary assessment of costs: 

Further; in Halbrook v. Halbrook, 971 P.2d 1262, 114 Nev. 1455 (1998), the Supreme Court 

stated that this Court has jurisdiction to award post-divorce attorneys fees to a party. Clearly, in 

this matter, CHRISTINA is entitled to fees and costs pursuant to the above-referenced authority 

and the facts of this case. 

CHRISTINA must be awarded a total, minimum of $7,500.00 in attorney's fees, costs and 

sanctions for being forced to file her Motion. MITCH must be sanctioned for his wilful violations 

and abuse of the Court's process. Undoubtedly, MITCH will, as his own attorney, fight each and 

every issue to his fullest extent, despite how weak or absurd his defenses may appear to a more 

objective-minded person. Undoubtedly, MITCH will have many excuses of why he somehow 

believes his contempt, self-help and legal maneuvering is justified. Thus, CHRISTINA reserves 

the right to seek an additional fee award after reviewing and responding to the treacherous amount 

of documentation and unnecessary, legal maneuvering she expects to receive from MITCH. 

• 	• 
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V. 

CONCLUSION  

For all the foregoing reasons, CHRISTINA respectfully requests that her Motion be granted 

in its entirety. CHRISTINA should receive no less than $7,500.00 as an award of attorney's fees, 

costs and sanctions, reserving the right to ask for a larger amount in her Reply should MITCH 

attempt to further abuse the Court process in his response to CHRISTINA's Motion. MITCH has 

acted wrongfully, contemptuously and with disregard for the Court's clear Orders. This Court must 

now and moving forward truly preserve the integrity of Court Orders and the Court process. 

DATED this 20th  day of August, 2012, 

Respectfully submitted by: 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117-4805 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 
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AFFD 
PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

CASE NO. .: D-08389203-Z 
DEPT. NO.: M 

Vs. 
DATE OF HEARING: 
TIME OF HEARING: 

Defendant. 

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, ("CHRISTINA"), by and through 

her attorney of record, PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. of the VACCARINO LAW OFFICE )  and 

hereby submits her Affidavit and Exhibits in Support of her Motion for an Order to Show Cause 

to Issue and Be Enforced Against Defendant, to Compel Defendant's Compliance with Court 

Orders, to Reduce Arrears Due by Defendant to Judgment, to Review Defendant's Child Support 

Obligation, for Other Related Relief and for Attorney Fees, Costs and Sanctions. 

DATED this 20th day August, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

DISTRICT COURT 
FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 

Plaintiff, 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 

PUIYIKOAC-CARINO, ESQ.-  
Nevada Bar No 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 
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AFFIDAVIT OF CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 

STATE OF NEVADA 
)ss. 

COUNTY OF CLARK 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, being first duly sworn on oath, states as follows: 

1. That I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action. That I have read the foregoing motion, 

including the points and authorities and the attached Exhibits. The facts set forth are true and correct 

to the best of my knowledge. 

2. Defendant, Mitch Stipp, ("Mitch"), and I entered into a Marital Settlement Agreement 

("MSA") on February 20, 2008. The Court entered our Decree of Divorce, ("Decree"), and MSA on 

May 2, 2008. The Decree fully incorporates the terms of our MSA. 

3. Since our Decree of Divorce and MSA were filed, over four years ago, until today, Mitch 

has repeatedly evidenced his adamant refusal to cooperatively coparent our two minor children, Mia 

(now age 7) and Ethan (now age 5), with me. Also, Mitch has filed repeated Motions, not supported 

in fact, nor law, each time seeking to increase the timeshare he had recently agreed upon. A brief and 

simple chronology of Mitch's costly, legal maneuvering since twice "settling" our custodial schedules 

is as follows. 

4. On February 20, 2008, our MSA was signed. Mitch AGREED to receive custody of the 

children on Friday at 6:00 p.m. until Sunday at 6:00 p.m. on the second through the fifth weeks of the 

month, essentially six days, or 20% of each month. I was awarded the balance of custodial time each 

month. I had the "option" to receive custody the first weekend of every month, with three days prior 

notice. I exercised this option almost every month. We each received two weeks per year vacation, 

plus alternating holiday weekends. We also split Thanksgiving break and Christmas Eve/Christmas 

Day into two, equal periods. When I received holiday weekends, Mitch actually had less than 20% of 

custodial time each month. 

5. On December 17, 2008, my attorney at the time, James J. Jimmerson, Esq. sought to 

declare me "De Jure Primary Physical Custodian", and to enforce the Decree concerning outstanding 

healthcare bills Mitch owed me and our verbal, private school agreement. Mitch countered with his 

first frivolous Countermotion for more custodial time. Mitch wrongly contended we were joint 
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custodians because we called ourselves "joint" in the MSA. The Court held a hearing on February 24, 

2009. Judge Sullivan denied all Motions concerning Mitch's request for additional custodial time and 

my request for a proper, legal definition of our actual timeshare. Mitch and his counsel stipulated to 

pay the children's medical bills due me. 

6. On June 4, 2009, a hearing upon Mitch's frivolous Motion for Reconsideration was 

scheduled. Judge Sullivan referred us to mediation. Somehow, the matter was scheduled for an 

October 2009 evidentiary hearing in the event mediation failed. 

7. On July 8, 2009, Mitch and I mediated with the Family Mediation Center. We agreed 

Mitch would receive four more custodial days per month, in exchange for my request for daily 

telephone contact with our children, and a right of first refusal. These were important issues to me. 

Mitch's additional time with the children was to take place during the first week of each month from 

Wednesday at 6:00 p.m. to Friday at 6:00 p.m. if I elected to take the first weekend of each month. 

Mitch's second and fourth weekends of each month would now commence on Thursdays at 6:00 p.m 

instead of Fridays at 6:00 p.m. The Court entered the Stipulation and Order on August 7, 2009. The 

holiday timeshare and vacations remained the same. Now, Mitch received approximately 25% to 30% 

of custodial time with the children each month. 

8. Less than ten weeks later, Mitch filed his third motion, in a nine-month period, to modify 

our custodial schedule. Each "settlement "we reached soon ended in more litigation instigated by 

Mitch to get more custodial time Mitch based his frivolous motion on false claims of emotional abuse 

Mitch wrongfully alleged I was perpetrating on Mia. The Court-ordered custodial evaluator, Dr. John 

Paglini, found that Mitch's accusations that I emotionally abused Mia had no merit. Judge Sullivan 

never proceeded with an evidentiary hearing. 

9. After entertaining only arguments since October 2009 and after taking the matter under 

advisement on May 6, 2010 for a LONG SIX MONTHS, and without accepting any evidence, in 

November 2010, Judge Sullivan issued a decision. Judge Sullivan improperly allowed Mitch additional 

custodial time commencing Friday at 9:00 a.m. on the third week of the month, nine additional hours 

each month, unless I receive vacation or other holiday time on such a Friday. Yet, Mitch still does not 

have the requisite time, nor duties to "label" him a joint physical custodian. 
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10. Since our separation, Mitch has refused to properly coparent and cooperate with me. 

Mitch has repeatedly violated numerous Orders. Mitch has even recently refused to allow me any 

telephone contact with our children for 18, consecutive days. Mitch refuses to cooparent and will not 

cooperate in selecting extra-curricular activities for the children's schools, healthcare providers or even 

to cooperatively address simpler health, educational and activity issues. 

11. A review of the Court's record will reveal that Mitch has a history of disregarding Court 

Orders with absolute impunity. Mia and Ethan, and my relationship with them, are suffering due to 

Mitch's continued wrongful conduct. Mitch has received zero consequences for ignoring Court Orders, 

although I have filed many valid requests for an Order to Show Cause to issue and the Court Orders 

be enforced. The last three times I appeared in District Court, Mitch received warnings and threats 

only about fee awards, that "could"  issue in our case. I implore this Court to remedy this travesty by 

immediately and effectively enforcing our existing Court Orders and by imposing all consequences 

allowed under the law upon Mitch for his repeated and contemptuous violations of Court Orders. 

12. I fear Mitch is obsessed with harassing me with and through this litigation. Mitch also 

harasses and disturbs me by refusing to freely share information about our children and cooperate 

concerning joint legal issues such as scheduling activities, travel, educational and healthcare matters 

and even activities. 

13. Our children's young ages and developmental stages demand even more open, 

consistent and cooperative communication. Such communication will be necessary throughout the 

children's minority. Yet, for nearly the entirety of Ethan's and Mia's young lives, they have been 

deprived of a happy and peaceful childhood because Mitch must control me and this case by reneging 

upon valid and enforceable orders. This summer, Mitch dictated more of his own Court Orders by 

forcing me to exchange our children in a parking lot near his home. Mitch also has, at times, blocked 

all of my access to his E-mail accounts, and rarely, if ever, answers phone calls from me. 

14. Notwithstanding Mitch's relentless and ongoing violations of Court Orders and general 

requirements of joint legal custody, it has been fifteen (15) months since we have last appeared in 

Family Court on a contested matter. This respite from the litigation over Mitch's contemptuous conduct 

and refusal to coparent and cooperate is only due to my efforts to resolve Mitch's continuing conflict 
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with him directly and to avoid filing with the Court. Unfortunately, this means I must give Mitch his way 

until the Court intervenes. My one-year surrender of attempts to petition the Court to enforce lawful 

Orders has been the only way to limit the destructive toll that the extensive litigation has already taken 

on our families, especially our children. However, I cannot further tolerate Mitch's abusive conduct and 

the adverse effect upon our family. 

15. 	I have requested, on multiple occasions in the past fifteen (15) months, that Mitch and 

I meet, in mediation, to resolve our outstanding issues he has created. Mitch continues to deny my 

requests. I have tolerated Mitch's abuse of me and the Court process. However, Mitch's violations 

and refusal to coparent and his using the children to hurt me are increasing in both frequency and 

severity, to the detriment of the health and well-being of Mia and Ethan, as well as my relationship with 

them. 

16. 	Specifically, my current Motion seeks judicial intervention to address the following 

ongoing violations by Mitch: (1) Mitch's continual refusal to provide the Court-ordered, 15-day advance 

written notice of out-of-state travel with Mia and Ethan. See Order entered on January 20, 2012 

attached as Exhibit "1"; (2) Mitch's refusal to provide detailed written itineraries of such travels as 

required by our Decree/MSA, filed on March 6, 2008; (3) Mitch's refusal to provide proper and 

consistent telephonic communication between me and the children while in his care as required by our 

Decree/MSA, as well as our Stipulation and Order, entered on August 7, 2009. Mitch is required to 

facilitate one daily phone call from Mia and Ethan to me when in his care; (4) Mitch's refusal to 

reimburse me with his share of Mia and Ethan's respective health insurance premiums for over ten (10) 

months now as required by our Decree/MSA (this is Mitch's third, extended wilful violation on this issue 

in three years); (5) Mitch's refusal to abide by his custodial schedule as required by our Decree/MSA, 

which time schedule was modified by our Stipulation and Order, entered August 7, 2009, and the 

Court's Order entered on November 10, 2010; and (6) Mitch's overall refusal to communicate and 

coparent with me to meet the needs of our children, which are numerous violations of principles of Joint 

Legal Custody. 

17. 	Mitch has a chronic history of failing to coparent and comply with Court Orders. Mitch 

refuses to simply provide advance, written notice and itineraries regarding out-of-state travels with Mia 
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and Ethan from the time of our divorce in 2008 to the present. Numerous attorneys with which I have 

consulted have explained that such Orders of Joint Legal Custody are standard and simply a matter 

of common courtesy and respect. This Court must understand the chronic nature of Mitch's refusal to 

coparent, let alone be respectful to the mother of his children, to the serious detriment of Mia and 

Ethan. Mitch refuses to provide me with basic Joint Legal Custody information concerning the well-

being of our children. I am confident that Mitch believes the District Court will not act upon my valid 

Motion pending appeal. 

18. 	In June 2008 and in December 2008, Mitch took Mia and Ethan out of state, with no 

advance notice and no itinerary identifying the address of his travel destination or phone number where 

the children could be reached, as required by the MSA. Although Ethan was quite ill with bronchitis for 

one trip, Mitch refused to respond to several E-mails that I sent him inquiring as to the health and well- 

being of our children. This cruel withholding of phone contact between our children and their mother, 

especially at their young ages, is contemptuous but also upsetting to the children and me. 

19. On February 24, 2009, at our first post-divorce hearing, Mitch's above-mentioned 

coparenting failures regarding travel were addressed in Court. Judge Sullivan specifically admonished 

Mitch that, "If you're going out of town, give her an itinerary. It's common courtesy." See Video 

Transcript, February 24, 2009 Hearing, at 15:08:54 and 15:10:59. The requirement was already 

ordered in the MSA at I., 11(c) The Order was further clarified  in the District Court's Order, entered 

January 20, 2012. See Exhibit "1". Our intent was meant to ensure our children's healthy development 

and mutual scheduling of trips with our children in the best interest to travel out-of-state with the children 

at least 15-days in advance, and in writing. Despite the MSA's clear language, and Judge 

Sullivan's admonition, following the February 2009 hearing, Mitch continued to violate the MSA by 

traveling with Mia and Ethan without providing me notice or itineraries for travel. Of course, I rarely, if 

ever was allowed to talk to our children during the trips. 

20. On March 13, 2009, Mitch took the children to Disneyland, again, without prior notice to 

me and without the required itinerary providing details of his intended travel destination. While Mitch 

utilizes much of his custodial time to go to "Disneyland," I have been and continue to be the parent to 

provide and ensure, most of the weeks of each month, their health and welfare. See Exhibit "2" 
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attached, which is a chronology of healthcare appointments for Mia and Ethan, almost all scheduled 

and attended by me. Mitch has only attended three of 52 doctor appointments for our children in the 

past three years and I have attended 50. I am the parent who primarily tends to most of the children's 

basic and other true needs. 

21. Mitch has even lied to me and the Court about his excessive travel with the children 

including an April 2009 trip to Utah. At one point, I believed Mitch changed his residence to another 

state because of his extensive travels with and without our children and public records revealed he 

obtained a driver's license in another state in 2010. 

22. At the June 4, 2009 hearing upon Mitch's Motion for Reconsideration of Judge Sullivan's 

denial of Mitch's countermotion to modify custody, Judge Sullivan addressed Mitch's April 2009 trip. 

Judge Sullivan issued both parents an Order requiring either party to let the other know, 15-days in 

advance, and in writing, of intent to travel with the children out-of-state. Judge Sullivan ordered that 

the Minute Order would suffice as the Order of the Court. See Minute Order, attached hereto as Exhibit 

"3". 

23. Furious at the issuance of Judge Sullivan's Order, on June 25, 2009, Mitch unleashed 

a nasty E-mail upon my former attorney, Shawn Goldstein, in which Mitch expressly acknowledged the 

validity and enforceability of the Minute Order. See Exhibit "4". On June 26, 2009, Mitch sent me 

another E-mail acknowledging the Order and expressing his belief that the Order could not be waived 

by either one of us. See Exhibit "5". 

24. Mitch is fully aware of the required, 15-day notice concerning travel with our children. I 

do not understand why Mitch will not provide me the agreed-upon and Court-ordered notice. Yet, Mitch 

usually refuses to provide any advance notice of travel. Mitch, the Court and I have been clear 

concerning the notification requirement for travel since June 2009. Yet, on June 23, 2011, just last 

summer, Mitch again chose to willfully violate the Court's Order. Mitch also lied to me about where he 

was staying when providing me a few hours notice of his intent to travel again with our children. 

25. There is no reason for Mitch to repeatedly violate Court Orders and/or provide me a 

bogus itinerary. Following his June 2011 trip, Mitch informed me that Judge Sullivan's Minute Order 

was not valid, as it was not "officially" entered as an Order of the Court. In December 2011, Mitch 
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again traveled out of State with Mia and Ethan without the required, advance notice. Once again, Mitch 

was abusing Court process and making his own Orders. Thereafter, my attorney and I ensured a 

proper, formal order was entered, hoping that maybe Mitch would comply. See Order filed on January 

20, 2012 and attached as Exhibit "1". Often, Mitch and his co-counsel write letters to Judge Potter 

instead of properly submitting correct orders or filing a Motion with the Court to address an issue. 

26. Incredibly and notwithstanding the entry of the Order on January 20,2012 stemming from 

the 2009 Order, in the last two months, Mitch has repeatedly and wilfully violated Court orders. Mitch 

has not provided proper notice of travel out-of-state, and has also failed to provide me with any 

itineraries of the extensive, multiple out-of-state trips he has undertaken with Mia and Ethan in June 

27. Mitch also refuses to abide by the exchange times ordered. On the weekend of June 

8-10, 2012, Mitch had custodial time with Mia and Ethan. Mitch contacted me via E-mail on June 10, 

2012, a custodial exchange date. Mitch informed me in the E-mail that he was going to be one and 

one-half hours late to exchange the children. Mitch provided an excuse for his tardiness, claiming that 

due to his camping trip he would be delayed. Previously, in March 2012, Mitch dictated that we begin 

to exchange our children at a parking lot. See Exhibit "6". 

28. Mitch and I are required communicate via E-mail on parent/child issues. After his trip 

with the children to Utah in June 2012, I E-mailed Mitch. I questioned Mitch about why he still refuses 

to provide me with any required out-of-state travel notification and information when traveling with the 

children outside of Nevada. On that weekend Mitch purposefully caused a delay in exchanging the 

children. Mitch has delayed our custodial exchanges on many other occasions without proper, advance 

notice of travel or other "plans" he has made which intentionally interfere with my custodial time 

29. I soon realized my E-mail response to Mitch could not be delivered to Mitch due to Mitch's 

actions in deliberately blocking my E-mails from him for several months in 2012. During the months 

of April though June 2012, Mitch had begun to block my E-mails to him. See Exhibit "7". Although he 

could freely send me E-mails, whenever I would send Mitch an E-mail or reply to his E-mails, they 

would be returned as "returned mail: user unknown." See Exhibit "7". Initially, Mitch blocked my E-

mails communication as an attempt to secure "agreements" from me by virtue of my contrived "silence," 

and July 2012. and July 2012. 
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which he had orchestrated by blocking my responses to his E-mails. See Exhibit "7". 

30. In order to ensure Mitch received my E-mails, I copied his co-counsel, Radford Smith. 

I also forwarded Mr. Smith other E-mails concerning our parent/child issues during this time period, 

including my election to have the children the first weekend of June 2012, health updates when Mia was 

sick, and insurance reimbursement requests, among other issues. It is extremely difficult to coparent 

two children with someone who refuses any  form of communication when it benefits him, as Mitch is 

doing. Neither Mitch, nor his attorney, addressed my concerns noted. Mitch's ongoing violations of the 

MSA and the Court's January 20, 2012 Order and other Orders will never cease unless Mitch is 

seriously sanctioned. 

31. Instead, Mr. Smith responded to my E-mails, months later, by threatening to take me to 

Court for daring to ask him to forward Mitch important information regarding our children. See Exhibit 

"8". When I explained to him that Mitch was blocking my E-mails and forwarded him those E-mails, Mr. 

Smith denied that Mitch was not receiving my mail, and also told me not to E-mail him any further. 

32. On June 18, 2012, at my request, my attorney, Patricia Vaccarino, wrote to Mr. Smith 

concerning, among other issues, Mitch's wrongful actions in blocking E-mails, refusing to communicate 

or coparent, Mitch's ongoing violations of Court Orders, his designated, unsafe parking lot exchange 

location, and Mitch's ongoing refusal to pay his share of medical expenses. See Exhibit "9". To date, 

we have received no response from either Mr. Smith or Mitch, his co-counsel. Miraculously, however, 

after receiving Patricia's letter, Mitch stopped blocking my E-mails for some time. As I learned on July 

27, 2012, however, Mitch admitted that he ignores my E-mails when our children are with him, 

effectively shutting out any means by which I can communicate with Mitch concerning Mia and Ethan 

with him, when he has them. Such action is specifically prohibited by our MSA, Section I. Most 

recently, after blocking all of my phone contact with our children for 18, consecutive days while he was 

traveling again, Mitch blocked three of my E-mails to him which are attached as Exhibit "10". 

33. Mitch is also abusing the privilege of two weeks' vacation with the children, and is 

attempting to alienate the children from me during the vacation periods. On July 1, 2012, Mitch sent 

me an E-mail informing me that he intended to take his two-week vacation with Mia and Ethan 

beginning Monday, July 16, 2012. Mitch failed to follow the Court Order, AGAIN, and simply told me 
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that he would be going "out-of-town" with them during this time. See Exhibit "11". Given his notice, I 

expected to be able to have custody of our children on Sunday night through Monday night, July 15, 

2012, my normal timeshare period. Unfortunately, Mitch waited until July 12, 2012, after the children 

were already in his care, to send me an E-mail ordering that he intended to also keep the children on 

Sunday night and Monday July 15, 2012 as "make-up time" for when Mia and Ethan accompanied me 

to my grandmother's funeral in January 2012. I had previously asked Mitch to provide me with prior 

notice of at least 30 days before seeking compensatory time. Mitch deliberately chose to ignore my 

request, and made his own order at the last minute to unnecessarily keep the children from me for as 

long as possible. 

34. I learned from Ethan upon finally receiving custody of him after almost three weeks that 

Mitch "LOST" him at the Mandalay Bay event center Mitch took Ethan for a professional wrestling event 

in July 2012. Mitch left our five-year old son alone in a line at the large event center. Ethan was 

scared, left the line, and was retrieved by security. Ethan cried when telling me how scared he was that 

his father "lost" him. Ethan recently begged me to talk to his father at least three times to ensure his 

father never loses him again. I believe Mitch did not let Mia and Ethan talk to me for almost three 

weeks because he knew I would discover Ethan's fear of being lost by his father which is proof positive 

of improper supervision of our young children. Mitch blocked my E-mail communication on this 

important issue. See Exhibit "10". 

35. Mitch's actions in cruelly harassing me on the eve of my beloved late grandmother's 

funeral in January 2012, required me to ask my attorney to send Mitch's attorney a "cease and desist" 

letter so that I could grieve in peace. It was cruel and completely unnecessary. Following the funeral 

services, I agreed to allow Mitch one compensatory day owed to Mitch given the timing of the funeral 

and services. Mitch tried to use this sensitive time for me to secure my agreement to vacate the Court's 

January 20, 2012, 15-day advance travel rule requirement, along with other requested, material 

concessions, including my waiver of his multiple violations of various court Orders. See E-mails, 

attached as Exhibit "12." 

36. Vacation Length Violation. Our MSA provides that either party may take two consecutive 

weeks of vacation with our children upon 15 days prior written notice to the other party. See Exhibit "A", 
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Section 3 of the MSA. Mitch's actions in adding two weeks of vacation to his four-day week extended 

his vacation time from fourteen (14), consecutive days to eighteen (18) days. While I have also 

received such vacation time, I allow Mitch to have contact with our children during said vacation periods. 

37. Mitch adamantly refused to allow me to talk to the children on the telephone for over 

eighteen (18) consecutive days during July 2012. My E-mails documenting my requests are attached, 

as Exhibit "13". In addition to the July 14, 2012 E-mail referenced above, I sent Mitch one E-mail on 

July 18, 2012, asking for telephone communication with Mia and Ethan, and one to Amy on July 23, 

2012, asking her to inform Mitch of my request to just speak with our children. At that time, I was 

unsure of whether Mitch had received my earlier E-mails and text messages. I had also text messaged 

Mitch on July 20, 21, 25, and 27, and Amy on July 25 and 27 with requests for telephone 

communication with our children pursuant to Court Order. At this point, I had no idea where Mia and 

Ethan were located. I received no response from either Mitch or Amy concerning my requests until 

the night of July 27, 2012, over fifteen (15) days since Mia and Ethan had left for vacation and had 

contact with me. I did not want to bother Mitch, but I simply wanted to hear our children's voices, and 

tell them I loved them. I called and left voicemail messages for Mitch and Amy inquiring as to the 

location, well being of, and requesting telephone communication with, Mia and Ethan from July 25-30, 

2012, without any success. 

38. On July 27, 2012, I sent Mitch a detailed E-mail documenting my concern about the 

increasing frequency and severity of his ongoing violations of Court Orders and provisions of joint legal 

custody as demonstrated so clearly by his refusal to allow me to simply talk to our children, let alone 

comply with the other provisions of Joint Legal Custody ordered in our case. See Exhibit "13." At this 

point, it had been 26 days since Mitch told me that he was going out-of-town with Mia and Ethan, and 

over 15 days since I had last seen them. Yet, Mitch thought it was just fine to keep the children from 

talking to their mother. 

39. Mitch's actions in depriving us of telephone contact for over eighteen (18) days is cruel 

and violates the MSA, and our Stipulation and Order entered August 7, 2009. There is simply no 

justification for Mitch's conduct, and it is clear that Mitch has contempt for me, causing his contempt 

for simple Court Orders. 

FACUENTS \ Stipp \affes07202012.wpd 
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40. By Friday, July 27, 2012, I also had left several voicemail messages on Mitch and Amy's 

respective cellular phones asking for information regarding Mia and Ethan and for an opportunity to 

speak with them. Mitch and Amy would routinely hang up/disconnect my calls and/or send my calls 

directly to voicemail. Neither Mitch nor Amy ever returned any of my phone calls. I did not even call 

them either until almost two weeks had passed with no response to my text messages asking about 

Mia and Ethan. 

41. On July 27, 2012, at approximately 9:30 p.m., I finally got a response and limited 

information from Mitch concerning Mia and Ethan. Mitch's refusal to allow me to talk to them for the 

duration of his 18-day vacation period is confirmed in Mitch's missive to me. See Exhibit "13". 

42. I responded by asking Mitch, again, to please allow me to simply talk to our children. See 

Exhibit "13". I left Mitch a voicemail asking him to check his E-mail account for my response to his E-

mail given his statement in his July 27, 2012, E-mail that he does not check his E-mail account when 

he has custody with Mia and Ethan. I now need and seek a Court Order requiring Mitch to accept, 

review and respond to my E-mail, text and phone messages within 24 hours. 

43. In his E-mail, the only communication I had from Mitch during his entire 18 day vacation 

with Mia and Ethan, Mitch offered the following limited information: 1) that Mitch was currently in Dallas, 

Texas, with Mia & Ethan; 2) that Mitch had allegedly sent me an itinerary and did not know why I had 

not gotten it, but that he would only re-send it upon his return home at a still unidentified date; 3) that 

while I may "miss" our children, I should respect Mitch's travels by not speaking to them via telephone 

for the duration of his vacation; 4) that Mitch refuses to regularly check, if at all, the E-mail account he 

provided me for my communication with him concerning our children when he has them; and 5) that 

Mitch blocks all of my text messages to him. Certainly, this is not the "free and unhampered" 

communication with Mia and Ethan, nor the "open communication" between parents that is required 

under Section I of our MSA. The longer our case pends on appeal, the more defiant Mitch becomes. 

I am seeking appellate orders that direct the District Court to severely sanction Mitch, award me all of 

my fees and costs incurred and to put a STOP to the endless abuse of process by Mitch. 

44. Mitch's conduct noted above violates the following Court Orders and provisions of joint 

legal custody contained within our MSA: 1) Section I., 1.1 (a) of the MSA provides, "Each party shall 
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make every effort to maintain free access and unhampered contact between the Children and the Other 

Party. Neither Party shall do anything which shall estrange the Children from the other Party; injure the 

Children's opinion of the Other Party; attempt to denigrate or degrade the other Party; or otherwise 

impair the natural development of the Children's love and respect for each of the Parties. Both Parties 

understand that parenting requires the acceptance of mutual responsibilities and rights insofar as the 

Children are concerned. Each Party agrees to communicate and cooperate with the other Party with 

respect to all matters relating to the Children. The Parties understand and agree that the best interests 

of the Children will be served by the Parties continuing to openly and freely communicate with each 

other in a civil manner and to cooperate with each other in raising the Children;" 

45. 2) Section I., 1.1 (c) provides, "Each Party shall provide the other Party with a travel 

itinerary (including trip dates, planned destination by address, and an estimated date and time of arrival 

back at the Children's place of residence), and, whenever reasonably possible, telephone numbers at 

which the Children can be reached whenever the Children will be away from that Party's home for a 

period of two (2) nights or more;" and 

46. 3) Section 1., 1.1(d) provides, "The Parties shall encourage liberal and unhampered 

communication between the Children and the other Party. Each Party shall be entitled to reasonable 

telephone communication with the Children, at reasonable times of the day and night." See Exhibit "1" 

(emphasis added). 

47. I have independently verified with several of the major cellular phone companies, that a 

person must block text messages and phone calls from the same phone number. You cannot block 

one or the other. Since Mitch receives my telephone calls, he also receives my text messages. Mitch 

chooses to ignore both in violation of reasonable and standard Court Orders. Mitch has also lied to me 

about not receiving my messages. 

48. Notwithstanding Mitch's July 27, 2012 response, above, about blocking all 

communications from me while on vacation with Mia and Ethan, Mitch could have, but chose not to, 

allow me to at least talk to our children via telephone at any time from July 27-July 30, 2012 Mitch 

also could have forwarded me the itinerary that he claims was "mistakenly" not sent, or he could have 

simply drafted and sent me a new itinerary with the required information. Mitch AGAIN 
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chose not to coparent at all. Mitch's excuses lack credibility. Even if the excuses were true, the 

reasoning is clearly aimed at a serious failure to foster feelings of love between me and the children. 

Mitch is attempting to estrange the children from me. Mitch is certainly impairing the children's natural 

development. Especially at their ages, the children are not accustomed to zero contact with me for 

longer than three days. Mitch's continued refusal to allow me any telephone contact with Mia and Ethan 

lacks decency and respect for my relationship with Mia and Ethan, my role as their parent, and my role 

as Mitch's coparent. 

49. Moreover, Mitch and I met in mediation several years ago and already determined what 

the term "reasonable telephonic communication" means. Specifically, Mitch and I agreed that 

"reasonable telephone communication requires one daily telephone call to be placed by the 

non-custodial parent to the other." Our Stipulation and Order filed on August 7, 2009 specifically 

requires that Mitch actively facilitate at least one (1) daily telephone call from our children to me when 

they are with him. Mitch's statement in his July 27, 2012 E-mail that he has not "prevented" Mia and 

Ethan from calling is not only doubtful, but even if true, is insufficient to satisfy his obligation to place 

the call for Mia and Ethan. 

50. Specifically, the relevant provision of the SAO provides, "Telephone Communications with 

the Children". The parents agree to facilitate reasonable telephonic communication with the children 

such that the non-custodial parent shall have at least one phone call per day with the children. The call 

must be placed by the custodial parent between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m." 

51. Almost immediately upon entry of the Stipulated Order in 2009, however, Mitch chose 

not to follow this Stipulation & Order, especially as it pertained to telephone communication. To date, 

I rarely receive telephone calls from our children when they are in Mitch's care. Although Mia has her 

own iPhone at Mitch's home, and is able to text he and Amy from her iPad, which she also has at 

Mitch's home, Mitch does not allow either Mia or Ethan to regularly contact me via telephone and never 

via text. 

52. Sadly, Mia and Ethan tell me that they cannot call me unless they beg Mitch repeatedly, 

and even then, he often does not allow Mia to call, let alone dial my number for Ethan. Mia and Ethan 

report that Mitch will use what I recognize to be "distraction methods" to make them forget about any 
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desire they may have to contact me. For instance, Mitch tells the children to wait until after they swim, 

get ice cream, get donuts, etc. Despite Mitch's refusal to comply, the Court Orders remain valid and 

enforceable Orders. This telephone contact Order is quite important to me and the children, and Mitch 

is wilfully violating the same simply in an attempt to spite me. Mitch's increasing resistance to allowing 

free and unhampered contact between our children and me when they are in his care must be stopped 

immediately, or his timeshare periods should be decreased accordingly, including a decrease in the 

vacation time he should receive. 

	

53. 	Ethan is only five (5) years old, and he does not fully know how to place a call to anyone. 

While Mia knows how to call me, she does not know how to dial "'1' plus the area code" when she is 

away from Las Vegas, as she is only seven (7) years old. 

	

55. 	Mitch's refusal to provide any telephonic communication, advance travel notice, and travel 

itineraries estranges the children from me, absolutely restricts communication with me, let alone 

allowing free and unhampered communication, and absolutely "impair[s] the natural development of 

the [Mia and Ethan's] love and respect for" me as prohibited by our MSA, Section I, 1.1. Mitch also 

engages in other actions to impair our relationship, as noted below. 

56. 	Mitch's Violations of Custody Exchanges and his Solution: The Parking Lot. In addition 

to Mitch's 1.5-hour delay in custodial exchange upon the return from his camping trip, discussed above, 

Mitch has been routinely late in dropping off Mia and Ethan. See Exhibit "14". Often times, Mitch 

attributes his tardiness to travel problems such as "missing his flight" or delays in flights such as he did 

on July 10,2011 and January 1, 2012. Exhibit "14". Other times, such as his camping trip delay above, 

he would be unaccountably late for exchanges. For example, on November 26, 2011, Mitch was 45 

minutes late in exchanging Mia and Ethan because his "plans lasted longer than expected." Mitch was 

simply at the movies with our children, but refused to be courteous and text me, in advance, concerning 

his expected delay due to a movie which he knew about many hours earlier. When I documented these 

and other instances of tardiness to Mitch which occurred in March 2012, Mitch decided to retaliate by 

unilaterally changing the children's already-established drop-off location from that of in front of my 

home, where he continues to pick Mia and Ethan up, to ordering me to receive our children for my 

custody time at a parking lot adjacent to the guard gates of his home in The Ridges in Summerlin. See 
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Exhibit "6 ". 

57. I do not think this "ordered" exchange location dictated by Mitch is safe, nor do I think that 

it is beneficial to the mental well-being of our children for them to have to be shuttled to a parking lot l  

for exchanges instead of me being able to simply pick them up in front of the home that they share with 

their dad. I communicated my concerns to Mitch. See Exhibit "6". I repeatedly impressed upon Mitch, 

via E-mail, my grave concerns regarding his unilateral and punitive decision to change the exchange 

to this location. See Exhibit "6 ". I even asked Mitch to meet, in person, to discuss the matter in order 

to avoid the back-and-forth E-mail responses and to talk as two "normal" parents with concerns about 

their children. Mitch refused again, and more of my concerns with Mitch's wrongful conduct fell on deaf 

ears. See E-mails, Exhibit "6". 

58. Mia and Ethan do not understand why I am not allowed through Mitch's guard gates and 

in front of the home they share with their dad. This is especially true since Mitch and his family 

members regularly retrieve pick Mia and Ethan in front of my home with no reservations from me. I 

strive to provide Mia and Ethan as much normalcy as I can in their lives. Unfortunately, Mitch does not 

do the same to protect our children. In fact, Mitch asked me to lie to Mia and Ethan, and tell them that 

I preferred the parking lot, which request I rejected. See Exhibit "6" This is not the first time Mitch has 

asked me to lie to Mia and Ethan. I ask this Court to order all custodial exchanges to occur at our 

respective homes. 

59. On November 21, 2011, Mitch sent me an E-mail asking to me to tell Mia and Ethan that 

I would not be disappointed if they missed their Kidshine music performance that they had been working 

towards all year Mitch made this request because he wanted to, AGAIN, take the children to 

Disneyland, again, on "his" weekend. See Exhibit "15" This was yet another trip Mitch spitefully took 

without providing me the required 15-day, advance notice. Mia did not want to miss the performance, 

and has gone to Disneyland with Mitch a dozen times! Mia was devastated by Mitch's continuing 

refusal to accommodate the performance. Mitch purposely scheduled another trip  to Disneyland with 

the children because I am the parent who enrolled the children in the Kidshine classes. 

60. Again, Mitch asked me to lie to Mia, but I would not do so. See Exhibit "15". After many 

E-mails back and forth on the subject, Mitch refused to agree with me to take Mia and Ethan to their 
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performances which were important to them and me. As it turns out, however, Mitch changed his mind, 

and did not bother to tell me. I did not attend the performance based upon Mitch's communications to 

me on the subject that the children would not be present. Instead, I traveled to California to visit my 

sick grandmother. Mitch took Mia to her performance, but he did not take Ethan to his performance. 

Upon her return to my care, Mia was extremely upset with me that I had not attended her performance. 

I apologized profusely, and told Mia that I did not know that she was going to be present, or I would not 

have missed her first performance for the world. This is yet another example of Mitch undertaking 

actions to harm my relationship with Mia and Ethan, and failing to communicate relevant information 

to me, i.e., that he had changed his mind and was going to take Mia and Ethan to the music 

performance. 

61. Mia and Ethan's music class is not the only activity that is negatively affected by Mitch's 

refusal to coparent with me. Mitch also refuses to take Ethan to baseball games on the days that he 

has Ethan in his care because I enrolled Ethan in baseball. I gave Mitch notice of the activity and a 

complete game schedule. Mitch will also not cooperate with me to allow Mia and Ethan to attend 

summer camps or other performances that they desire. Mitch even removed Ethan in 2011 from the 

pre-school we jointly selected and which Ethan had attended since he was eighteen months old. Mitch 

also fired our pediatrician of many years in 2011 without notice to, nor consultation, with me. This 

further conduct also reveals Mitch's violations of Joint Legal Custody provisions ordered in our case. 

62. Mitch also shares minimal or latent information with me about activities he undertakes 

with Mia and Ethan. For example, I recently learned, on my own, that Mitch enrolled Ethan in a reading 

class at the Adelson School for June and July 2012. I have yet to receive any direct information or even 

notice of Ethan's enrollment from Mitch. I only learned of Ethan's involvement from another parent, 

who knew Ethan from his old preschool. Mitch refused to allow Ethan to attend this same 

preschool/pre-kindergarten last year. 

63. I believe Mitch is extremely mad at me because I am challenging, by appeal, Judge 

Sullivan's last Order which wrongly denotes Mitch as a joint physical custodian. Mitch believes he can 

bully me into dismissing my appeal. Thus, Mitch defies and disrespects me because I have not caved 

into his demands. Mitch's July 27, 2012 E-mail, discussed above and attached as Exhibit "13", 
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illustrates Mitch's point quite clearly. The E-mail documents Mitch's claims that he blocks all forms of 

communication from me to him when he has Mia and Ethan in his custody. Mitch also refuses to allow 

me contact with or information about the children as well. Unfortunately, Mitch fails to understand that 

we truly need to share information about our children and endeavor to work together. It is the basic 

principles of joint legal custody embodied in our MSA that we adopted and acknowledged as being in 

Mia and Ethan's best interests. 

64. 	As far as Mitch designating a parking lot for me to receive custody, my main concern is 

that of the physical safety of our children. The parking lot at a 6:00 p.m. exchange time is dark in the 

winter months. The lighting is poor. It is a tiny lot in front of the custom home finding center by The 

Ridges, Summerlin gate. There is usually one large, SUV in the parking lot during exchanges. I also 

drive an SUV. On one occasion, Mitch nearly backed his own large Suburban into Ethan as Mitch was 

trying to maneuver his way out of the parking lot and Ethan was walking to my car. I documented this 

dangerous incident, and appealed to Mitch, once again, begging him to "allow" for normal exchanges 

in front of his home. Mitch refused my request. Exhibit "6". 

65. If Mitch is concerned with limiting our direct contact, the parking lot exchanges he dictates 

require much more of such direct contact with him and his associates than before. Given our children's 

ages, however, I implored Mitch to simply permit the "honk and seat-belt rule" at our homes, which 

would minimize such personal contact since that is what he demands. In fact, Mia and Ethan already 

practice the "honk and seatbelt rule" when they are picked up at my home. I check out the window. 

When I see Mitch's sister, who is his nanny/housekeeper, and whom he entrusts with numerous tasks 

of caring for our children, I open my front door and send them out to Mitch's designated helper. Mia 

and Ethan are able to open the car door, enter the car, and fasten their seatbelts. It should be no 

different when I receive our children from Mitch's home. I seek such a Court Order for all custodial 

exchanges. 

66. 	What is most confusing about Mitch's parking lot "order" is that he failed to give me even 

one reason why the parking lot was a better choice than in front of his home. Instead of consulting and 

cooperating with me as is required in our MSA, Mitch said that he would rather save his reasoning for 

the Court. See Exhibit "6". Mitch's actions violate joint legal custody provisions of the MSA, they also 
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continue to impair my relationship with our children and serve to denigrate my role as a parent once 

more. Mitch enjoys this family law, District Court and appellate litigation. In fact, Mitch even made 

himself co-counsel in the District Court and Supreme Court actions. Mitch is clearly not objective, and 

cannot and is not giving himself good "advice of counsel", and his co-counsel, Mr. Smith has zero client 

control over an out-of-control client. 

67. Unpaid Health Care Premiums. I must also address Mitch's cyclical and unjustifiable 

pattern and practice of paying and then withholding reimbursement from me for his 50% share of the 

health insurance premiums that I incur monthly for Mia and Ethan. I have since June 2010, taken the 

responsibility of this important task, again revealing I am the person primarily responsible for the 

children's needs, health and overall welfare. To date, Mitch has not paid his share of the premiums, 

which is $97.00 per month, for the past ten (10) months. Mitch changes his mind approximately two 

to four times per year concerning whether he owes me these outstanding amounts.' 

68. Often, Mitch claims that he is entitled to "offset" these premiums against amounts for 

which he has no lawful claim. Mitch claims, from time to time, that I owe him for insurance premiums 

for Mia and Ethan from 2008-2009, even though those claims were already litigated and agreed upon 

in a Stipulation and Order. Mitch and his attorney agreed  to pay me outstanding amounts for 

healthcare and insurance claims at our hearing before Judge Sullivan on February 24, 2009. Mitch 

failed to properly or timely request reimbursement for these charges as set forth in our MSA and its 

adoption of the "30130" rule. Now, Mitch has recently added even more bogus amounts in again 

claiming an "offset" against his share of Mia and Ethan's health insurance premiums that he owes me 

per Court Order for this year. 

69. Mitch uses his on and off again refusal to reimburse me as another means of 

harassment. Initially upon our Divorce in May 2008, Mitch maintained health insurance for Mia and 

Ethan through a family policy under his company. The company paid the premiums. After his company 

became "insolvent" in June 2008, Mitch formed a new company and continued Mia and Ethan's 

coverage under his new company. 

70. At the February 24, 2009 hearing in our case, the issue of Mitch owing me outstanding 

unreimbursed health care expenses for such items as co-pays and medication was fully litigated. At 
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that time, Mitch had wrongfully claimed that I owed him for two-years of healthcare insurance premiums 

for periods during which his companies, not him, covered his health insurance premiums. Mitch was 

wrongly seeking to "offset" these amounts against the amounts he owed me. In early 2009, attorney 

James Jimmerson vehemently argued, on my behalf, that Mitch's claims did not consist of reimbursable 

expenses, but rather, were corporate expenses paid by Mitch's companies. Radford Smith, who was 

Mitch's attorney, conceded the argument on Mitch's behalf by stipulating that Mitch would pay me 

approximately $350.00 in overdue healthcare expenses, after considering his offset argument. See 

Order from February 24, 2009 Hearing. 

71. Following the hearing, Mitch's company continued to pay the expense of health insurance 

for Mia and Ethan. Mitch unilaterally decided to terminate the children's coverage on March 11, 2010, 

in another fit of unnecessary and unprovoked retaliation rage against me. Not wanting to return to Court 

yet again, and not wanting Mia and Ethan to lose health care coverage, I simply decided to secure new 

health insurance for Mia and Ethan, with the same insurance company, which coverage began in June 

2010. I reminded Mitch of his obligation to share equally in the cost of the new insurance, to wit: 

$97.00, per child, per month. This is a recurring, monthly charge I incur for the benefit of our children. 

Usually, Mitch does not dispute the amount he owes, but still refuses to pay his share of $97.00 per 

month. Given his apparent wealth and income-earning ability, the dollar amount of this monthly Court-

ordered obligation is in no way an undue burden for Mitch. Moreover, Mitch is under contractual 

obligation and Court Order via the MSA to reimburse me for these amounts. I ask that the Court now 

review Mitch's child support obligation, and have him pay a fair share of the children's premiums. 

72. In response to my June 2010 reminder to reimburse me for his share of the premiums, 

Mitch immediately resurrected his past claims of "offset" towards the corporate-covered premiums of 

the past, as well as those incurred following the February 24, 2009 hearing. Mitch was never due any 

sums and the Court Order reflects this fact. In addition to being barred from making this claim under 

the doctrine of res judicata, Mitch's reimbursement claims were never valid, as Mitch failed to timely 

tender to me the requisite documentation of such monthly charges within the 30 days required by our 

MSA, nor did he timely request reimbursement for such expenses. Again, Mitch's company, not Mitch, 

was actually incurring the expense, making Mitch's claims even more fraudulent. 

19 FACLIENTSIStipp affcs07202012.wpd 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

73. Thereafter, I simply continued to request reimbursement from Mitch on a monthly basis 

for his share of the premiums. See Exhibit "16". Mitch has refused to pay his share for 10 months and 

counting. I do not receive a monthly bill for our children's premiums. Instead, I have their monthly 

charges deducted directly from my checking account. However, I do print out a copy of my bank 

statement to show Mitch the required documentation for reimbursement, and I have endeavored to 

provide whatever Mitch wants within the required, 30-day period. I cannot afford to return to court to 

litigate matters over and over again without resolve. Yet, Mitch wants me to file another Motion, 

because he does not get held in contempt, nor sanctioned for any violation, large or small since 2008! 

74. On February 9, 2011, Mitch sent me a check in the amount of $873.00, which he noted 

in the memo line of the check was meant to cover his share of our children's health care premiums from 

June 2010 to February 2011. I made numerous requests prior to receiving nine months of Mitch's 

share in 2010 and 2011 as well. 

75. On May 2, 2011, Mitch again sent me a check for $97.00. Mitch noted in the memo of 

the check that the funds were being attributable to our children's health insurance premium, presumably 

for that month. 

76. On September 25, 2011, I wrote Mitch an E-mail asking him to pay his share of the 

premiums for the months of June through September 2011, as well as his share of Mia's cord blood 

storage fee, which he had, until then, always shared. I also requested outstanding contributions from 

him for our children's dental expenses. Mitch's response is of critical importance. See Exhibit "16". 

77. On September 25, 2011, Mitch affirmed his knowledge and acceptance of the "30/30" 

rule contained within our MSA. See Exhibit "16". Specifically, Section I. 1.3 of the MSA provides that 

"the Parties shall be equally responsible for the Children's health care expenses.. .and any premiums, 

deductibles, and co-pays associated therewith..." 

78. Section I. 1.1 (a) (iv) codifies the "30/30 rule" regarding unreimbursed medical expenses, 

to wit: "With regard to the exchange of medical documentation related to any claim of reimbursement 

for out-of-pocket medical expenses, the Parties shall be required to exchange such documentation 

within thirty (30) days of receipt, and shall pay requested reimbursement within thirty (30) days of 
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receipt." 

79. With respect to Mia's cord blood storage fee, Mitch decided on September 25, 2011, that 

he was no longer going to pay his equal share of the amount and directed me to use my child support 

for it. See Exhibit" 16". With respect to the health insurance premiums, he did not raise the issue of 

"offset" any longer, but instead clarified that "I [Mitch] am not obligated to reimburse you [Christina] 

without an invoice from SHL and confirmation that the bills have been paid by you [Christina]. Your 

request for reimbursement must also be made within 30 days of billing and payment." See Exhibit "16". 

Mitch said that my request for reimbursement for June, July and August 2011 was untimely made. 

80. On September 26, 2011, Mitch again sent me a check for $97.00 for the health insurance 

premium for September 2011. He also wrote me an E-mail on September 26, 2011, in which he 

referenced his invalid claims of reimbursement for employer-covered expenses. Mitch admitted that, 

in his own words, "I [Mitch] will pay my share of the insurance premiums for September because you 

[Christina] have confirmed that they have paid by you [Christina] (although you have not provided me 

an invoice)". All payments for Mitch's share of the children's insurance, however, stopped after that 

time. 

81. On October 24, 2011, Mitch surprisingly sent me another check, this time in the amount 

of $291.00. On the memo line of this check, Mitch noted that it was for his share of the children's health 

care premiums from June through August 2011. One year later, Mitch has me, again, begging him to 

pay what is due me. Mitch makes up his own Orders and causes problems, with each passing month, 

and I cannot tolerate his abuse of me and the Court process any longer. 

82. Mitch received a timely request for reimbursement for the premium payment for October 

2011. Mitch has yet to pay his share of premiums through August 2012. In fact, I also timely sent 

requests for reimbursement to Mitch for the months of January 2012 through July 2012, along with any 

necessary documentation. Mitch has failed to pay a total of eight months of past premium requests, 

which totals $776.00, and is currently due and outstanding. He also owes for November and December 

2011, which totals and additional $194.00, but I admit that I was minimally late requesting 

reimbursement for these two months during the holidays when I was busy. Thus, I seek a new Court 

Order that Mitch must pay me $97.00 per month for his share of premiums for ten months without any 
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further advance "notice" or documentation being exchanged. If the premium amount changes, I shall 

provide Mitch prompt notification and a statement documenting same. Mitch will then be obligated to 

automatically pay me one-half of the increased or decreased premium coverage each and every month. 

83. I was only four days late concerning my reimbursement request for December 2012, and 

my request for November 2012's reimbursement was given on the same date. Given the regular and 

recurring charge of $97.00 per month due from Mitch, I ask that he be ordered to simply tender his full 

share for all ten months. I will file a Schedule of Arrears with the Court. 

84. On March 15, 2012, I, once again, forwarded an E-mail to Mitch on this subject. I have 

made every effort to avoid returning to Court. In March 2012, Mitch again changed his mind, and made 

another Court Order of his own. Mitch resurrected his already-litigated and failed arguments that I owed 

him for employer-covered expenses back in 2008 and 2009 and that he was going to "offset" the 

amounts he indisputably owed me against these bogus and untimely requested amounts. 

85. For the first time, and solely for increased harassment value, on March 15, 2012, Mitch 

assigned an arbitrary $2,400.00 amount to his previously requested and DENIED offset amount Mitch 

incredibly also claimed FOR THE FIRST TIME, that I owed him for his six months of psychological 

treatment of Mia which he secretly undertook with Dr. Melissa Kalodner over two years prior, from 

September 2009 to January 2010. As the Court will recall, Mitch's contemptuous actions in obtaining 

secret treatment for Mia was considered to be "deceitful and deceptive" by Dr. John Paglini in his 

confidential custody evaluation. See Dr. Paglini's Report dated April 2010. To date, I have never 

received a single invoice, nor financial documentation indicating just how much Mitch paid Dr. Kalodner 

for her secret "treatment" of Mia, which she undertook upon my express revocation of consent for her 

to treat Mia. I even issued a subpoena upon Dr. Kalodner demanding her release of such records, to 

no avail. Certainly, Mitch never timely requested reimbursement for such treatment because that would 

have disclosed the secrecy. Mitch has never  provided financial documentation to me regarding any 

sessions, and I would have obviously timely objected to paying the same. 

86. In the same March 15, 2012 E-mail, Mitch also decided to now ask for reimbursement 

from me for his own litigation expenses associated with his decision to depose Dr. Joel Mishalow in 

2010, because Mitch could not read Dr. Mishalow's records. As the Court may recall, Dr. Mishalow was 
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the psychologist that we had "jointly selected" to assess Mia. Like me, Dr. Mishalow did not know that 

Dr. Kalodner was secretly treating Mia during the same time as he was treating Mia. In any event, 

deposition costs are not "unreimbursed health care" costs pertaining to our children. Mitch also 

referenced his final sessions of occupational therapy for Mia with Ms. Stegen-Hanson, which occurred 

over my adamant objections, and without my knowledge as they were occurring. Likewise, Mitch never 

timely requested, nor did he timely provide documentation of Ms. Stegen-Hanson's charges. On March 

15 2012, Mitch directed me to a subpoena return of documents for documentation for his untimely 

claim. This certainly does not comply with our MSA's "30/30" rule as Mitch clearly explained it to me 

via E-mail on September 25-26, 2011. 

87. In September 2011, Mitch admitted that he owed me for insurance premiums. I have 

provided Mitch with timely requests and documentation for the reimbursement, to no avail. Mitch's 

course of conduct in refusing to pay his share of premiums for nine and ten months the past three 

years, also demonstrates Mitch's knowledge and acceptance that the amounts are due and owing, but 

his ADAMANT REFUSAL TO FOLLOW COURT ORDERS AND TO PROPERLY COPARENT. 

However, neither the MSA, nor Nevada law, provide Mitch with his self-help remedies and repeated, 

improper "offset" claims. 

88. Mitch's cyclical actions in objecting, withholding, paying, and then withholding again, his 

obligation of support with regard to Mia and Ethan's health insurance is contemptuous, unjustified and 

abusive. The outstanding amounts must be reduced to judgment. Mitch's child support obligation must 

be reviewed, and he must be ordered to pay arrears, interest and penalties as well as my attorney's 

fees and costs incurred for all of Mitch's wilful violations of Court Order. 

23 FACLIENTS\Stipp\affcs07202012.wpd 



I S. reloest rrty Motion be grahted itt its entirety. 

7 	 . 

asTINA-CAL..pE130N STIPP 

Subadritied and awornla biadte me this 

16 	day. dtAtigtitt. 

6 	 fildtary .PeOlio,, :irt: art or e : tato: of Nevada 
CoutItyof Clark 

MAITHEW J. LAYTON 
Notary Public State of Nevada 

No. 09-9449-1 
My appt. exp. Feb. 6, 2013 

..Fel.-OrteititplAtilfila1102D12ivOt. 24 

TO I 

12 

14 

17 

18 

10 

21 

23., 

24 

25 

.26t 

27 

28 

I : 	$9. • I an :requesting that an: Order:to Show Cause lasura and enforpedagainSt Mitoty, 

2: I requetf. an- award -of atormy faas andoosIslzutted beinglotoed to flie my Motion,- Italy 

hOpe, for WHO .  and EthatY6 Sake, 'that theZOtIrtfitlálly  ttOA abase:of :Ole,. thatnildtan an0 

Cogrt1449.PS.s. : 'De laptitatogrcuStody oasa fel** On 0000 .04400.1dilhOthle*i that Mitch tab 

abuse the sysfem in the manner that has all the detrimeritof Mia and Ethan:. t respectfully 



EXHIBIT "1" 



(2‘;‘, 
CLERK OF THE COURT 
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MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 
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Electronically Filed 

01/20/2012 03:39:17 PM 

NEW 
PATRICtA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
886.1 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 

FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

) 
) 

) 
) 
) DATE OF HEARING: June 9., 2009 

) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, Defendant: and. 

RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., Attorney for Defendant. 

Please take notice that an Order was entered in the-above-reference matter on the 19* 

i day of January 2012, aoopy of which is allqied hereto. .. . .., 

, 	' • 	Dated this .7.Pd Cy'4-64f Januar/ 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE . . 

‘15071-CIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, NV 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 

CHRISTINA CALDE.RON STIPP, 

) Plaintiff, ) 	CASE NO.: D-08-339203-Z 
DEPT. NO.: M 

TIME OF HEARING: 9:00 am. 

Defendant. 

TO: 

TO: 

1 
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• 	 • 

Matt Layton; an employee of the 
• VACCARINO LAW OFFICE • 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF IVIAILINS.;  

I hereby Certify that 1 am an employee of the VACCAR1NO LAW OFFICE .and that on the 

day of January 2012. I deposited in the U.S. Mail; at Las Vegas, Nevada, in a sealed 

envelope with postage ,  fully pre-paid thereon, a true and correct copy of the following document: 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER and ORDER addressed to: . 

Radford J.. Smith, Esq. 
64 N. Pecos Rd., 4700 
Henderson, NV 89074 



Electronically Filed 
01/19/2012 12:51:25 PM 

I :ORDR. 
PAT 	VACCARINO, ESQ. 

21 Nevada Bar N. pOm 
II VAOCARINO LAW OFFICE 

a B.8881 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 80117 
(702) 258•-8007 
Attorney-for Plaintiff, 
CHRIStINA CALDERON-STIPP 
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DISTRICT COlg.kT 

FAMILY DiVistoq 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA. CALDERON-STIPP, 	) 

P(aintiff, 	) 

DATE OF HEARtK: Jtme 9; 2009 
TIME ..OF 'HEARING!: 9;00 a. 

The aoove-entitled• matter havin9 corpob(IferelhO.COurttiOan Defendanfp MITCHELL.  

DO.1.0.sTFP ITCHELL7) Motion 

 

for kocitja8itieration; Rehearing.or in the Alle.mative to Modify 

Joint Theshare, the Plaintiff, CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP ("CHRISTINA"), apoeatinci 

person and through her attorney, James J ,Ilmmerson, Esq. and Shawn Goldstein .,Esq 

M1TCH.ELL appearing in person through his attorney of record, RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ; the 

parties having beer s.worn !Rand having testified; Court having heard diept.tesion and -arournentt 

of counsel; the 00411 being fully-apprizeclin ttha prerie, the ,COLirtshevririg rita.ae said FINDINP 

and good cause appearing, 

T IS liE.REE)Y ORDERED, ADJUDtED AND DECREED that-the partiesi are i-eferred to l 

Featly Mediation. Center (FMC) for rnediàliOn. The parIies ran attend priirate mediation end' 

shell equally divide the-  .cost. The parties shall aqdresa h mediation- additional: time for .thel, 

childrensand114Whell: Oeu,flsel triay alto meetand confer .andegme liPon additional time, I 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

PC:ita•teittattprAbl it):EFr:44;r4va.I4 

CASE NO.: 0,08489203-Z 
DEPT. NO M 

MITCkELL DAVID-STIPP, 

1 Defendant 



10. 

11 

12; 

13 

14 

15 

151 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, AD,IUt*EDMD DECREE-D that : the parties shall provide 

2 11 a fir-teen day .(15)- day, advance written notice to the other party any time they take - the children 

1 .3 I out of the State of Nevada. 
II 

41 	a IS FURTHER .ORDERED, ADJUDGED MD DECREED:that an evidentiary hearing is 

5 I soliedule.d for the 27"' day of October 2060 ,  to address custody. 

6 IT IS FURTHER QR.DERED, ADJUOED AND DECREED that the hearthg - en 

CHRISTiNA'sividion to Confinii the hearing scheduled for Jub72, 209 at 1009 arn. vaeataci 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED' that the Minute Order shalt 

uffIce theOrder of the Court, and no al:W*11°00i 'order stigii be requiréd: 

IT IS *FURTHER ORD:ERED, ADJUDGED MD DECREED 1.1101 a. hearing oh:the return 

ftorn-.Eanlily Mediation Services icheduIed for August 7, 2011 efthe houreaf 11:00 a.rrt, 

Based.upon the för?goitiqi. 

IT IS SO ORDERED this cioy OL.je  

Difa-rift- co:41- sluclim 

• 17 Respe4dy stsbmitt6d .  by: 

181 
VACOARINO LAW OFFICE 

; . Lt(e a,Leit  

-pAT-mn-At: VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861W Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada f&I)fl 

• (In) 258-8007 
Attorney. for :Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 
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ETHAN—(Medical Appointments August 2009- 	MIA—(Medical Appointments August 2009- 
Present) 	 Present)  
8/5/2009 	Well Check/Immunizations 	8/5/2009 	Well Check/Immunizations 

(Christina)* 	 (Christina) 
10/21/2009 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 9/28/2009 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
10/26/2009 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 10/21/2009 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
12/14/2009 	Orthopedic Appt. to Check Status 	10/26/2009 	Sick Visit (Christina) 

of Thigh Bone Rotation (Christina) 	3/2/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
1/31/2010 	Sick Visit (Mitch) 	 3/6/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
3/2/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 7/22/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
3/6/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 8/17/2010 	Well Check (Christina) 
4/21/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 9/7/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
6/14/2010 	Orthopedic Appt. to Check Status 	9/20/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 

of Thigh Bone Rotation (Christina) 	11/15/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
8/17/2010 	Well Check (Christina) 	 11/23/2010 	Sick Visit/E.R. (Christina) 
9/7/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 12/14/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
9/13/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 12/19/2010 	Sick Visit (Mitch) 
9/20/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 12/21/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
9/23/2010 	Follow-up Sick Visit/Flu Shot 	1/25/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 

(Christina) 	 2/24/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
11/6/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 4/26/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
11/8/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 9/26/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
12/21/2010 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 10/13/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
1/26/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 10/20/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
1/31/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 2/5/2012 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
4/28/2011 	Well Check (Mitch & Christina) 	3/12/2012 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
5/2/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 	 6/14/2012 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
5/24/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
6/1/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
9/26/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
10/13/2011 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
2/13/2012 	Sick Visit (Christina) 
2/23/2012 	Well Check/Immunizations 

(Christina) 
3/14/2012 	Sick Visit (Christina) 

TOTAL= 28 Appointments in 36 months for Ethan 	TOTAL = 24 APPOINTMENTS IN 36 months for 
Mia 

* Parent Who Took Child to Doctor 

Christina = 52 doctor visits in 36 months 

Mitch = 3 doctor visits in 36 months 
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05/26/2009 10:21 	4551338 PAGE 01/02 SHARON 

D-08-389203-7, 

Divorce - Joint Petition 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

COURT MINUTES 	June 04, 2(109 

D-08-389203-Z 	In the Matter of the Joint Petition for Divorce of: 
Mitchell David Stipp and Ch._ ristina Calderon Stipplpetitioners.  

June 04, 2009 	9:00 AM Motion to Reconsider Mitchell Stipp's 
Motion for 
Reconsideration, 
Rehearing or in the 
Alternative to Modify 
Joint Timeshare 

HEARD BY: Sullivan, Frank P. 

COURT CLERK: Lori Parr 

PARTIES: 
Christina Stipp, Petitioner, 	James Jimmerson, Attorney, 
present 	 present 
Ethan Stipp, Subject Minor, not 
present 
Mia Stipp, Subject Minor, not 
present 
Mitchell Stipp, Petitioner, 	Radford Smith, Attorney, 
present 	 present 

	 JOURNAL ENTRIES 

- Atty Shawn Goldstein also present on behalf of Petitioner, Mitchell Stipp (Mitchell). 

Petitioners sworn and testified. 

Following argument, COURT ORDERED the following: 

COURTROOM: Courtroom 05 

FEINT DATE: 06/26/2009 Page 1 of 2  Minutes Date: 	I June 04,2009  



SHARON 06/26/2009 10:21 	4551338 

D-08-389203-Z 

PAGE 132/ .132 

1) Parties REFERRED to Family Mediation Center (FMC) for mediation. Parties may attend private 
mediation and shall equally divide the cost. Parties shall address in mediation additional time for the 
children and Mitchell. Counsel may also meet and confer and agree on the additional time. A return 
hearing is set. 

2) Parties shall give fifteen (15) days notice in writing when they are taking the children out of the 
State of Nevada. 

3) An Evidentiary Hearing is set with regard to custody. 

4) Christina Stipp's (Christina) Motion to Continue scheduled for 7/2/09 at 10:00 am is VACATED. 

This Minute Order shall suffice as the Order of the Court. No additional Order is required. 

8/7/09 11:00 AM RETURN: FMC (Mediation) 

10/27/09 200 PM EVIDENTIARY HEARING 

FUTURE HEARINGS: 

INTERIM CONDITIONS: 

Canceled. July 02, 2009 10:00 AM Motion 
Realm: Canceled as the result of a hearing cance4 Hearing Canceled Reason: Vacated 
Courtroom 05 
Sullivan, Frank P. 

July 23, 2009 9:00 AM Motion for Order to Show Cause 
Courtroom 05 
Sullivan, Frank P. 	. 

August 01, 2009 11:00 AM Return Hearing 
Courtroom 05 
Sullivan, Frank P. 

October 27, 2009 2:00 PM Evidentiary Hearing 
Sullivan, Frank P. 
Courtroom 12 

PRINT DATE: 06/26/2009 Page 2 of 2 Minutes Date: 	I June 04, 2009 
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lall - WU: r W: r WU: JUpp V. JIlpp 

wd: Fw: Fwd: Stipp v. Stipp 

hristina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 
): Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 

Mitch,  

rage 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Fri, Dec 2, 2011 at 10:58 PM 

i 

This email, among other things, also codifies your acceptance of the Court's June 4, 2009 15-day travel notice 
requirement. 

--Christina 

------ Forwarded message ---- 
From: Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com > 
Date: Thu, Jun 25, 2009 at 8:34 PM 
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Stipp v. Stipp 
To: smg@jimmersonhansen.com , rsmith@radfordsmith.com  
Cc: ccstipp@gmail.com  

Shawn: 

I received a copy of your letter dated June 25, 2009 and your proposed stipulation. As you know by now, I 
signed the stipulation (although Radford was out of the office most of today attending a funeral). I was 
able to speak with Radford at about 4pm this afternoon and sign and deliver the stipulation by your 5pm 
deadline. We jumped through all of your hoops. I do not think Radford will be in the office tomorrow so I 
am taking it upon myself to respond to your letter. To the extent I do not address all matters, I will leave it 
to him next week to do so. 

I think you are being dishonest when you claim not to be playing games. Rather than solve problems, you 
have become a pawn of your client's bad faith and soldier of Jim Jimmerson's questionable litigation 
tactics. One thing is clear, though. You do not want resolution for your client. You just want the 
appearance of working toward a resolution. That keeps the bills paid and your client happy (she does not 
have to actually provide me more time with the children unless I overcome the hurdles). You sent your 
letter and stipulation late this morning with an arbitrary 5pm deadline. You also demanded that it be signed 
without any changes. Although we jumped through the hoops, the truth of the matter is that it did not 
matter to you whether it was signed by your deadline. If we did not do it, then you would have "created" 
some sort of defense to the motion. Gamesmanship, however, will not resolve the problems Christina and I 
have with respect to the timeshare arrangement. It will only perpetuate the litigation. Given these tactics, I 
do not think Radford will defend your behavior (despite your request). It is apparent (and even Radford is 
disappointed by it). 

This matter of taking the children to Utah without notifying Christina is old news. However, you should 
I: 	up or shut up." If Christina believes that I took the children to Utah in April of 2009 without providing 
her notice, she had every right to file a motion for contempt. She did not (although I do not see any reason 
why she could not do so now). To date, I have seen nothing but baseless allegations and attacks on my 
personal and professional reputation. I know you have been busy the last couple of months handling "high 
profile" matters, but you should take the time to do your homework. I have already addressed the issue in 
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-e or more emails to Christina, and Radford previously sent a letter to you regarding the same following a 
.....iephone conference prior to the last hearing. Notwithstanding these items, at that hearing, you and Jim 
Jimmerson represented to the Court without any evidence in the record that I took the children to Utah 
without notifying Christina. If I remember correctly, Jim actually stood up, pointed a finger at me and 
called me a liar. The "liar approach" is typical for Jim (if he doesn't know the facts, he makes them up 
and/or calls the party a liar). It is actually quite comical (except now that he is doing it to me). This 
conduct is at minimum embarrassing and most likely a violation of the rules of professional conduct and 
the Court's rules. I take matters of professional responsibility very seriously and any attack on my 
professional reputation will not continue to be ignored. While it is clear that Jim does not care about 
decorum, professional or Court's rules, you cannot continue to sling mud without consequences. I will be 
reviewing the transcript of the hearing once it is available and will consider at that time whether a 
complaint to the State Bar of Nevada is appropriate for you; I know it is for Jim. 

For the record, I did not decline to address this alleged trip to Utah with the children under oath at the last 
hearing. This is a misrepresentation of the facts. Judge Sullivan simply did not ask me to do so (although I 
was swore in and prepared to answer any questions). I am prepared to do so if necessary in the future and 
welcome the opportunity to address it in our reply to your opposition. I am sure it will be the cornerstone 
of your 3 months of work. You should, however, consider the duplicity of your client's position: if I 
violated the terms of the marital settlement agreement ("MSA") by taking the children to Utah without 
informing Christina, then I should not have more time with the children, but if Christina violated the terms 
of the MSA by arbitrarily terminating my visitation rights with the children, then Christina should not be 
held accountable (unless I file a motion for contempt). This does not appear to be a winning proposition. 

ase be advised that I executed the stipulation only for one reason: I want more time with the children. 
Your analysis of the issue is simply wrong (but not surprising). Christina knows very well that her sister's 
wedding was planned in advanced and during my scheduled time with the children. I had plans whether 
she knew about them or not. She cannot just take the time from me without repercussions. Time with my 
children is important. She only offered the additional time because there was no defense to her conduct 
(despite your best efforts to create one). While I agree that fines, jail time and attorney's fees and costs 
were probably unlikely, I do think the Court would have held Christina in contempt. Your vast experience 
litigating other matters means nothing to me. All I care about is this case, and these facts, and I think an 
order of contempt would prevent Christina from violating the MSA in the future. Judge Sullivan at our last 
hearing actually encouraged it as a means of addressing issues like this. So let's be clear: I want more time 
with the children. However, Christina should not be permitted to violate my visitation rights and use the 
leverage of more visitation time with them to cover up her bad acts. To make matters worse, you enable 
her by justifying her conduct in your letter, and I fully expect you to use this "compensatory" time as 
"evidence" of Christina's continued good faith in your opposition to the motion for reconsideration. Such 
characterization would be complete bullshit. 

• Unfortunately, there are consequences to your distractions and bad lawyering. Due to Mr. Jimmerson's 
grandstanding, the Court issued in its minute order that the parties must now provide at least 15 days notice 
prior to taking the children out of state. I understand that Christina is taking the childing to California on 
Monday (but yet I just received notice of the trip today). I will leave it to you to advise Christina on 
whether this failure to provide the required notice violates the judge's order. The bottom line: you want it 

cannot have it both ways. All I want is more time with the children and there is absolutely no reason 
I should not have it. 

The current litigation is not frivolous. You make this statement but do not explain your position (probably 
because you cannot). I am well within my right to file the motion for reconsideration and the basis for 



Christina: 
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*ling  so is set forth in the motion. You should read it. Furthermore, I do not quite understand why you 
...ink the Court has repeatedly denied my request for more time. In fact, at the last hearing, Judge Sullivan 
actually made it very clear that I should have more time with them. I hope Christina is prepared to do just 
that during our scheduled mediation in 2 weeks. Otherwise, the next several months preparing for an 
evidentiary hearing are going to be challenging for everyone (especially you since you appear to be so 
busy). 

Best Regards, 
Mitchell Stipp 

	Forwarded Message ---- 
From: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com > 

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2009 10:34:08 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Stipp v. Stipp 

FYI, below. I hope that you will accept the reasonable accomodation I have proposed. 

	Forwarded message 	 
From: Suzanne Allison <saginunersonhansen.com> 
Date: Thu, Jun 25, 2009 at 10:22 AM 
(' -,bject: Stipp v. Stipp 

. Christina Calderon-stipp <ccstipp@gmail.corn> 

Attached is correspondence and an Stipulation and Order that we forwarded to opposing counsel this 
morning. Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. Thank you, 

Suzanne 

Suzanne Allison 

Legal Assistant to Shawn Goldstein, Esq. and 

James J Jimmerson, Esq. 

' MERSON HANSEN P.C. 

415 So. Sixth Street, Suite 100 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 
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Notice 

Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com > 
To: Christina Calderon-stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
Cc: smg@jimmersonhansen.com , rsmith@radfordsmith.com  

Fri, Jun 26, 2009 at 3:02 PM 

I never had any issue with your travels. However, you have consistently and needlessly complained 
about mine. Jim Jimmerson forced the Court to make this order by grandstanding about this Utah issue 
and now you cannot live by the rule. If you take the children out of state as planned, it will violate the 
judge's order regarding notice. I do not believe it can be waived as it is not an agreement I made (but now 
have to live by); however, I will not file a motion for an order to show cause why you should not beheld 
in contempt. I hope the children have a good time. 

From: Christina Calderon-stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com > 
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2009 12:19:36 PM 
Subject: Notice 

Mitch, 

eceived your email yesterday, which was addressed to my counsel. Thank you for advising me of the Court's 
direction on the matter of travel notice. Are you unwilling to waive the 15-day-notice requirement so that I may take 
our children to Sea World next week? 

Please advise, 
Christina 

Sent from my iPhone 

)s://mail.google.com/mall/?u1=28/11(=Od9401e555&view=pt&g=sea%20world&gs=true&search=guery&msg=1221e96e96306acd&dsgt=1 	 Page 1 of 1 
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\3M II Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

.hange of Drop Off Location 

litchell Stipp< mstipplv@gmail.com> 	 Wed, Mar 7, 2012 at 9:30 PM 
o: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

I am changing the drop off location of the children at the end of my timeshare to the parking lot of the Summerlin 
Custom Home Finding Center on the Southwest corner of Marble Ridge Drive and Flamingo Road at the entrance of 
The Ridges. The address of the building is 11277 Marble Ridge Drive. This site is the closest public location to my 
residence and only a few miles away from your home. I will still pick up the children at your home at the start of my 
timeshare; however, I will no longer drop them off there. I hope this change will eliminate your recent complaint that 
the children were dropped off late (because I am now reducing my travel time). As joint physical custodians, I also 
believe that you should share in the responsibility of picking up/dropping off the children. 

This change will take effect this weekend. 

Please make an effort to have the children ready to be picked up on time. I will do the same when they are dropped 
off. 



i Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.coni> '1 1/4.3i i..L.,•_ 

te: Pick-up/Drop-off 

litchell Stipp< mstipplv@gmail.com > 
o: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

I never asked the children to "just deal with it." Furthermore, the children were unaware that you attempted to gain 
access to my neighborhood to pick up the children when I expressly communicated to you that the children would be 
dropped off at the new location. You must have informed them of this fact. While it may be difficult for you to 
understand, I am not willing to accomodate your request for you and members of your family to pick the children up 
at my home. I also do not think it will resolve our disagreement to articulate to you the many reasons why this cannot 
occur. Instead, I have established an alternative public location near my home that works better for me and my 
family (including Mia and Ethan). 

I apologize if you were offended by my use of the word "bitching." To me, it seemed to be an accurate description of 
your actions (whether male or female and not you personally). To use the word "complaining" would not accurately 
characterize your numerous emails. 

If you want to file a motion, you have the right to do so. I would prefer that you did not. However, I would appreciate 
it if you stop writing to me about this matter. 

On Mar 15, 2012, at 2:06 PM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

Mitch, 

The children were very upset by the change in drop off as well as your parking lot idea. According to 
them, however, they were told by you to "just deal with it." They asked me why they are not allowed to 
show me their home and why I was not allowed through the gates. I do not think this constitutes "no 
problem" regarding last week's exchange. Obviously, the children are more affected by your 
decisions than you wish to admit. Also, the parking lot is not well-lit. It is dimly lit. This will be even 
worse during winter months. 

I am more than happy to share in the responsibility of picking up our children. I will gladly pick them up 
in front of your home, as is normal and customary in cases of divorce. If you want to avoid litigation on 
this matter, simply allow such a reasonable exchange. You have yet to articulate one reason  why I 
cannot simply pick up the children from in front of your home. 

Please do not belittle my valid concerns as a parent as "bitching." I deserve more respect from you 
than that. Your treatment of me is surely lacking. Resorting to cursing and using such demeaning 
terms is not only unprofessional and sexist, but it is also completely uncalled for in any situation. 

--Christina 

On Thu, Mar 15, 2012 at 1:17 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 
I received your message below. You picked up the children last week at the new location without any 
problems. The location provides adequate parking and lighting, no traffic (unlike a street or 
commercial parking lot), and is a few hundred feet from the security guard tower at the entrance of 
The Ridges. You should share the responsibility as a joint physical custodian of picking up the 
children and respect my preference for this to occur at a public place near my home. 

If you decide to file a motion, I will address the matter further in my opposition. However, I would 
prefer to avoid litigation on this issue. I do not think you should waste the court's time and resources 
on a simple matter that should be decided by us. Just like me, I am sure Judge Potter is tired of your 

Thu, Mar 15, 2012 at 3:15 PM 



drama, exaggerations and incessant bitching. As I communicated to you previously, the children are 
absolutely fine with the change, and they are the only ones that matter. 

On Mar 15, 2012, at 9:59 AM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

Mitch, 

With all due respect, I do not believe that you can or should make a unilateral change to 
our established drop off/ pick up routine. It is unfortunate that you refuse to make a 
mutual decision regarding this matter. This is a matter of prior agreement regarding a 
joint legal custody issue. The impact on the children of your decision, including their 
physical and emotional well-being, merits additional consideration. They should not 
have to be shuttled to a parking lot, when a safer alternative exists. If you can't provide 
that, then I have no choice than to put the matter to the Court to decide. Please advise 
if you change your mind. I will attempt to pick the children up from in front of your home 
once again tomorrow. Please do not reject this feasible alternative to your parking lot 
edict. 

--Christina 

On Fri, Mar 9, 2012 at 4:18 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 

I still intend to drop off the children at the Summerlin Home Finding Center as I 
previously communicated to you. As parents, we may not always communicate our 
true feelings to our children about a particular situation or result If you do not feel 
comfortable doing this, I would ask that you say nothing more on the matter. It is 
unfortunate that you already communicated to the children that you may be picking 
them up at my house this weekend (when I never communicated to you that this was 
even a possibility). Regardless, I have discussed the issue with the children, and 
both are fine with the new drop off location. 

I think you are grossly exaggerating the impact to the children of this change. The 
children are not being left in a parking lot. The children will remain in my vehicle until 
you arrive. It is a simple matter of opening the car door to allow you to remove the 
children, getting immediately into your vehicle and leaving. I cannot imagine that this 
procedure will affect them in any way. 

As far as your offer to meet in person to discuss this matter further, I appreciate it. I 
think face-to-face discussions may be more productive than email exchanges in the 
future. However, in this instance, I do not think there is anything more to say. 

On Mar 9, 2012, at 10:14 AM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

> Mitch, 

> I am writing, one last time, to ask you to confirm this Sunday's pick-up/drop-off 
location. In your last email to me, you asked me to lie to the children regarding your 
parking lot drop-off proposal. Please do not ask me to do so again. As you know, my 
preference is to be able to pick up the children in front of their home, as is normal and 
customary in cases of divorce. In fact, I already told Mia and Ethan that I might be 
picking them up this Sunday in front of your home in order to prepare them for the 
change to their four-year routine. 
> 
> My foremost concern is for the emotional and physical health and well-being of the 
children. Your idea of a parking-lot drop-off is unnecessary, sends the wrong 
message to the children without any words even being said, and is not as physically 
safe as a front-door pick-up/drop-off. A court will undoubtedly agree, but I will not go 



down that path. I will leave it up to you. Please confirm what you decide as far as 
the drop-off/pick-up location for this Sunday and thereafter: will the kids be dropped 
off at my home on Sunday, will you allow me to pick them up in front of your home, or 
will you have them dropped off in a parking lot? Let me know. 

> --Christina 
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lrgent Request 

hristina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com> 
rsmith@radfordsmith.com  

c: PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com> 

Dear Rad,  

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com> 

Fri, Apr 20, 2012 at 8:24 PM 

Please confirm receipt of my email below. I also forwarded you an email last week that I attempted to send to Mitch 
regarding my health insurance reimbursement request for the month of April 2012. Mitch's email address no longer 
seems to be working. I have no other means to communicate with him. As his co-counsel of record, please confirm 
that you have received and forwarded this information to him. 

Thanks, 
Christina 

	 Forwarded message ----- 
From: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
Date: Sat, Apr 14, 2012 at 10:15 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Urgent Request 
To: rsmith@radfordsmith.com  
C DATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com> 

Rad, 

Please advise your client that we do not have an agreement to exchange time in July. 

Thank you, 
Christina 

	Forwarded message 	 
From: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Apr 13, 2012 at 6:46 PM 
Subject: Re: Urgent Request 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 

Mitch, 

The parking lot is dangerous and a much more important issue than the additional summer vacation time that you are 
seeking. It should be addressed and resolved with the utmost priority. Unfortunately, you do not agree and are 
choosing to endanger the kids for still unspecified reasons. 

As for your timeshare alteration request, please note that we do not have an agreement to exchange time with the 
kids in July. As I already told you, I cannot accommodate your request as I have out-of-town plans with the kids. I 
was unable to change these plans to accommodate your request. You asked for a response from me by April 13th. 
Thday is April 13th. In case you didn't understand me before, my answer is a no. 

--Ghristina 

On Fri, Apr 13, 2012 at 6:16 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 



We have addressed the matter of the pick-up/drop off location. My position has not changed. However, since you 
sist that I do so again, I will address only your allegation that I almost ran over Ethan. Of course, this is false. 

Ethan was not in any danger. 

It appears that you are attempting to tie resolution of this issue with my request to exchange time during the 
summer They are separate issues. If you think that I am willing to concede this issue just to exchange the time, I 
am not. If you do not agree to the exchange, I am prepared to make alternative arrangements. It really isn't a big 
deal. 

I asked you to respond to the exchange of time by today. Since I have not heard from you, I will assume that you 
agree and proceed accordingly. 

On Apr 9, 2012, at 11:48 PM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

> Mitch, 

> I urge you to please reconsider my request to allow me to pick up the children from in front of your home instead 
of the parking lot where you have directed me to pick up our kids, against my wishes, for the past few weeks. As 
you witnessed at yesterday's exchange, you almost ran over Ethan when you backed up your large SUV into the 
parking space adjacent to my car at our exchange. I appeal to you to please take the children's physical as well as 
emotional safety and well-being into consideration. Please give me an answer by tomorrow on this critical request. 

> —Christina 
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eturned mail: User unknown 

wistina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com> 
rsmith@radfordsmith.com  

x PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com>  

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Tue. May 29, 2012 at 10:54 AM 

Dear Rad, 

Please forward the email below to your client and co-counsel, Mitch Stipp. He refuses to provide me with a valid 
email address through which we can communicate regarding our children. As you can see, it contains official notice 
regarding our timeshare the 1st weekend of June 2012. I will forward you another such email from me to Mitch, sent 
on the same day, regarding my Summer out-of-town travel notice to him. 

Last Friday, May 25, 2012, Mitch had to send Mia back and forth across his designated parking lot at my scheduled 
pick-up time in order to use her to messenger me asking me when he was supposed to pick up our kids this week. 
This method of relaying and obtaining information is not safe, nor should our kids be used as messengers in any 
manner. 

Please advise what email address I am supposed to use in order to communicate with my co-parent, Mitch Stipp. 

Thank you, 
r' 4stina 

:Quoted text hidden] 
Final-Recipient: RFC822; mstipplv@gmail.com  
Action: failed 
Status: 5.1.1 
Remote-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.net  
Diagnostic-Code: SMTP;550 5.1.1 unknown or illegal alias: mstipplv@gmail.com  
Last-Attempt-Date: 2012-05-29 09:29:58 -0700 

• -- Forwarded message -- 
From: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
Cc: 
Date: Thu, 24 May 2012 23:03:41 -0700 
Subject. 1st Weekend of June 2012 	- 
Mitch, 

I will have the kids the first weekend of June 2012. 

--Christina 
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teturned mail: User unknown 

hristina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 
o: rsmith@radfordsmith.com  
c: PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com > 

Rad, 

Please forward the email below to Mitch. 

—Christina 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Tue, May 29, 2012 at 10:56 AM 

	Forwarded message 
From: <postoffice> 
Date: Tue, May 29, 2012 at 9:33 AM 
Subject: Returned mail: User unknown 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Final-Recipient: RFC822; mstipplv@grnail.com  
I" Sin: failed 

.us: 5.1.1 
Remote-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.net  
Diagnostic-Code: SMTP;550 5.1.1 unknown or illegal alias: mstipplv@gmail.com  
Last-Attempt-Date: 2012-05-29 09:30:11 -0700 

--------- Forwarded message 	 
From: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
Cc: 
Date: Fri, 25 May 2012 08:21:51 -0700 
Subject: Out of Town Travel Notice—Summer 2012 
Mitch, 

Please be advised that I intend to travel with the children out of town during my timeshare several times during the 
coming summer months. I will provide you an itinerary before I travel with them. 

--Christina 



A. M5,. A. VA A 

I 
Vi L 

:eturned mail: User unknown 

hristina Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com> 
3: rsmith@radfordsmith.com  
c: plvlaw@aol.com  

Rad, 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com> 

Sat, Jun 16, 2012 at 9:25 PM 

Mitch does not get my emails as you can see below. I have many other returned emails from him, and he continues 
to ask Mia questions the answers to which are contained in the returned emails you claim he receives. 

You are his counsel of record. It is not inappropriate for me to give you information to give to your client, who is 
playing email games by deliberately blocking the receipt of my emails. However, it is inappropriate for you to contact 
me directly, as I am represented by counsel. Please note that all of my communications to you have been copied to 
Patricia. 

-Christina. 

Begin forwarded message: 

Resent-From: mstipplv@gmail.com  
From: postoffice 
Date: June 13, 2012 9:25:29 AM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
Subject: Returned mail: User unknown 

The original message was received at 2012-06-13 09:22:08 -0700 
from postoffice.lv.cox.net  [10.0.0.11 

— The following addresses had permanent fatal errors --- 
<mstipplv@gmail.com > 

	Transcript of session follows --- 
... while talking to postofficeiv.cox.net.: 

RCPT To:<mstipplv@gmail.com> 

«< 550 5.1.1 unknown or illegal alias: mstipplv@gmail.com  
550 <mstipplv@gmail.com>... User unknown 

Reporting-MTA: dns; postoffice. Iv.cox.netReceived-From-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.netArrival-Date: 
2012-06-13 09:22:08 -0700 Final-Recipient: RFC822; mstipplv@gmail.comAction: failed Status: 5.1.1 
Remote-MTA: DNS; postofficeiv.cox.net  Diagnostic-Code: SMTP;550 5.1.1 unknown or illegal alias: 
mstipplv@gmail.comLast-Attempt-Date: 2012-06-13 09:22:08 -0700 

46d0447a12539e9adO4c247c93c 
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ha Stipp/Kids ° Allergies 

fork< rsmith@radfordsmith.com> 
o: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Christina, 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< costipp©gmail.com > 

Sat, Jun 16, 2012 at 5:45 PM 

Mitch receives all of your messages. It is not appropriate for you to communicate with me directly, and I would ask 
that you cease doing so. 

Radford Smith 

Sent from my iPad 

On Jun 16, 2012, at 8:30 AM, Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > wrote: 

> Rad, 

> Please pass this along to Mitch. 

> Mia: 
• 	ook Mia to see Dr. Brookes given irritation to Mia's vaginal area that was causing Mia to itch. Dr. Brookes 
c,....ared a urine sample from Mia at her appointment. She is sending it out for further testing due to higher levels of 
protein and pH level. She also examined Mia and noted the redness on her vaginal area. Mia told Dr. Brookes that 
she was also itching while on her camping trip with you last weekend. She said that you put diaper rash cream on 
her. Dr. Brookes said that we should use skin protectant but that if we use diaper rash cream with zinc oxide, to be 
sure to clean off the area well. If we leave the zinc oxide on without thoroughly cleaning it away, the area could 
become more irritated. She recommended Mia also periodically soak in warm bath if discomfort continues, with no 
soap or bubble bath at all in the water. 

> Allergies: 
> Mia and Ethan (more so Mia this season) are suffering from allergies. Ethan's seemed more intense in the Spring. 
Dr. Brookes recommended that we use Nasonex daily with Mia while her symptoms are so prevalent. Recall that 

she recommended the same for Ethan in the Spring. I have also been giving the kids antihistamine and, sometimes, 
decongestant at night for Mia as she has greatest discomfort with stuffy nose and congestion at bedtime. I also gave 
her a breathing treatment yesterday. Can you share with me what you are doing to treat the kids allergies? 

> Dr. Brookes recommended that we get the allergy testing done for both kids. The testing is offered at her office. 
We previously discussed testing, so I will schedule their appointments and let you know the appointment date and 

time. The cost was estimated to be approximately $320 per child. I will send you documentation on that as well. 

> --Christina 
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VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
• 	 A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
ALSO ADMITTED IN 	 8861 W. SAHARA AVE. 	 TELEPHONE (702) 258-8007 
NEW YORK & NEW JERSEY 	SUITE 210 	 FACSIMILE (702) 258-8840 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89117 	E-MAIL 	PLVIaw@aoLcom 

June 18, 2012 

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
64 N. Pecos Rd., #700 
Henderson, NV 89074 

RE: Stipp v. Stipp 
Case No. D-389203 

Dear Radford: 

I am in receipt of your E-mail addressing Christina's communications with your office. 
I disagree with your belief that the parties should not have free and open access to each 

other to communicate concerning the children via E-mail. 
In approximately the last year and since we were last before Judge Potter, Chistina 

and I are concerned that Mitch has repeatedly and willfully violated numerous Court orders 
as follows: 

1. Violations of Joint Legal Custody provisions, including, but not limited to (a) 
healthcare issues, (b) custodial exchanges, (c) enrollment in activities, and (d) 
travel itineraries. 

2. Overall refusal to communicate and coparent with Christina to meet the needs 
of the children, a serious custodial factor noted in NRS 125.480. 

3. Failure to abide by specific Court order regarding notice for travel with the 
children. 

4. Failures to abide by specific timeshare ordered, and failing to provide notice 
of his intent to be late for custodial exchanges. Christina advised me that in 
June 2012, Mitch was one and one-half hours late in exchanging the children 
to Christina at tils unreasonably, ordered unsafe custodial exchange location; 
and, 

5. Wilful failure to pay child support/unreimbursed healthcare insurance 
premiums for the children. 

Christina is extremely concerned with your client's numerous "orders" he makes 
modifying the official Court orders. Of further concern is Mitch's refusal, commencing in the 
last 45 days to provide or accept any communication regarding the children which conduct, 
we believe, has worsened with each passing week. Christina has confirmed with me that 
she has continually attempted to communicate directly with Mitch by phone and in writing 

HACLIENTS'atipp\letter54.wpd 



PLV/ml 
cc: 	Christina Stipp 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
RE: Stipp v. Stipp  

Case No. D -389203 
June 18, 2012 
Page 2 

regarding numerous parent/child issues. Yet, Mitch has gone as far to even block 
Christina from his E-mail address. As Mitch is your associate "counsel", Christina forwarded 
the messages to you requesting that you forward the communications to Mitch. 

Please work with me to assist Mich in allowing Christina to be able to effectively 
copa rent with Mitch and to E-mail Mitch about any and all issues involving the children. I 
hope you agree that the parties and counsel should not be wasting time and money 
addressing coparenting issues the parties should address and, hopefully resolve directly with 
each other. Please respond at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely yours, p
tric 

V CARINO LAW OFFICE 

,,/,_„,„,  
ia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 

HACLIENTSStipOletter54.wpd 
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Fwd: Returned mail: User unknown 	 Page 1 of 1 

From: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

To: PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com> 

Subject: Fwd: Returned mail: User unknown 

Date: Tue, Jul 31, 2012 7:37 pm 

Begin forwarded message: 

Resent-From: mstipplvadmail.com   
From: postoffice 
Date: July 31, 2012 7:11:54 PM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstippagmail.com >  
Subject: Returned mail: User unknown 

The original message was received at 2012-07-31 19:08:33 -0700 
from postoffice.lv.cox.net  [10.0.0.1] 

— The following addresses had permanent fatal errors -- 
<rnstipplvdmail.com>  

—Transcript of session follows 
while talking to postoffice.lv.cox.net.:  

RCPT To:<mstipplv@dmail.com >  

<<< 550 5.1.1 unknown or illegal alias: mstipplvadmail.com  
550 <mstipplvagmail.com>...  User unknown 

Reporting-MTA: dns; postoffice.lv.cox.net  Received-From-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.net  Arrival 
-Date: 2012-07-31 19:08:33 -0700 Final-Recipient: RFC822; mstipplvgmail.com  Action: failed 
Status: 5.1.1 Remote-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.net  Diagnostic-Code: SMTP;550 5.1.1 
unknown or illegal alias: mstipplvmail.com  Last-Attempt-Date: 2012-07-31 19:08:33 -0700 

y=e89a8fb201e29ffb2504c629fe94 



Fwd: Returned mail: User unknown 	 Page 1 ot 1 

From: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

To: PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com > 

Subject: Fwd: Returned mail: User unknown 

Date: Tue, Jul 31, 2012 7:37 pm 

Begin forwarded message: 

Resent-From: mstipplvcmail.com  
From: postoffice 
Date: July 31, 2012 7:12:06 PM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstippumail.com > 
Subject: Returned mail: User unknown 

The original message was received at 2012-07-31 19:08:45 -0700 
from postoffice.lv.cox.net  [10.0.0.1] 

— The following addresses had permanent fatal errors --- 
<mstipplvqmail.com> 

--Transcript of session follows 
while talking to postoffice.lv.cox.net.: 

RCPT To:<mstipolvgmail.com>  

<<< 550 5.1.1 unknown or illegal alias: mstipolvqmail.com  
550 <mstioolvarmail.com >...  User unknown 
Reporting-MTA: dns; postoffice.lv.cox.net  Received-From-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.net  Arrival 
-Date: 2012-07-31 19:08:45 -0700 Final-Recipient: RFC822; mstipplvornail.com  Action: failed 
Status: 5.1.1 Remote-MTA: DNS; postoffice.lv.cox.net  Diagnostic-Code: SMTP;550 5.1.1 
unknown or illegal alias: mstipplvmail.com  Last-Attempt-Date: 2012-07-31 19:08:45 -0700 
y=14dae9399cadb88d5104c62a879e 



EXHIBIT "11" 
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itchell Stipp< mstipplv@gmail.com > 
): Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Sun, Jul 1, 2012 at 5:40 PM 

I will have the children for 2 weeks of vacation beginning at 6:00 pm on July 16, 2012 and will be traveling out of town 
with them during the same. 



EXHIBIT "12" 



Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

litchell Stipp< mstipplv@gmail.com> 
o: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Mon, Jan 9, 2012 at 10:59 PM 

i 
'uneral 

item - 1 .  unci at ilgp I Ul 

I am sorry to hear that your grandmother passed away. 

My visitation this week is Thursday at 6pm until Friday at 6pm (24 hours) as it is the second weekend of the month. 
As you are aware, our MSA provides you MLK holiday visitation which you have the right to exercise this year and is 

the reason why I do not have visitation during the weekend. 

I did receive your travel notice at approximately 8:02 pm on Friday, December 30, 2011. Your travel notice did not 
specify the actual location of your planned trip with the children (although your email below suggests that you were 
planning to travel to Downey, California). Based on this travel notice (which you have argued is required by an order 
of the family court), you are not permitted to travel out of town with the children earlier than Saturday night on 
January 14, 2012 (which is 15 days after you provided your notice). 

I am not sure it is in the best interests of the children (given their age) to attend the funeral services of your 
grandmother. However, I assume that the children will not actually attend the wake and burial but will be left in the 
care of relatives during such times. Under these circumstances, it would seem to me that you should leave the 

'dren in my care so that you can travel to California to grieve with your father, grandfather and other family 
_mbers. Mia is also scheduled to attend school, and she would miss most of this week if the children traveled with 

you. As you are aware, in the event that you agree with me and decide to travel without them, I have the right of first 
refusal to care for them anyway. 

You have threatened me with court action and sanctions over less than 15-days notice for out-of-state travel. You 
have unilaterally taken time from me when I have returned the children late during vacation and holiday travel due to 
circumstances beyond my control (when you already have more time than I do with the children). You regularly leave 
Ethan in the care of your brother to play video games after you drop Mia off at school so you can exercise at the gym 
or run errands (even though I am always available to care for Ethan, and Ethan has communicated his preference to 
be with me). You also have left the children in the care of your brother while you traveled out of state rather than 
provide me the time with them. Given the foregoing, it is very difficult for me to accommodate you. However, I am 
willing to do so if you agree to the following: 

1. Neither party shall be asked to provide the other 15-days notice of travel out of state with the children and all 
alleged, prior violations are waived; however, both parties agree to provide notice prior to leaving the state. 

2. Provide me visitation from 9:00 am to 6pm on Monday, January 16, 2012 and from 6:00 pm on Sunday, January 
22, 2012 until 6:00 pm on Monday, January 23, 2012, and I will waive visitation from 6pm on Thursday, January 12, 
2012 until 6pm on Friday January 13, 2012. 

3. Provide me visitation from 6pm on July 12, 2012 until 9:00 am on July 18, 2012 (which shall not be interrupted by 
your vacation visitation), and I will waive visitation at 9:00 am on Friday, July 20, 2012 until 6:00 pm on Sunday, July 
22, 2012. Note: I already have regularly scheduled visitation on July 12, 2012 through July 15, 2012. 

I look forward to your response. 

Begin forwarded message: 
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From: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
Date: January 9, 2012 3:02:44 PM PST 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
Subject: Funeral 

Mitch, 

As Mia informed you yesterday, my grandmother passed away on Saturday. Memorial services are 
scheduled for her Wednesday through Friday of this week. They will occur in Downey, CA, where we 
were planning on visiting this upcoming weekend per my earlier travel notice. 

In lieu of your scheduled visitation from 9am until 6pm on Friday January 13th, would you agree to 
accept Monday January 16 from 9-6 instead so that the children can attend the services? 

Thanks, 
Christina 



Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

hristina Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 
co: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 

Tue, Jan 10, 2012 at 10:55 PM 

:inerary 

Mitch, 

Again. Please cease your intentional infliction of emotional distress. The children will not be available on the 16th or 
the 20 other additional days of visitation you are trying to extort due to my grandmother's unplanned death. Please 
direct any further correspondence on the matter to my attorney and not me. 

-Christina 

On Jan 10, 2012, at 10:03 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 

> I really do not care what your email now provides after you have already left to California with the children. Your 
actions are sufficient acceptance regarding my proposal. You understood by my email what I wanted to permit you to 
travel and keep the children during my timeshare. 

> My emails are not harassment. I was simply trying to accommodate you (which I am not obligated to do). You 
t. --lerstood the consequences of your actions when you left and should not hide behind the death of your 

•mother to justify your actions. Unless you honor the arrangement, you are the one violating our MSA (and the 
court's order regarding our timeshare). 

> I do not intend to send you any more emails during your time in California. However, I expect the children to be 
available for pick up on Monday, January 16,2012 at 9:00 am pursuant to our agreement. 

> On Jan 10, 2012, at 9:35 PM, Christina Stipp wrote: 

» Mitch, 

» Your proposal is not accepted by me. Consider this email my rejection. Please stop your continued harassment 
and lack of civility. 

» -Christina 

» On Jan 10, 2012, at 9:02 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 

>» You do not need more time to consider my response to your proposal. It certainly does not require consultation 
with your attorney. It is very simple. We can disagree about whether 15 days notice for out-of-state travel is required 
by the court. However, there is no disagreement about my timeshare this week. The fact that your grandmother 
passed away last Saturday is not an emergency and does not justify refusing to work out an arrangement with me 
regarding my scheduled time with the children prior to leaving for California. You have had sufficient time, and I have 
offered you an arrangement that provides you the ability to be with the children in California during the time you have 
requested. Therefore, I deem your actions as acceptance of my proposal as set forth in my email dated January 9, 

' (regardless of your email below), and I will act accordingly. 

>>> Again, it is unfortunate that your grandmother has passed. For that, I offer my sincere condolences. However, 
you have a responsibility as a co-parent to work with me on these issues and have no right to decide them 
unilaterally (especially when it involves my time with the children). 



--> 
On Jan 10, 2012, at 8:23 PM, Christina Stipp wrote: 

).» 
>>» Mitch, 
>>.» 

»» We will be in Downey, CA from January 10-15th. We will be staying at the Crowne Plaza in Anaheim, CA on 
Harbor Blvd. I have my cell phone with me. I have not yet had a chance to fully review and consider the multiple 
points and accusations contained in your detailed response which appears to be a settlement offer, let alone consult 
with my counsel regarding all of its terms. I hope that you can understand that my thoughts are focused on the family 
emergency at hand. My grandmother died. 
>>» 
»» --Christina 
>>> 
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inerary & telephone communication request 

hristina Stipp < ccstipp@gmail.com > 
): Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 

Please provide me an itinerary for any out-of-town travel you take with Mia & Ethan during your vacation time with 
them. Also, as always, I welcome any opportunity you could please provide them to call me during this time. 

On Jul 12, 2012, at 6:25 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 

> I will be keeping the children Sunday, July 15, 2012 at 6pm through Monday, July 16, 2012 at 6pm as make-up 
time for the day of visitation I am owed from your grandmother's funeral. 

Sat, Jul 14, 2012 at 12:39 PM 
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elephone Call 

hristina Stipp< ccstipp©gmail.com> 
): Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv©gmail.com > 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp©gmail.com > 

Wed, Jul 18, 2012 at 8:49 AM 

Mitch, 

Can you please have the kids call me? It's been almost a week since they've been away with you. I would love to 
hear from them. 

Thanks, 
Christina 
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i i Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

lia & Ethan 

lristina Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 	 Mon, Jul 23, 2012 at 8:09 AM 
): "amy.stipp@yahoo.com " <amy.stipp@yahoo.com >, "amystipp@yahoo.com " <amystipp@yahoo.com > 

Hi Amy, 

I was wondering if you could please help me talk to Mia and Ethan today via telephone. I haven't seen them or 
talked to them in over 11 days. As you know, I don't get them back until next Monday. I miss them dearly and would 
love to be able talk to them and tell them that I love them. I'm afraid that my messages to Mitch over the last week 
regarding the same telephone call request may have not reached him. My cell phone number is below. 

Thank you, 
Christina 
(702) 610-0032 
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Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com > 

)live Branch--Request for Mediation 

:hristina Calderon-Stipp < ccstipp@gmail.corn> 
'o: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
;o: PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com >, rsmith@radfordsmith.com  

Mitch, 

Fri, Jul 27, 2012 at 12:09 AM 

It has been nearly a year and half since we have last been in Court. Throughout the entirety of this time, however, 
you have repeatedly violated numerous Court Orders with alarming and increasing frequency. Litigation has already 
taken a tremendous emotional, not to mention financial, toll on our families. For the sake of our children, I have 
endeavored, time and again, to work these matters out with you directly, and through your attorney, without resorting 
to litigation, to no avail. 

In fact, as recently as June 18, 2012, Patricia sent Rad a letter detailing my concerns regarding your multiple 
violations. To date, we have received no response from Rad, or from you, regarding these matters save for your 
continued refusal to co-parent with me in any manner whatsoever. Your recent action in deliberately denying me 
telephone contact with the children for over 14 consecutive days (and counting) is cruel. You have hung up on me 
and ignored multiple emails, voicemail and texts from me simply asking to speak to our kids. In attempting to hurt 
me, you have also hurt Mia and Ethan, who are only 7- and 5-years-old, respectively. They should have been 
allowed to speak to their mom during your extended vacation with them. Even prior to this vacation, the kids have 
reneatedly told me that you will not let them call me when they ask 

I am justifiably concerned for the well-being of our children. On July 1, 2012, you informed me that you were going to 
be taking Mia and Ethan out-of-town during your 18-day vacation with them (our MSA only provides for a 14-day 
vacation period). Yet, you failed to provide me with any itinerary of their travels as required by our MSA. Without any 
communication with them, or information from you regarding them, I cannot be assured of their well-being. It's not 
only a matter of common courtesy to let me know where you are going with the kids when traveling outside of 
Nevada, as well as to allow them to call me, but it is required of you by Orders of the Court. 

Please note that my decision not to seek judicial intervention, at this time, does not mean that I am waiving my right 
to seek enforcement of our valid and binding Court orders in the future. As you know, the fact that our custody case 
is on appeal does not mean that the district court lacks jurisdiction to address these continuing and egregious 
violations. For the sake of our children, however, I extend the following offer to you to attend mediation together in 
the hope of reaching a rapid resolution regarding these outstanding matters. 

At mediation, we could address the following: 1) your refusal to allow Mia and Ethan to talk to me via telephone as 
detailed above; 2) your leaving the state of Nevada on multiple occasions with Mia and Ethan without providing me 
15-day advance notice; 3) your refusal to provide me with an itinerary of your travels with them; 4) your refusal to pay 
your share of their health care premiums for almost 1 year, to date; 5) unilaterally changing our established drop-off 
location to an unsafe parking lot adjacent to your guard gates despite my objections and your rejection of my request 
to meet with you in person to discuss the matter, 6) secretly enrolling Ethan in a reading program without any notice 
to me, let alone an invitation to participate; 7) your being late repeatedly in your drop-off exchanges, including one 
instance in which you were 1.5 hours late; 8) your blocking receipt of my emails regarding important matters 
concerning Mia and Ethan; and, finally, 9) your refusal to communicate with me, let alone consult and cooperate, 
regarding any and all matters of joint legal custody involving our very young children. 

We have been successful in mediation before. As you know, in July 2009, we agreed to facilitate daily telephone 
c 'act with the kids. That stipulation was entered as an Order of the Court on August 7, 2009. Although daily 
te. shone calls may not always be feasible, certainly facilitating at least one telephone call every couple of days 
would be beneficial to our children and our relationships with them. Fourteen days without telephone contact or 
travel itineraries is simply inexcusable. 
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Please advise me immediately as to your willingness to mediate the above matters, and I would be happy to 
1rdinate this for us. For the sake of our children, I look forward to your immediate and affirmative response. 

Thanks, 
Christina 

- - 1- -- 	 9.41.=-(1,10d111 eSiiRrview=ntRrn=nlive°49(1hranrhgrne=-4 rnosTreporr. 	inn/n(1p, 
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Dlive Branch--Request for Mediation 
- 

hilitchell Stipp < mstipplv@gmail.com > 
"o: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.corn> 

Mon, Jul 30, 2012 at 1:23 PM 

I received your message below. 

You have never attempted to reach any sort of compromise on any issue. Both you and Patricia have repeatedly 
distorted facts, made false allegations, and continue to generate conflict over matters that hardly require litigation. 

For the record, I deny your false allegations. I will not specifically respond to them again because they have been 
previously addressed in my prior correspondence. 

While I am not opposed to mediation, any such meeting should also include resolution of the case currently pending 
on appeal. 

Mitchell Stipp 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 
Date: July 27, 2012 2:09:53 AM CDT 
To: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
Cc: PATRICIA VACCARINO <plvlaw@aol.com >, rsmith@radfordsmith.com  
Subject: Olive Branch--Request for Mediation 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.corn> 

;no subject) 

Thristina Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.com> 
ro: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 

Mitch, 

Sun, Jan 1,2012 at 6:59 PM 

This is the second time in less than 6 months that you have taken a trip with the kids and have failed to return them 
home on time because of poor travel planning. Please understand that this affects plans that I make with the 
children, including visiting with out-of-town relatives, who will now not be able to see the kids. 

I reserve the right to pursue sanctions against you for what is becoming your habitual violation of the visitation 
schedule. Please adjust your pick up time this week to accommodate your delay. 

-Christina 

On Jan 1, 2012, at 4:09 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > wrote: 

> Our flight back from Texas has been delayed. Based on current information provided to me, I expect to be able to 
return the children to your home between 7pm and 8pm tonight. I apologize for any inconvenience. 

> Sent from my Mobile Phone 

)s://maii.google.com/mailnui=2&ik=0d9401e555&view=pt&q=habitual%2Oviolation&q:  



Gm 
(no subject) 

Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com> 
To: Christina Stipp <ccstipp©gmail.com > 

I will not be able to return the kids at our normal drop off location until 7:30pm. We ran into some unforeseen delays 
during our camping trip. 

Sent from my Mobile Phone 

Sun, Jun 10, 2012 at 4:49 PM 

s://mallgoogle.com/mailflui =2&ik=0d9401e555&view=pt&q=late&qs=true&search=query&msg=137d8ce868e4d7aa Page 1 of 1 



(no subject) 

Mitchell Stipp <mitchellstipp@yahoo.com > 
To: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Please be advised that we missed our flight back to Las Vegas this afternoon. Unfortunately, we cannot get on 
another flight until tonight. We are now expected to arrive at almost midnight. Given these circumstances, I would 
prefer to drop off the children tomorrow at 9am. If you would rather I drop them off after we arrive, please advise me 
via email and I will attempt to accommodate your request. I apologize for any inconvenience this may cause. 

Sent from my Mobile Phone 

Sun, Jul 10, 2011 at 2:07 PM 

//mail.google.com/mall/?u1=2&ik=0d9401e5558,view=in&q=missed%20the%20flighaqs=true&search=query&msg=13115e08112215d8 	 Page 1 of 1 
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Kid Shine 
— 

Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Mon, Nov 21, 2011 at 10:29 PM 

Please be advised that I will not be able to change my plans with the children to accommodate their performances at 
Kid Shine on December 9th and 10th. I have discussed this possibility with them already, and both understood that 
they may not be able to participate. However, the children did seem concerned that you would be disappointed if they 
did not attend these events. I would appreciate it if you could let them know that you will not be, and I will endeavor to 
accommodate such activities in the future. 

Hmail.google.com/mallflul-2&1k=0d9401e555&vletv=pt&q=november%202011&qs=true&search=query&msg=133c9f77eef369d4 	 Pg e 1 of 1 
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i Christina Calderon-Stipp< ccstipp@gmail.coni> L.101 

lealth Premiums, Dental reimbursement, CBR 

litchell Stipp < mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com > 	 Mon, Sep 26, 2011 at 10:03 AM 
b: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

I am not playing games with the children's healthcare. I have paid more than my share of support since our divorce. 
I think it would be inappropriate for you to characterize me as a "deadbeat dad." I have timely paid every dollar of 

my child support which exceeds the statutory maximum. 

With respect to the children's insurance premiums, I obtained and paid the premiums after our divorce for the 
children's health insurance. You refused to reimburse me during this 2 year period even when I informed you that my 
former employer was not paying them. At our settlement conference in January of 2011, we discussed this issue and • 

thereafter I voluntarily paid the amount you demanded for reimbursement without any credit for my previous 
payments with the hope that such an act would be viewed kindly by you. I thought my good faith would be rewarded 
(i.e., grease the wheels of settlement). Unfortunately, I spent the next 6 months litigating issues with you and we 
never resolved anything. The problem is that you never concede anything. You always demand resolution your way. 
There is no compromise with you (i.e., you are a taker). It is why Judge Gaston at the settlement conference labeled 

you and Patricia as unreasonable. 

Let me be clear: I am not interested in litigating any issues in the family court. However, my position On insurance 
r —miums for June through August and Mia's cord blood storage fee is valid. I should not be expected to request 

Aces and confirmation of payment for items that you want me to reimburse. As far as the cord blood storage fee, 
this is not a medical expense (even if I paid any portion of it in the past). My support obligations are more than 
adequate to cover this cost 

I will pay my share of the insurance premiums for September because you have confirmed that they have been paid 
(although you have not provided me an invoice). I understand you may have elected with SHL not to receive 
invoices. However, I need some confirmation of either the monthly or annual premium amount As I understand it, 
premiums are periodically adjusted. I am unwilling blindly to pay these costs. 

Please advise me of the children's condition after Dr. Brookes has evaluated them. 

On Sep 25, 2011, at 10:28 PM, Christina Stipp wrote: 

> Mitch, 
> 
> Why do you want to continue to play games when it comes to something as important as our children's health 
care? Do you really want to be considered a deadbeat Dad? 

> You played games in the past by withholding your share of their health premiums for a year, then you paid a lump 
sum so you could save face before Judge Potter, then you began paying the $97 per month without requiring a 
monthly invoice. My attached bank statement show regular withdrawals from my bank account to Sierra health for 
each child for the past 18 months. I don't play games with our children's health. If you want, why don't you insure 
the kids and I'll pay you my half of their amount. 
> 
> Please try to put your ego, hostility and never-ending anger aside and be a decent person for once. I know that 
you and your fee-generating support group love to force litigation, but we are talking about undisputed health 

Tame premiums here. 
> 
> Also, if you had a question as to the amounts, why didn't you say something several months ago when I asked you 
for reimbursement? Clearly, you must have better things to do in your life than to continue to renege on your 
obligations of support for your children. 



hristina 
> 
> On Sep 25, 2011, at 9:17 PM, Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com > wrote: 

» Mia's cord blood storage fee is not a medical expense for which you can obtain separate reimbursement under 
the MSA. I am certain there is available proceeds from my child support payments that you can direct to make this 
payment. 

>> With respect to insurance premiums, I am not obligated to reimburse you without an invoice from SHL and 
confirmation that the bills have been paid by you. Your request for reimbursement must also be made within 30 days 
of billing and payment. I have no way of knowing what SHL is billing you for the premiums without an invoice. I also 
have no way of knowing that you have paid the premiums without confirmation of your payment. For the months at 
issue, you have not provided me any invoices. Today is the first time you have provided me confirmation that you 
have paid amounts to SHL. Even if you now provided all of the required documentation for reimbursement, your 
request for reimbursement for the months of June, July and August are now untimely. 

>> As far as Mia's dental bill, it is my belief that this payment was made. I will review my records and act' vise you. If 
it has not been paid, I will do so. 

» On Sep 25, 2011, at 7:55 PM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

>» Mitch, 

>» Attached is proof of my payment of Mia's cord blood storage fee. Please reimburse your 50% share per our 
'N. Also attached are copies of emails and supporting documentation that I sent you regarding your overdue 
Jth care premiums and Mia's last dental appointment. Please pay your share of those amounts as well. You 

have not paid any portion of the children's health premiums since May 2011. 
›.» 
>>> Thank you, 
>>> Christina 
>» <Dental Reimbursement.pdf><Health Premiums.pdf><Mia's CBR 2011.pdf> 
> > 



ATTACHMENT (c) TO 26 



Plaintiff, 

V. 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 

Defendant. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

OPP 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
T: (702) 990-6448 
F: (702) 990-6456 

rstn ith@radfordsmith.com  

MITCHELL D. s-n-PP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 007531 
7 Morning Sky Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89135 
T: (702) 378-1907 
F: (702) 483-6283 
Email: Mitchell.Stipp@yahoo.com  
Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 

FAMILY DIVISION 

ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 
YES El NO 

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE TO ISSUE AND BE 
ENFORCED AGAINST DEFENDANT, TO COMPEL DEFENDANT'S COMPLIANCE WITH 

COURT ORDERS, TO REDUCE ARREARS DUE BY DEFENDANT TO JUDGMENT, TO 
REVIEW DEFENDANT'S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION, FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF 

AND FOR ATTORNEY FEES, COSTS AND SANCTIONS 
AND 

COUNTERMOTION FOR MEDIATION OF PARENTING ISSUES, A RESTRAINING ORDER 
TO PREVENT DISCLOSURE TO 1 H1RD-PAR'nEs OF FINANCIAL DATA RELATED TO 
CHILD SUPPORT REVIEW, AND FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES, COSTS AND 

SANCTIONS 

DATE OF HEARING: September 25, 2012 
TIME OF HEARING: 1:30 pan. 

CASE NO.: 	D-08-389203-Z 

DEPT.: 
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COMES NOW, Defendant MITCHELL D. STIPP ("Mitchell"), by and through his co-counsel ol 

record, Radford J. Smith, Esq., of the firm of Radford J. Smith, Chartered, hereby submits Mitchell's 

Opposition and Countermotion captioned above, to the motion filed by Plaintiff Christina Calderon 

Stipp ("Christina"), through her counsel, Patricia Vaccario, Esq., of Vaccarino Law Office.' 

This filing is based upon the following points and authorities, the affidavit of Mitchell attached 

hereto as Exhibit A-I, all pleadings and papers on file in this action, and any oral argument made or 

evidence introduced at the time of the hearing. Specifically, Mitchell requests that this Court: 

1. DENY Christina's motion in its entirety except that this Court shall review Mitchell's 
child support obligations based on the formula applicable to joint physical custody 
arrangements set forth in Wright v. Osburn and calculate the "obligation for support" in 
accordance with NRS 12513.070(1)(b)(2) without any deviations. 	, 

2. GRANT Mitchell's countermotion for a restraining order to prevent Christina from 
disclosing to third parties his Financial Disclosure Form and any financial information 
provided by Mitchell related to the review by the Court of Mitchell's child -support 
obligations This restraining order would not prohibit Christina from sharing such 
information with her attorneys and accountants for the purpose of determining the 
appropriate level of child support. 

3. GRANT Mitchell's countermotion for mediation at the Family Mediation Center 
resolve parenting issues and matters related to insurance premiums. 

4. GRANT Mitchell's countermotion for attorney's fees, costs and sanctions agains 
Christina. 

I. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

The parties were divorced by Decree of this Court on March 6, 2008 (the "Decree"). The Deere 

granted the parties joint physical custody of their children, Mia, born October 19, 2004 (now age 7), an 

Ethan, born March 24, 2007 (now age 5). Christina unsuccessfully challenged that designation befor 

Because Ms. Vaccarino has raised an issue regarding the date of the filing of this response, Mitchell notes that a full copy 01 
Christina's motion was not served upon undersigned counsel until August 24, 2012 via mail. The ten (10) business day 
period prescribed by EDCR 2.20 and NRCP 6 ended on September 10, 2012 clue to intervening weekends and holidays. The 
three (3) days additional time added due to service by mail (N RCP 6) rendered the due date to be September 13, 2012. 
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this Court's predecessor, Judge Frank Sullivan, who confirmed the parties' status as joint physical 

custodians via Order entered on November 4, 2010. 2  

The parties were last before this Court on September 14, 2011. That hearing was a culmination 

of a year of litigation brought by Christina in which she demanded that the parties' children (then ages 

five (5) and three (3)) be submitted to continued psychological testing and therapy. The Court appointed 

1 Dr. Louis Etcoff as the expert to address Christina's claims, and instead of Dr. Etcoff finding that Mic 

needed therapy (he found she did not), he recommended, in essence, that Christina seek therapy. Th 

Court confirmed the findings of Dr. Etcoff at the September 14th hearing, and found that it was no 

medically necessary for Mia (or Ethan) to receive additional mental health treatment. 

It is worth noting that during time leading to the September 14th hearing, this Court repeatedl 

admonished the parties regarding the extent and nature of litigation in this case, and suggested more tha 

once that it did not want to see future litigation over petty matters. Regardless of the admonishment of 

the Court, almost from the date of the September 14th hearing, Christina and her counsel have engaged 

in a campaign designed to lead back to litigation before this Court. Mitchell has tried to disengage from 

Christina's efforts by only addressing with her those matters that he felt relevant to the best interests of 

the children, but Christina has been relentless, a fact demonstrated her present motion consisting of ovei 

100 pages of text and exhibits. 3  

Christina's motion rehashes a series of issues that have previously been raised and addressed 

before Judge Sullivan on June 9, 2009 (notice for out-of-town travel and insurance prerriums) 

2  Christina's appeal, and Mitchell's cross appeal, of that order is pending before the Nevada Supreme Court. The fast tracking 
briefing process is complete. The Nevada Supreme Court has invited amicus curiae participation by the Family Law Section 
of the State Bar of Nevada ("FLS"). The FLS has until September 17, 2012 to file its brief. 

3Christina's zeal for litigation even caused her to file in the Supreme Court (in response to a simple motion of the Arnicus fot 
a briefing extension) essentially the same affidavit that she submits with the present motion. She cannot stop herself from 
disparaging Mitchell to everyone that will listen, and complain about her perception that this Court has "failed to enforce 
valid orders." By Order dated August 29, 2012, the Nevada Supreme Court struck her pleading from the record of the 
appeal. 



December 8, 2009 (telephonic communication) and May 6, 2010 (telephonic communication) and (hi 

Court, Judge Potter, on October 6, 2010 (insurance premiums and telephonic communication). Mitchell 

in an effort to avoid readdressing these issues once again with the Court, would request that the Cour 

direct the parties to mediation to attempt to resolve them. Mitchell has nevertheless briefly addressee 

each of those issues below. 

A. Christina's True Motivation for her Request fOr Review of Child Support 

Under the Decree, Mitchell currently pays child support in the sum of $1,000.00 per month per 

child. Christina ostensibly moves for an increase of $80.00 in child support ($40.00 per child) to th 

statutory cap amount of support under the formula in NRS 125B.070. It is plain that the request for such a 

increase could not justify Christina's long motion. In reality, Christina is seeking continuing investigátior 

into Mitchell's finances to 1) to perform discovery into Mitchell's finances that was denied by this Cour 

previously; and 2) disclose Mitchell's financial information to others. Specifically, in motions both befor 

Judge Sullivan and Judge Potter, Christina claimed that Mitchell had failed to name assets doting th 

divorce, and demanded the right to perform discovery to prove her case. She had no competent evidence t 

support that claim, and the law did not Permit it. Christina nevertheless ploughed on with her claim.. A 

more specifically discussed below, Judge Sullivan denied Christina's motions, and later Judge Potter deniec 

Christina motion to rehear Judge Sullivan's order... 

As shown below, there is evidence that suggests that Christina has provided contidentia 

information from this file to lawyers representing creditors in the bankruptcy case of William Plise, th 

principal of Mitchell's former employer. Christina's design is to claim, as she unsuccessfully and withou 

basis has claimed here, that Mitchell has committed fraud. While Mitchell has tiled his Financia 

Disclosure Form, that form, or the information contained in that form, should not be used by Christina as 

weapon to forge ahead with bogus claims against him in actions that have nothing to do with this Court's 

-4- 



-5- 

calculation of child support. Mitchell requests a restraining order preventing the release of confidential 

material gained in the context of this action to others. 

B. The Calculation of Support 

Mitchell and Christina are licensed Nevada lawyers. Christina has refused to return to work and i 

without a doubt underemployed. Mitchell, on the other hand, has gone back to work, albeit on a project tha 

is coming to a close. Mitchell has been acting as an independent contractor for Field Law, Ltd. ("Fielc 

Law"), a Las Vegas, Nevada firm. Field Law has engaged Mitchell to perfoim work on a single mega 

bankruptcy case. In that matter, Mitchell represents a class of creditors of a local homebuilder before th 

United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Nevada. The term of Mitchell's engagement at Fiel 

Law will end upon completion of his work in that case. Attached hereto as Exhibit A-2 is a letter from Jo 

E. Field, Esq., confirming that fact. 4  

As shown below, Christina has not alleged any change of circumstances justifying a modification o 

support. Moreover, even if the Court were to proceed with a calculation without the requisite showing of 

change of circumstances, based upon Mitchell's income, Christina's willful underemployment, and th 

parties' status as joint physical custodians, this Court should reduce Mitchell's present obligation of 

support. 

In that bankruptcy case, there is a hearing on confirmation of debtor's plan of reorganization scheduled on September 25,2012 
which is the same date as the hearing scheduled on Christina's motion. Mitchell's work commitment this month has made i 
impossible for him to respond completely to Christina's motion by September 13, 2012, and he may not be able to attend th 
hearing in the present motion. For these reasons, Mitchell asked Christina to stipulate to reschedule the hearing and extend the 
due dates for filing his response and Financial Disclosure Form, to attend mediation at the Family Mediation Center, and t 
agree to keep confidential their respective Financial Disclosure Forms and any information exchanged by the parties related t 
the Court's review of Mitchell's child support obligations. See Letter from Radford Smith to Patricia Vaccarino dated August 
31, 2012 attached hereto as Exhibit B. Unfortunately, Christina refused to re-schedule the hearing date, mediate any issues a 
the Family Mediation Center, and agree to keep Mitchell's financial information confidential. See Letter from Patrick 
Vaccarino to Mitchell Stipp and Radford Smith dated September 5,2012 attached hereto as Exhibit C. 



ARGUMENT 

A. 	Review and Modification of Child Support  

1. 	A change in circumstance 'is required to modify child support. 

Christina's motion seeks a review of Mitchell's child .support obligations. 	At the time (lit 

parties divorced on March 6, 2008, Mitchell agreed to pay $1,000.00 per child, which amount exceeded 

the presumptive maxiMum amount per child pursuant to NRS 125B.070(2). Currently, the presumptive 

maximum amount per child is $1,040.00. Apparently, Christina would like to have Mitchell's chilc 

support obligations increased by at least $80.00 per month. Prior to the filing of Christina's motion, 

Christina never communicated to Mitchell that she wanted him to pay more than $1,000.00 per child. 

The Nevada Supreme Court in River° v. Riven), 125 Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213, 228 (2009) 

clarified that the district court only has authority to modify a child support order upon finding there has 

been a change in circumstances since the entry of the order and the modification -  is in the best interests 

of the children. The Nevada Supreme Court specifically provided: 

Under NRS 125B.145(1), the district court must review the support order 
if three years have passed since its entry. The district court must then 
consider the best interests of the child and determine whether it is 
appropriate to modify the order. NRS 125B.145(2)(b). Modification is 
appropriate if there has been a factual or legal change in circumstances 
since the district court entered the support order. Upon a finding of such a 
change, the district court can then modify the order consistent with NRS 
125B.070 and 125B.080. Id. Therefore, although a party need not show 
changed circumstances for the district court to review a support order after 
three years, changed circumstances are still required for the district court 
to modify the order. 

Id at 229. 

Christina has not alleged in her motion that any change in circumstance has occurred. 

Presumably, with respect to the change in circumstance, Christina is relying on the fact that Mitchell 
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recently accepted a temporary project to work on a bankruptcy case at Field Law. However, Christina doe 

not specify how this "change" warrants an increase in Mitchell's child support obligations. 

2. 	Calculation of child support must be based on joint physical custody. 

The parties have joint physical custody of the children. Christina incorrectly argues in her motioi 

that this Court should calculate child support on the presumption that Christina has primary physical 

custody of the children. Christina's position is frivolous. The parties' marital property settlemen 

agreement (the "MSA"), which was incorporated into the Decree, provides that the parties have join 

physical custody of their children, the subsequent stipulation to which the parties agreed and was entered 

by judge Sullivan on August 7, 2009 ("SAO"), which provided Mitchell additional time did not chang 

the custody status of the parties, and judge Sullivan confirmed the same in his order entered p 

November 4, 2010: No court (including the Nevada Supreme Court) has ruled that the parties ar 

anything other than joint physical custodians. -,- • 

The holding in Rivero confirmed that in cases where the patties have joint physical custody, th 

Wright v. Osburn formula, shall determine which party should receive child support. 216 P.3d at 231-3 

(citing 114 Nev. 1367, 1368-69, 970 P.2d 1071, 1072 (1998)). The Nevada Supreme Court explained: 

[U]nder Wright, child support in joint physical custody arrangements is 
calculated based on the parents' gross incomes. Id. at 1368-69, 970 P.2d at 
1072. Each parent is obligated to pay a percentage of their income, 
according to the number of children, as determined by NRS 
125B.070(1)(b). The difference between the two support amounts is 
calculated, and the higher-income parent is obligated to pay the lower-
income parent the difference. Id. The district court may adjust the 
resulting amount of child support using the NRS 125B.080(9) factors. Id. 

Id. at 232. 

The Rivero decision also made it clear that the Wright formula remains unchanged by the nev 

definition of joint physical custody set forth in its opinion even if there is a disparity in the timeshar 

28 

-7- 
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like in this case. Id. As set forth in Judge Sullivan's order entered on November 4, 2010, Christina has 

sixty percent (60%) and Mitchell has forty percent (40%) of the physical timeshare with their children. 

3. 	Christina is;villfully underemployed. 

As discussed below, Christina's Financial Disclosure Form ("Christina's FDF") 5  reports nominal 

income from investments and rental properties, and no income from employment. Christina disclose( 

on page 1 of Christina's FDF that her occupation is a "stay-at-home caretaker" who was last employed 

in her own practice, Stipp Law Group, in 2008. As such, Christina is willfully underemployed. 

Christina is an attorney who is licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada. She graduate( 

from Georgetown Law School in 2000. Prior to forming Stipp Law Group, Christina was a litigatio 

associate at Morris Pickering (which is now known as Morris Law Group). Christina otTerS n 

explanation in her motion why she cannot seek and obtain a job as an attorney. 

"If a parent Who has an obligation for support is willfully underemployed Or Unemployed t 

avoid an obligation for support of a child, that obligation must be based upon the parent's true potential 

earning capacity." NRS 125B.080(8). In Minnear V. Minnear, 107 Nev. 495, 814 P.2d 85 (1991), th 

court held that where there is a preponderance of evidence demonstrating that a party Is willfull 

underemployed, a presumption arises that shifts the burden to the underemployed party to prove that th 

willful underemployment is for reasons other than the avoidance of child support obligation. 107 Nev 

at 498, 814 P.2d at 86-87. Here, the Court must preSume that Christina's obvious underemploytne, 
, 

(she claims a total income of $608.00 on Christina's FEW), is due to her desire to avoid the correct 

computation of child support under statutory formula (as interpreted in Wright v. Osburn, supra). 

Consequently, when calculating the parties' relative obligations of support, the Court should utiliz 

Christina's "true potential earning capacity" as the basis for Christina's relative obligation. 

5 EDCR 5.32(a) requires that Christina's FDF accompany her motion. Christina's motion was filed on August 20, 2012, and 
Christina's EDF was filed nine (9) days later on August 29, 2012. 
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As an attorney who has at least eight (8) years of prior legal experience (which only include 

experience prior to leaving the work force in 2008), Mitchell believes Christina is still capable ol 

earning at least $75,000.00 to $100,000 per year. Christina, like other single mothers with school ag 

children, has ample time to work. She, however, does not want to do so because she believes it will 

disadvantage her child custody action, and she seeks to avoid a calculation of support whereby sh 

receives less. 

Christina's FDF reveals that she will soon need to return to full time work. Christina reports o 

Christina's FDF that she has $137,716.00 in cash in bank accounts. See Christina's FDF at pg. 5 (Line 

1-2). She also reports total monthly personal expenses of $18,507.00. Id. at pg. 3 (line 24), Th 

income she reports from investments and rental properties ($608.00), plus Mitchell's current chil 

support of $2,000.00 per month, less her total monthly personal expenses, leaves Christina with a tie 

monthly loss of $15,899.00:  Id. at pg. 4. At this "hum rate," Christina will be out of money in less tha 

nine (9) months. As part of the division of the marital estate at the time the parties divorced in 2008 

Christina received $1,826,000.00 in cash plus the rental property "free and clear" located at 100.' 

Hickory Park (now apparently only worth $175,000.00 according to Christina's FDF). Assuming tha 

Christina's FDF is accurate, Christina appears to be seeking more money in child support from Mitchell 

to cover her personal monthly expenses rather than working (which she is capable of doing). Faced witi 

the prospect of running out of money (or being forced to liquidate her rental properties for cash in a 

otherwise "down" real estate market), Christina still elects not to work because if She did she likel 

would not receive the $2,000.00 per month that Mitchell has been providing to Christina for the suppor 

of the children for the last four (4) years. From Christina's perspective, it makes better financial sense t 

accept $2,000.00 per month in child support, which is tax-free money for federal income tax purposes, 

than work. 

-9- 



Mitchell is working and earning money to pay his bills and support his children. He is doing s 

even though Christina has threatened to take time from him with the children pursuant to the right 01 

first refusal provided to the parties in the SAO. See Letter from Patricia Vaccarino to Mitchell Stipp and 

Radford Smith dated September 5, 2012, page 2, attached hereto as Exhibit C ("If Mitch has 'limited 

available time' this and next month, we would request that Mitchel provide his full work schedule and 

tax meeting schedule to Christina as soon as Possible so she may exercise a right of first refusal to car 

for the children in Mitch's absence and time of unavailability."). Fortunately for Mitchell, his wor 

schedule does not interfere with his ability to care for his children during his timeshare. • 

As shown above, Chfistina's refusal to return to work in her field is tactical. • She wino 

overcome the presumption that she is willfully underemployed, and the Court should base the parties' 

relative child support obligations upon a calculation of her tine indOine capacity. 

4. 	Christina May be underreporting her "gross Monthly income "for purposes 
determining her obligation for support. 

NRS 12513.070(b)(2) defines the "obligation of support" due for the parties' children as twenty, 

five percent (25%) of a party's gross monthly income as defined by NRS 125B070(1)(a) (but not mor 

than the presumptive maximum amount which is $1,040.00 per child). The determination of th 

obligation of support is based most often on the submission of the Financial Disclosure Forms required 

by EDCR .5.32. 

As referenced above, Christina reports on Christina's FDF that her total gross monthly income i 

$608.00 per month, and that the source of that income is "investment income and rental income". Se .  

Christina's FDF pg. 2 (lines 13-14). Christina does not disclose the source of the investment income on 

her Asset and Debt Schedule in the FDF; or anywhere else on the form. See Christina's FDF pg. 5 (line 

5-8 are blank). The source of Christina's rental income appears to be from the two (2) rental properties 

owned by "CME Properties, Series 1 and 2, LLC," which Christina owns through her separate property 
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4 

trust. See Christina's FIN' pg. 5-6 (lines 14-15). Christina, however, has failed to complete th 

Business Income/Expense Schedule for:her rental property business. See Christina's FDF pg. 9. 

Generally, cash or the fair market value of property that Christina receives from the rental 

properties (i.e., rent) is income from which Christina is permitted to deduct "legitimate busines 

expenses" for purposes of determining "gross monthly income" pursuant to NRS 125.B.070(1)(a). Sine 

Christina elected not to complete the Business Income/Expense Schedule for her rental propert 

business, this Court cannot determine whether the amount of rental income reported on Line 14 of pag 

2 of Christina's FDF is accurate. Furthermore, Christina fails to disclose the amount of depreciatioi 

claimed in computing the rental income. See Christina's FDF pg. 2 (line 14). "Legitimate busines 

expenses" do not include amounts allowable by the IRS for depreciation of a rental property. Whe: 

calculating income for federal tax purposes,, ai . annual deduction for the portion of the cost of rental 

property is permitted. "Taxable income," however, is not the same as "gross monthly income" uncle 

NRS 125B.070(1)(a). Depreciation is a non-cash deduction (i.e., it is a "paper" expense and does no 

require an actual cash expenditure) and therefore should not be deducted from income. 'Accordingly 

Mitchell believes that over and above her willful underemployment, Christina may be underrepOrtin 

her gross monthly income for purposes of determining her obligation of support. Since Christina's FD 

is incomplete (and untimely—See Footnote 5 above), under EDCR 5.32(a), this Court may construe it a 

an admission that Christina's motion is not meritorious and as cause for its denial, and this Court ma 

award Mitchell his attorney's fees and impose sanctions. 

5. 	Christina fails in her motion to set farth any facts which would justify any (falai°, 
from the calculation in Wright and formula in NRS 125B.070(1)(b)(2) in accordanc 
with the factors set forth in NRS 12511.080(9). 

The focus of the statutory formula for child support is meeting the needs of the children. Indeed 

NRS 1258.080(5) reads 

- 1 1- 



It is presumed that the basic needs of a child are met by the formulas set forth in NRS 
1258.070. This presumption may be rebutted by evidence proving that the needs of a 
particular child are not met by the applicable formula. 

In Fernandez v. Fernandez, 126 Nev. Adv. Rep. 3, 222 P.3d 1031, 1039 (2010), the Court held 

"if changed circumstances merit modification, revising the award to conform to the formula guideline:. 

presumptively meets the child's needs." Here, Christina has provided no evidence to overcome .  tha 

presumption. The parties' children have no special economic needs whatsoever. Christina has providec 

no evidence upon which the Court could make the required written findings mandated by NRS 

I 25B.080(9). The reason for this is that there is no basis for any deviation from the application of th-

statutory formula in this case. 

B. 	This Court should Enter its Order Restraining Christina from Disclosing to Thirdl 
Parties any Financial Information Produced or Filed in this Case. 

Both parties have an inherent privacy right to the financial information contained on theii 

Financial Disclosure Forms and any infonnation exchanged by the parties related to the review by th= 

Court of the parties' relative child support obligations. As discussed above, Christina's motivation: foi 

seeking a review of his child support obligations has little to do with increasing Mitchell's - suppor 

obligation. Since Christina's motion offers no evidence justifying any deviation from the formula as se 

forth in NRS 125.13.070(1)(b)(2), she cannot with a straight face argue that the possible $80.00 . totai 

increase is the real reason she has filed her bloated motion. What the evidence suggests is that Christine 

has two (2) true underlying intentions — to - revive stale claims, and to bring harm to Mitchell. 

Part of Christina's true intent in filing her motion is to obtain financial information On Mitchell' • 

"assets" to revive her "omitted asset" claims already denied by judge Sullivan at the hearings oi 

February 3, 2010 and June 22, 2010, and by this Court on December 1, 2010. Indeed, as part of hei 

present motion, she asks this Court to reconsider the issue of Christina's access to the tax returns of 
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Aquila Investments, LLC , which this Court already addressed at the hearing on December 1, 2010, anc 

Judge Sullivan had addressed before that. 

The other factor motivating Christina to file her motion seeking financial review is to harm 

Mitchell. It appears that it is Christina's intent to provide Mitchell's financial condition to creditors 

suing William W. Plise, the principal of Mitchell's former employer. Mr. Plise was a local real estat 

developer whose businesses failed as a result of the credit crisis beginning in 2008. Mitchell (and 

Christina through Stipp Law Group) previously worked for Mr. Plise's real estate companies during th 

term of the parties' marriage. Prior to filing for Chapter 7 bankruptcy in April of 2012, Mr. Plise wa 

the subject of several lawsuits to collect on his personal guarantees he Made areal estate loans secured 

by local projects. Christina appears to want to gather Mitchell's financial information and provide it t 

Mr. Plise's creditors to bolster false claims of collusion between Mitchell and Mr. Plise. 

The evidence of Christina's intent is found in the mysterious and anonymous provision ol 

information from this case to Mr. Plise's creditors. Specifically, prior to Mr. Plise's bankruptcy filing 

at a judgment debtor examination conducted by one of Mr. Plise's creditors, Mr. Plise was presentee 

with and asked about an affidavit that he provided for Mitchell in this case. The affidavit concerned th 

amount of money Mitchell received while working for Mr. Plise's companies. As this Court is aware 

this case is sealed pursuant to NRS 125.110, so the creditors would have no access to anything but th 

orders and pleadings in this matter. Indeed, the attorney representing one of Mr. Plise's creditor 

informed Mr. Plise and his counsel that Mr. Plise's affidavit in this case was "dropped off at [his] 

office[," and he did not know who delivered it. Neither Mr. Plise nor Mitchell provided Mr. Plise' 

affidavit in this case to Mr. Plise's creditor. Under these circumstances, it is reasonable to assume tha 



Christina or her counsel disclosed this affidavit. Attached as Exhibit D is a letter from Lance Johns 

Esq., who represented Mr. Plise, which confirms these facts as described above. °  

Mitchell's counsel has attempted to address the matter of confidentiality with respect to thes 

financial matters directly with Ms. Vaccarino. See Letter from Radford Smith to Patricia Vaccarin 

dated August 31, 2012 attached hereto as Exhibit B. Not only has Christina's counsel, Ms. Vaccarino, 

refused to consider Mitchell's reasonable request, she has impliedly threatened to disclose Mitchell' 

private financial data to the bankruptcy trustee appointed in Mr. Mises bankruptcy, the Review Journal 

and creditors of Mr. Plise and other parties who are investigating Mr. Plise's assets in connection witl 

his bankruptcy. See Letter from Patricia Vaccarino to Mitchell Stipp and Radford Smith datec 

September 5, 2012, page 3, attached hereto as Exhibit C ("Certainly, if the Bankruptcy Trustee, th 

Review Journal, creditors or investigators are seeking evidence of the truth, you cannot expect ChristinE 

and me to subject that 'truth' to confidentiality and/or a gag-order."). 

Contrary to Ms. Vaccarino's threats, this Court has the inherent power to enter Orders associate 

with the information contained in its case files. In Johanson v. Eighth Judicial District court, 124 Nev 

245, 182 P3d 84 (2008), the Nevada Supreme Court held that a poorly defined blanket gag order preventin 

discussion of a divorce action by the parties was unconstitutionally vague and overbroad. • In its analysis ii 

Johanson, however, the court recognized that "gag" orders may be issued when (1) the activity poses 

clear and present danger or a serious and imminent threat to Ei protected competing interest, (2) the ordel 

is narrowly drawn, and (3) no less restrictive means are available. Johanson, 124 Nev. at 247, 132 P.3 

at 96. The Johanson court further recognized a Court's inherent power to protect its orders and tiles, 

citing with approval Nixon v. Warner Communications, Inc., 435 U.S. 589, 598-99, 98 S. Ct. 1306, 

L. Ed. 2d 570 (1978) (noting that "[Avery court has supervisory power over its own records and tiles," 

6  The transcript for Mr. Plise's judgment debtor examination referenced in Mr. John's letter was not included in this E(hibit 

D due to its size. 



and the decision to allow access to court records is best left to the sound discretion of the trial court); 

Whitney v. Whitney, 164 Cal. App. 2d 577, 330 P.2d 947, 951 (Cal. Ct. App. 1958) (providing that 

alimony proceeding can be closed tbr the welfare of a child); State v. Grimes, 29 Nev. 50, 81, 84 P. 

1061, 1071 (1906) (stating that there are stronger reasons to deny public access to judicial recorth 

concerning private matters when public access "could only serve to satiate a thirst for scandal"); Katz v. 

Katz, 356 Pa. Super. 461, 514 A.2d 1374, 1379 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1986) (recognizing that "no legitimat 

purpose can be served by broadcasting the intimate details of a soured marital relationship," .however, 

good cause must be shown before a proceeding can be closed). Johanson, 124 Nev. at 250, 132 P.3d at 

98. 

Applying these principles to the present case, the Court should find that a "gag" order preventin 

disclosure of Mitchell's (or the parties') confidential information to anyone unnecessary to th 

determination of the parties' relative child support obligation. First, the activity of Christina providin 

Mitchell's confidential financial information to the community poses an imminent threat to Mitchell' 

protected competing interest, his right to privacy from disclosure to the public of such information 

Christine's position that she can publish such information to whomever she pleases, if taken to it 

logical end, would mean that everyone who is ever involved in a child support proceeding woulc 

thereby waive any right to privacy of even his or her most confidential financial information. Scornec 

spouses, like Christina, would be free to publish such information to whomever they please, includin 

business competitors, lawyers in adversary lawsuits, and financial institutions. The potential for darnag 

and violation of Mitchell's right of privacy justifies the imposition of the gag order under the first 

criteria recognized in Johanson. 

-Is- 



Second, the order here could be narrowly drawn So that it did not affect Christina's right to seek 

a review of child support. Indeed, Mitchell is not requesting a limit on the use of such information in 

these proceedings, only limits regarding the use of the information outside of the suftl 

Third, there is no less restrictive means available. Either the information is published to third 

parties or it is not. A simple restraining or gag order that does not affect Christina's right to prosecut 

her claim for a review of child support is not actually restrictive at all to her only legititnate use of th 

financial information. 

Based upon the foregoing, Mitchell -requests that the Court enter its order prohibiting th 

dissemination of the parties' financial information to anyone other than lawyers, experts or consultant 

involved in this case. 

C. 	Tax Returns for Aquila Investments, LLC 

The district court has already addressed the issue of disclosure of the tax returns of Aquilz 

Investments, LLC (the "Aquila Tax Returns") at hearings before Judge Sullivan on February 3, 201 

and June 22, 2010 and this Court on December 1, 2010. Again, for the record, the Aquila' Tax Returns 

are not Mitchell's returns. Judge Sullivan made it clear in his orders that the Aquila Tax Returns ma 

only be released to Christina's counsel and/or accounting expert pursuant to a confidentiality agreement. 

See Judge Sullivan's Orders attached hereto as Exhibit E. Mitchell has also offered to provide them t 

Christina as an accommodation. However, neither Ms. Vaccarino nor Christina has signed th 

confidentiality agreement provided them. Christina has also not provided Mitchell or his counsel th 

name of her accounting expert she has engaged to review the Aquila Tax Realms, and this person h 

not signed the confidentiality agreement. 

Mitchell desired to end the issue of Christina's .false claims in 2009 that he received distribution 

from Aquila Investments, LLC that were omitted from division of the marital estate upon the parties' 
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divorce in March of 2008. Mitchell asked the company's former principal, Mr. Plise, for authorization 

to present the company's tax returns to Judge Sullivan. Mr. Plise required that Mitchell sign 

confidentiality agreement, and upon doing so, on December 18, 2009, Mitchell voluntarily submitted the 

2007. and 2003 Aquila Tax Returns for in camera review by Judge Sullivan. Christina asks in het 

motion for Mitchell to confirm the location of the copies of the Aquila Tax Returns. Presumably, Judg 

Sullivan has retained the Aquila Tax Returns Mitchell submitted, and they are available for review in hi 

chambers (subject, of course, to a confidentiality agreement). 

D. 	Parenting and Insurance .Prenduni Matters  

Mitchell has asked this Court to refer the parties to mediation at the Family Mediation Center o 

the parenting issue's and matters related to insurance premiums discussed in this Section. The distric 

court has already addressed these matters at hearings before Judge Sullivan on June 9, 2009. (notice fot 

out-of-town travel and insurance 'premiums), December 8, 2009 (telephonic communication) and May 6, 

2010 (telephonic communication) and this Court on October 6, 2010 '(insurance premiums and 

telephonic communication). 

I. 	Notice of Out of State Travel 

Christina's motion asks for an order to show cause to issue and be enforced against Mitchel 

regarding alleged failures by Mitchell to provide adequate notice of out of state travel with the children, 

Ms. Vaccarino prepared and Submitted an order to this Court from a bearing before Judge Sullivan o 

June 4, 2009 and for some reason this Court entered it on or about January .  19, 2012 (almost three (3 

years after the hearing). See Order attached hereto as Exhibit F. At the hearing, Judge Sullivan mad 

an off-the-cuff remark that the parties should give each other .fifteen (15) days' notice of out of state 

travel, and that remark appeared in the minutes.. See Minutes attached hereto as Exhibit G. Judg 

Sullivan never intended this remark to be a "court order" because he expressly provided  that 1,0  onto 
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would be required  as the clerk's minutes would be sufficient record of the proceedings and referred the 

parties to mediation at the Family Mediation Center. The Nevada Supreme Court in State, Div. Child & 

Pam. Servs v. Dist. Ct., 120 Nev. 445, 451, 92 P.3d 1239, 1239 (2004) (quoting Rust v. Clark Qv 

School Dist., 103 Nev. 686, 688, 747 P.2d 1380, 1382 (1987) (emphasis in original)), held the following:, 

"Entry" involves the filing of a signed written order with the court clerk. 
Before the court reduces its decision to writing, signs it, and files it with 
the clerk, the nature of the judicial decision is impermanent. The court 
remains free to reconsider the decision and issue a different Written 
judgment. Consequently, a "[c]ourt's oral pronouncement from the bench, 
the clerk's minute order, and even an unified written order are ineffective 
for any purpose." 

We hold that dispositional court orders that are not administrative in 
nature, but deal with the procedural posture or merits of the underlying 
controversy, must be written, signed, and filed before they become 
effective. 

As this Court may not have been aware at the time it entered an order from Judge Sullivan' 

hearing, the parties subsequently agreed to a stipulation during mediation, which was .later entered. h 

Judge Sullivan as an actual order, and it does not contain any obligation to provide, fifteen (15) days' 

notice for out of state travel. See SAO attached hereto as Exhibit H. If judge Sullivan wanted th 

parties to be bound by a requirement to provide such notice, he would have entered an order ineludin 

such requirement and certainly would not have referred the parties to mediation to resolve this issue (and 

other matters before him). Furthermore, if the parties desired to be bound by such A requirement, they 

would have included it in the stipulation prepared by the parties during the mediation. 

Mitchell has provided adequate notice of out of state travel with the children after the hearing On 

June 4, 2009 and entry of the order by this Court on January 19, 2012. See Emails from Mitchell Stipp 

to Christina Calderon Stipp attached hereto as Exhibit I. Christina's allegations in her motion that 

Mitchell has violated any order of the court are simply false. While Mitchell understands that it may be 
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"common courtesy" for one party to provide the other party notice of out of state travel with th 

children, fifteen (15) clays' notice can be unduly burdensome and fails to serve the best interests • of tht 

children. For example, if Mitchell decides he Wants to take the children to California over the weekend 

to go to Disneyland, the beach, or camping, he cannot do so unless he notifies Christina ,fifteen (15 , 

days' in advance or secures a waiver of enforcement of this requirement from Christina. Attached a ,  

Exhibit j is an email exchange between Mitchell and Christina- during May of 2011. - In this email 

Christina asks Mitchell to change his timeshare with the children to accommodate a family function. 

Mitchell agrees, provided, that Christina allows Mitchell to take the children to Disneyland with les ,  

than fifteen (15) days' notice. Christina agrees; however, she subsequently learns that Mitchell has alst 

invited the children's cousins on the trip to Disneyland, and she revokes her consent because Christint, 

does not want Ethan to be around his cousin, Cody. 

Mitchell believes that Christina instructed Ms. Vaccarino to prepare an order based on a hearin. 

before Judge Sullivan and submit it to this Court for entry solely for the purpose of harassing Mitchell 

with threats of contempt. and controlling his 'timeshare with the children. Whether the parties provid - 

fifteen (15), ten (10), or five (5) days' notice, it is immaterial to the best interests of the children, whicL 

should be the only focus of any order by the district court. Christina is more interested in creatin• 

orders that she can attempt to enforce against Mitchell rather than allowing the children to enjoy travel 

experiences with Mitchell (even if they arise on less than fifteen (15) days' notice), 

2. 	Out of State Travel Itinerary 

Article I, Section 1.1(c) of the parties' 1VISA requires the parties to provide a "travel itinerar 

(including trip dates, planned destination by address, and an estimated date and time of arrival back[)]' 

when traveling with the children. Neither art has rovided the kind detailed travel itinerar 

required by this section of the MM.  However, similar to Christina, Mitchell has provided travel 
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itineraries that include the trip destination and places where the children would be staying. See Emails 

from Mitchell to Christina attached hereto as Exhibit L Although Mitchell has complied with this 

requirement of the MSA, Christina only wants more detailed information (which she does not even 

provide Mitchell herself) so she can continue to harass Mitchell and his wife Amy and interfere with his 

timeshare with the children. For example, after providing previous notices to Christina, Mitchell's hotel 

reservations have been inexplicably cancelled or changed, and often times on these trips, Mitchell and 

l Amy receive Multiple telephone Calls daily in the hotel rooms, which are immediately disconnected 

when answered by Mitchell or Amy. 

3. 	Telephonic Communication 

Christina's motion asks for an order to show cause to issue and be enforced against Mitchell 

regarding alleged failures by Mitchell to facilitate daily telephonic communication between the children 

and Christina during Mitchell's timeshare. This matter has been addressed by the parties in pleadings 

and papers before the district court at hearings before Judge Sullivan on December 8, 2009 and May 6, 

2010 and this Court on October 6, 2010. The fact is that neither party facilitates daily telephone 

communication with the other party.  If the children ask to call Christina . Mitchell always facilitates 

these requests. however, Mitchell does not receive daily telephone calls from the children and has  

never received a call from the children while they were on vacation with Christina. 

Mitchell explained in great detail to Judge Sullivan in his October 29, 2009 filing (pages 17-19) 

the reasons for his inability to comply with this agreement when he wrote the following: 

Mitchell has provided in Subsection (d) below an -email in which Christina 
simply "goes off' on Mitchell after he had sent her a reply email regarding 
the children's telephone communication. Specifically, the SAO requires 

. the custodial parent to facilitate daily telephonic communication between 
the non-custodial parent and the children by placing at least one (1) 
telephone call per day. Neither party has complied with the terms of this 
provision. While seemingly a good idea, the presence of this provision in 
the SAO has granted Christina continued opportunities to harass Mitchell 



and his wife Amy in front of Mia. Indeed, within weeks of reaching that 
agreement, Christina began to create conflict by refusing to permit the 
children to speak to his wife Amy (who happens to be the children's 
stepmother) on the telephone and disconnecting the calls if Amy spoke to 
the children during Mitchell's calls (even if the children asked to 'speak to 
her). 

Furthermore, Christina would attempt compliance with the letter of 
the agreement but ignore the spirit by placing calls when the children were 
otherwise preoccupied (e.g., watching favorite television program, 
immediately before guests arrived, dinner, or snack time, or when one of 
the children was sleeping) so that the children would immediately want to 
end the call or would not participate meaningfully in the conversation, and 
placing calls from various phone numbers, blocked telephone 
identification numbers and after hours with the expectation that Mitchell 
would not answer. Mitchell would return all messages lefi by the children 
or call back if calls were disconnected, but Christina would never accept 
Mitchell's calls or have the children return his messages even when he 
called back multiple times (in some instances less than 30 seconds after 
missing a call or a call was disconnected). Many times Christina or her 
family members caring for the children would disconnect the calls in the 
middle of Mitchell's conversation with the children. 

The issue of forcing the children to call the non-custodial parent 
became overly burdensome given Christina's bad intentions and 
gamesmanship. Mitchell ultimately reasoned that neither party should 
force the children to call the other parent, but that each should facilitate 
specific requests by the children to speak to the other. • On each occasion 
when the children have asked to call Christina, Mitchell placed the Call, 
and Mitchell has taught Mia how to use the phone and Christina's 
telephone number. If the children do not connect with Christina, he tries 
her again and always answers Christina's return telephone calls. 
Christina, on the other hand, does not place calls to Mitchell for the 
children any longer, and MitChell has only spoken to the children once on 
the phone in several weeks (which did not even include Mia's birthday on 
October 19, 2009). 

Mitchell attempted to communicate his position to Christina via 
email. The emails started cordially, but Christina erupted almost 
immediately when Mitchell requested that She refrain from making 
inappropriate comments to the children. The tone of Christina's mails 
(quoted below) are a perfect representation of why she cannot facilitate, 
and refuses to permit, frequent associations between Mitchell and the 
children. 
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Judge Sullivan never addressed the matter of daily telephonic communication in his order. 

Therefore, Christina's request for relief was denied. Cf. Bd. of Gallery of Flistoty v. Datecs Corp., 11 

'Nev. 286, 289, 994 P.2d 1149, 1150 (2000) (noting that the district court's failure to rule on a reques 

constitutes a denial of the request). However, this did not stop Christina from seeking to punisl 

Mitchell. Christina filed a motion for an order to show cause, which was heard by this Court on Octobet 

6, 2010, in which she again complained that Mitchell 'failed to facilitate daily telephonic communicatio 

with the children. Mitchell again addressed the matter in his September 23, 2010 filing (page 42). This 

Court ultimately denied Christina's motion. 

4. 	Location of Timeshare Exchanges 

Christina's motion asks this Court to consider her request to have timeshare exchanges occur at 

each of the parties' respective residences by the party receiving custody utilizing the "honk-and-sealbel 

rule." The parties' Decree and MSA are silent on the i ssue of the location of timeshare exchanges. 

Currently, Mitchell makes the children available for .Christina to pick up at the Custom Home Finclin ) 

Center on the Southwest corner of Marble Ridge Drive and Flamingo Road at the entrance of Tilt 

Ridges in the master planned community of Summerlim The address of the building is 11277 Marbl - 

Ridge Drive. This site is the closest public location to Mitchell's residence and only a few short mile.• 

from Christina's home. Mitchell has been dropping the children off and Christina has been picking 

them up there since March 12, 2012 (approximately. six (6) months). Christina desires to pick the 

children up at Mitchell's residence. Attached as Exhibit K is an email exchange between the parties 

regarding the pick-up/drop-off exchange. . 

Christina has harassed Mitchell and Amy since the parties divorced in March of 2008. Even 

after Christina pledged that she would stop harassing Mitchell in 2008, she has continued to harass' 

Mitchell and Amy. When Mitchell and Christina were married, they shared a home in Red Rock 



Country Club. When the parties agreed to divorce, Christina moved out, and Mitchell remained in the 

home. However, for several months after the divorce, while Mitchell was at work, neighbors regularly 

reported to him that Christina drove through the neighborhood, looked through the Windows at th - 

house, and periodically checked the mail. On October 24, 2008, Amy was with Mitchell when he wen 

to pick up the children. When Christina saw that Amy was there, Christina jumped into Mitchell's car,. 

and in front of the parties' children began screaming that Amy was a "homewrecker,"  a "bitch,"  and 

"shit."  She only left the -car when her father pulled her away. To reduce the potential for conflict. 

Mitchell's sister, Megan Cantrell, began facilitating the timeshare exchanges. Ms. Cantrell • would pick 

up and drop off the children at Christina's home. However, Ms. Cantrell is not always, available to dro 

off the children. 

At an appointment for Mia on June 9, 2010, in front, of Ethan, Christina called Amy .a,"-bitcle 

and a "whore"  and Screamed at her that "God is unishina ,on because on can't have Children 04 

your own."  Christina usually invites her brother, Anthony Calderon, to pick up the children. Mr. 

Calderon has also picked up the children without Christina. The relationship between Mr. Calderon an 

Mitchell is detailed extensively in Mitchell's September 23, 2010 filing (pages 13-15). To refresh th 

memory of the Court, Mr. Calderon threatened to beat Mitchell up and kill him at Mia's appointment o, 

June 9, 2010. Mitchell obtained a restraining order against Mt. Calderon, which was later dissolved. 

Ms..Vaccarino also represented Mr. Calderon. 

Mitchell lives with his wife Amy and their son, Mitchell, Jr., who is now almost two (2) year ,  

old, in a gated community in Summerlin. The decision to allow Christina access to their community i 

not Mitchell's alone. Amy has a stake in the decision, and both Mitchell and Amy must considei 

Mitchell, jr.'s safety as well. Based on Christina's previous bad behavior as detailed above, neithei 
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Mitchell nor Amy wants Christina at or near their home. Accordingly, Mitchell woukl prefer tO 

continue to drop off the children at the Custom Home Finding Center near Mitchell's residence. 

5. 	Payment for Insurance Premiums 

Christina's motion asks this Court to impose a judgment against Mitchell for his alleged failure ,  

to pay one-half (1/2) of the children's healthcare insurance premiums during the last ten (10) months. 

This matter has been addressed by the parties in pleadings and papers before the district' court at 

hearings .before Judge Sullivan on June 9, 2009 and this Court on October 6, 2010. The fact is that 

Christina owes Mitchell more than Mitchell allegedly owes Christina, and it is Christina who is  

• refusing to pay her share. 

Mitchell explained in great detail to this Court in his September 23, 2010 filing (pages 42-44) the 

reasons for offsetting amounts allegedly due Christina against amounts Christina owes. Mitchell when he 

wrote the following: 

Christina references in her motion that Mitchell has failed to 
reimburse Christina for one-half (1/2) of the medical expenses and costs 
she has incurred for the children. However, she does not provide any 
support for this conclusion in her motion. Mitchell has reimbursed and/or 
intends to reimburse Christina in the time required by the MSA for all 
such expenses. See Email Correspondence from Mitchell to Christina 
dated August 20, 2010 attached hereto as part of Exhibit 25. The only 
matter of dispute between them is whether Christina will reimburse 
Mitchell for her share of Mia's occupational therapy at Achievement 
Therapy Center and whether Mitchell should pay one-half (1/2) of the 
insurance premiums incurred by Christina for insurance covering the 
children since June of 2010. 11  Mitchell is entitled to reimbursement for the 
costs and expenses of Mia's occupational therapy at Achievement Therapy 
Center even if Christina elected not to participate after .June 9, 2010. -  
Attached hereto as Exhibit 28 are the invoices from Achievement Therapy 
Center showing the charges incurred and the amounts paid by Mitchell. 
The amount owed by Christina is $312.50, which Christina refuses to pay 
because she did not participate in the therapy after June 9, 2010. Mitchell 
has not attempted to collect this nominal amount by litigation. 

After the parties divorced, Mitchell's -  former employer continued 
to provide insurance coverage for the children at no cost or expense to 



Mitchell until approximately June of 2008. Mier June of 2008, Mitchell . 
was forced to obtain and pay for a policy of insurance for the children.- 
Mitchell obtained group coverage (coverage for the children and Mitchell) 
and paid the 'premiums for two (2) years because Christina refused to 
reimburse him for the amount allocable to the children. Mitchell did not 
file a motion for contempt (or any other motion). He simply paid the 
policy premiums until June of 2010 when Christina separately obtained 
insurance coverage for the children. The amount of the unreimbursed 
premiums is approximately $2,400.00. 

Mitchell asked Christina to obtain insurance policies for the 
children in May of 2010 because Christina violated his medical privacy by 
changing the address on Mitchell's account with Sierra Health & Life 
Insurance Company ("SHL") without any right or authority to do so. See 
Email Correspondence by and between Mitchell and Christina dated 
March 11, 2010 attached hereto as Exhibit 29. SHL investigated the 
matter and determined that Mitchell's address "was changed on [his] 
group coverage to 11757 Feinberg Place in November 2008 based on a 
Form 3547 received from USPS[,] and [i]n May 2009, SHL received 
returned mail with a forwarding address from the USPS and [Mitchell's] 
home address for [his] current individual policy was changed to the 11757 
Feinberg Place address" See Letter from SHL dated April 28, 2010 
attached hereto as Exhibit 30. The address referenced in SHL's letter is 
Christina's address for the home she purchased after the parties' divorced. 
Certainly, Mitchell did not change the address to Christina's home (and 
Christina had no right or authority to do so in November of 2008 even for 
the children who also reside at Mitchell's residence). Attached hereto as 
Exhibit 31 are explanations of benefits from SHL sent to Christina's 
address for medical treatment received by Mitchell from the end of 2008 
through the beginning of 2010. Mitchell was unaware that Christina was 
receiving this information until April of 2010. 

Included in the explanations of benefits is detailed information on 
medical tests performed by Dr. Eva Littman, a fertility specialist. At the 
time, Mitchell and Amy were attempting to conceive a child. Armed with 
this information, Christina specifically communicated to Amy at Mia's 
occupational therapy session on June 9, 2010 that "God is punishing:you 
because you can't have children of pour own."  See Affidavit of Amy 
attached hereto as part of Exhibit 26. 

Mitchell is entitled to credit for the two (2) years of insurance 
premiums and the costs of Mia's occupational therapy that Mitchell paid 
without reimbursement from Christina. However, Mitchell is not asking 
for this Court to intervene. Mitchell is content .  simply to deduct amounts 
owed to Christina presently and in the future for insurance premiums from 
amounts owed to him for the same until they are paid (after which time he 
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will reimburse Christina for insurance premiums as required by the MSA). 
Under these circumstances, Mitchell is certainly not guilty of contempt 

Judge Potter denied Christina's motion for contempt. Accordingly, Mitchell was authorized t 

deduct any amounts he allegedly owed Christina from amounts Christina owed Mitchell. Attached as 

Exhibit L is Mitchell's March 27; 2012 email to Christina detailing all outstanding amounts owed t 

Mitchell. However, to resolve the matter, Mitchell is willing to waive reimbursement for Christina' 

share of the children's insurance premiums from June of 2008 through February of 2009 ($900.00), th 

outstanding amounts for Mia's initial evaluation and final sessions of occupational therapy at 

Achievement Therapy Center ($512.50), the fees charged by Dr. Mishalow for his deposition ($600), 

and the costs of Mia's sessions with Dr. Kalodner ($500.00). As part of that resolution, however 

Mitchell requests that this Court order that Christina pay her share of the children's insurance premiums 

from March 1, 2009 through May 31, 2010. Christina's share of these insurance premiums equal 

$1,230.08, which is still less than  the amount Christina claims Mitchell owes her in her rnotior 

(approximately $970.00). Id.; see also Exhibit M (Letters from Sierra Health & Life contirmin 

coverage of the children under Mitchell's personal policy of insurance and payment by Mitchell of th 

insurance premiums). 

Accordingly, Mitchell respectfully asks that this Court enter a judgment against Christina in th 

amount of the difference, which is $260.08. Alternatively, Mitchell will continue to deduct any amount 

he allegedly owes Christina from amounts Christina owes Mitchell- after which Mitchell will commenc 

again paying one-half (1/2) of the children's insurance premiums. 

E. 	Attorney's Fees, Costs and Sanctions 

Christina's motion is an attempt to re-litigate the matters already decided by judge Sullivan and 

this Court with the hope that this Court will provide Christina more favorable rulings. Mitchell ha 

demonstrated that an order to show cause should not be issued because Mitchell has complied with all 
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orders of the district court and applicable rules and procedure. Therefore, Christina should be required 

to pay Mitchell's attorney's fees and costs. NRS 18.010 and Section 4.7 of the MSA provide that th 

prevailing party in any legal action related to or arising out of the MSA shall be entitled to an award ot 

attorney's tees and costs incurred by the party. 

EDCR 7.60(b)(1), (3) and (4) also provides the following: 

The court may, alter notice and an opportunity to be heard, impose upon 
an attorney or a party any and all sanctions which may, under the facts of 
the case, be reasonable, including the imposition of fines, costs or 
attorney's lees when an attorney or a party without just cause: 

(I) 	Presents to the court a motion or an opposition to a motion 
which is obviously frivolous, unnecessary or unwarranted. 

(3) So multiplies the proceedings in a case as to increase costs 
unreasonably and vexatiously. 

(4) Fails or refuses to comply with these rules. 

Christina and Ms. Vaccarino filed Christina's Motion knowing that it is replete with factual 

errors, intentional misrepresentations and personal attacks of Mitchell and undersigned counsel. A$ 

discussed above, the goal of the motion is to re-litigate the matters already- decided by Judge Sulliva 

and this Court with the hope that this Court will provide Christina more favorable rulings. As such, th 

motion is unnecessary and unwarranted. Furthermore, the only matter asserted by Christina that i 

properly before this Court is the review of Mitchell's child support obligations. Mitchell believe; 

Christina's motivation for seeking a review of his child support obligations have little to do witl 

increasing his support by $80.00 per month (or as she claims "at least" $80.00 per month). A 

explained above, Christina's motion offers no evidence justifying Any deviation from the formula as set 

forth in NRS 125B.070( I )(b)(2). Mitchell believes the real purpose is to obtain financial information ot 

Mitchell's "assets" to revive her claims, which were denied by :Judge Sullivan at the hearings oi 
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February 3, 2010 and June 22, 2010 and by this Court on December 1, 2010, that Mitchell fraudulentl 

omitted assets from the division of the marital estate at the time of the parties' divorce. Mitchell als 

believes Christina is using the threat of disclosure of his personal financial införmation to Mr. Plise 

bankruptcy trustee and creditors with the specific intent to harm Mitchell and Mr. Plise in order to force 

Mitchell to pay more than his fair share of support. 

HI. 

CONCLUSION 

Based upon the foregoing, Mitchell requests that this court: 

DENY Christina's motion in its entirety except that this Court shall review Mitchell' 
child support obligations based on the formula applicable to joint physical eustod 
arrangements set forth in Wright v. Osintrn and calculate the "obligation for support" i 
accordance with NRS 125B.070(I)(b)(2) without any deviations. 

2. 	GRANT Mitchell's countermotion for a restraining order to prevent Christina iron 
disclosing to third parties his Financial Disclosure Form and any financial informatio 
provided by Mitchell related to the review by the Court of Mitchell's child suppor 
obligations. This restraining order would not prohibit Christina from sharing sue 
information with her attorneys and accountants for the purpose of determining th 
appropriate level of child support. 

3. 	GRANT Mitchell's countennotion for mediation at the Family Mediation Center t 
resolve parenting issues and matters related to insurance premiums. 

4. 	GRANT Mitchell's eountermotion for attorney's fees, costs and sanctions against' 
Christina. 

DATED this 	7'  day of September, 2012. 

RADFORD, J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

RADFORD J. SMITH ESQ. 
Nevada'Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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Patricia L. Vacearino, Esq. 
Vaccarino Law Office 
8861 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117—, 

An em )1(iyee Of Radford J. Smith:CNirtered ? 

2 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, -  Chartered ("the Firm"). I am over 

the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. I am "readily familiar" with firm's practice 01 

collection and processing correspondence for mailing. Under the Firm's practice, mail is to be deposited 

with the U.S. Postal Service on the same day as stated below, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

served the foregoing document described as "Countermotion for Mediation of Parenting issues, 

a Restraining Order to Prevent Disclosure to Third-parties of Financial Data Related to Child Support 

2012, to all interested parties as follows: 

E BY MAIL: Pursuant To NRCP 5(b), I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelop 
addressed as follows; 

15 

El BY FACSIMILE: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the foregoing document this 
date via telecopier to the facsimile number shown below; 

1=I BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the foregoing 
document this date via electronic mail to the electronic mail address shown below; 

El BY CERTIFIED MAIL: I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope, returi 
receipt requested, addressed as follows: 



EXHIBIT A4 



Subscribed and sworn before me this day September, 2012. 

NOTARY Ii-UBLIC in and f the StiroTNevada 

STATE OF NEVADA 

COUNTY OF CLARK 

AFFIDAVIT  OF MITCHELL DAVID STIPP 

) ss: 

I, MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, being first duly sworn, deposes and states: 

I. 	I am the Defendant in the case of Stipp v. Stipp, case number D-08-389203-Z in the Eighth 

Judicial District Court, State of Nevada. I submit this affidavit in support of my Countermotion for 

Mediation of Parenting Issues, a Protective Order to Prevent Disclosure to Third-parties. of Financial' 

Data Related to Child Support Review, and For an Award of Attorney's Fees, Costs and Sanctions (the 

"Opposition"). 

2. I have personal knowledge of the facts contained in the Opposition, I am competent to 

testify thereto, and the facts contained therein are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

FURTHER, AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

til.) 1  

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP / 
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-D LAW LIMITED 	  PIIIVATE CLIENT CiROUT. 	  

316 East B:idaer Avenue 
Suqe 202 
Las Vegas, Ile.vaea 89301 

Tel: 702.480.4440 
Fax: 702.489.4443 

www.Fielcilawitd, coin 

JON EVENSEN FIELD 
jonafialdlawltd.com  

September 11.2012 
VIA EMAIL 

Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
mitcheli.stinp(iiiyaboo.com  

Re: A \VB Bankruptcy 

Dear Mitchell: 

This letter confirms the engagement of you and Amy Stipp as independent contractors of 
Held Law. Ltd. (the ".Firrn7). The. Firm engaged you and Ms. Stipp to work solely on the 
bankruptcy matter In Re: American West Development, Inc., a Nevada corporation (Case No. 
'Bk-S-12-12349-MKN) ("AWD BK"). At the conclusion of this bankruptcy case, the 
engagement by the Finn of you and Ms. Stipp shall terminate. 

As you are aware, payment for the Firm's services rendered and reimbursement for costs 
and expenses inc-urred in AWD BK. are paid by the debtor pursuant to (i) the Bankruptcy Court's 
Order Appointing Future Claims Representative entered as Docket No. 189, (ii) the Bankruptcy 
.Court's Order Authorizing Retention and Employment of Field Law Ltd. as Counsel to James L. 
Moore, Future Claims Representative, Effective as of April 12,2012, entered as Docket No. 272, 
and (iii) the Bankruptcy Court's Order Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §§ 105(a) and 331, Fed. R. Bankr. 
P. 2016, Authorizing and Establishing Procedures for Interim Compensation and Reimbursement 
of Expenses of Professionals entered as Docket No. 194 (the "Interim Compensation Order"). 
All fees and epenses paid to the Firm under the Interim Compensation Order remain subject to 
objections of any party-in-interest and disgorgement until final allowance  by the Bankruptcy 
Court. Therefore, any compensation paid to you and Ms. Stipp by the Firm will only be made 
aller final allowance of the Firm's fees and expenses in AWD BK. 

To date, no money has been paid to you or Ms. Stipp by the Finn. Given the current 
status of the case and the timing of filing and the Bankruptcy Court hearing and approving the 
Firm's final fee. application, the Firm will not make any payments to you and Ms. Stipp at least 
until the first quarter of next year (2013). 

if you have any questions regarding the foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Jon B. Field, Esq. 

7ISIT:73%.12,uisrr: 
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RADFORD .J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 

GARIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 

KENNETH SMITH, PARALEGAL 

JOLENE M. HOEFT, PARALEGAL 

A Professional Corporation 
64 NORTH PECOS ROAD, SUITE 700 

HENDERSON, NEVADA 89074 

TELEPHONE: (702) 990-6448 

FACSIMILE: (702) 990-6456 

RSMITH@RADFORDSMITH.COM  

August 31, 2012 

VIA FACSIMILE 

Patricia Vaccarino 
Vaccarino Law Office 
8861 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 

Re: 	Christina Calderon-Stipp v. Mitchell Stipp (Case No. D-08-389203-Z) 

Dear Ms. Vaccarino: 

My office received a copy of Christina's new motion and affidavit to be heard before Judge 
Potter on September 25, 2012. As I understand it, we are required to file Mitchell's opposition on 
or before September 12, 2012. Based on my discussions with Mitchell, I believe he intends to 
complete and file a Financial Disclosure Form because Christina is asking this Court to review his 
child support obligations for the purpose of increasing them by $80.00 per month. Please be 
advised that Mitchell is in the processing of completing his tax return for 2011, which is due on or 
before October 15, 2012. According to Mitchell, completion of his tax return for 2011 is essential 
to completing the Financial Disclosure Form. 

Furthermore, as your client is aware, Mitchell has recently returned to work and he represents a 
class of creditors in a mega-bankruptcy case before the United States Bankruptcy Court for the 
District of Nevada. There is an important healing in this bankruptcy case concerning the 
confirmation of the plan of reorganization for the debtor on September 25, 2012 (which is the same 
date as the hearing in this case before Judge Potter). Given the circumstances above, we will not 
be able to file Mitchell's opposition and Financial Disclosure Form by September 12, 2012, and 
Mitchell will not be able to attend the hearing before Judge Potter. Therefore, we would ask that 
you stipulate to extend the time for us to respond to Christina's motion and re-schedule the 
hearing. Please note that Mitchell will continue to pay his monthly child support at $1,000.00 per 
child, agree to pay any increase if ordered by the Court retroactive to September 25, 2012 and waive 
any over-payments in the event it is reduced. 

I expect that we will be able to respond to Christina's motion and file his Financial Disclosure Form 
by October 22, 2012 (which is 1 week after the filing deadline for Mitchell's 2011 tax return). 
Based on EDCR 2.20(4 Christina would be required to file any reply not later than five (5) days 
before the hearing. Therefore, Mitchell believes the hearing in this case should be re-scheduled to a 
date and time available on Judge Potter's calendar after October 31, 2012. 

Since the matter will be delayed for a month or so, Mitchell Would like to use his limited available 
time to mediate the matters raised in Christina's motion. As you are aware, at Mitchell's request, 



Patricia V accarino 
August 31, 2012 
Page 2 

these matters are subject to mandatory mediation anyway pursuant to EDCR 5.70. Therefore, as 
part of the stipulation, Mitchell would like Christina to agree to mediate these matters through the 
Family Mediation Center. Based on email correspondence I reviewed from Christina, I believe she 
was previously willing to do so. If the parties reach an agreement during mediation, there may not 
be any need for the hearing. 

The last item I want to address is confidentiality with respect to financial matters that may be 
disclosed as part of Judge Potter's review of Mitchell's child support obligations. I believe both 
parties have a right to privacy with respect to information contained in their respective Financial 
Disclosure Forms and any information exchanged by the parties to verify the income set forth 
therein. Therefore, Mitchell would like the parties to agree in the proposed stipulation not to 
disclose to third parties such financial information. Of course, this restriction would not prohibit the 
parties from sharing such information with their respective attorneys and accountants for the 
purpose of determining the appropriate level of child support. 

Please advise me no later than 12:00 pin on Tuesday, September 4, 2012, whether Christina accepts 
our proposal. If so, I will prepare the stipulation for your review and approval. This letter is written 
pursuant to EDCR 5.11. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

RADFORP4. SMITH, CHARTERED 

Ra oKI—YSmith, Esq. 

cc: 	Mitchell Stipp (via email) 



EXHIBIT C 



VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
	 -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

ALSO ADMITTED IN 
NEW YORK & NEW JERSEY 

8861 W. SAHARA AVE. 	 TELEPHONE (702) 258-8007 
SUITE 210 	 FACSIMILE (702) 258-8840 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89117 	E-MAIL 	PLVIaw(Puoteorn 

September 4, 2012 

VIA FACSIMILE AND ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION 

Radford J, Smith, Esq. 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq, 
64 N. Pecos Rd., #700 
Henderson, NV 89074 

RE: Stipp v. Stipp 
Case No, D-389203 

Dear Mr. Smith and Mr. Stipp: 

Thank you for your letter dated August 31, 2012 which surprisingly hints at the 
suggestion of your side possibly settling one or all Issues addressed in Christina's Motion. 
Moving forward, please cease from asking me to respond to your letters within one-half of 
a judicial day. Such request is entirely unreasonable and discourteous. By the way, your 
Reply brief recently filed in the Supreme Court action falsely asserts, in violation of NRCP 
11, NRAP 28.2 and the ethical duty of candor towards the tribunal, that Christina's current 
Motion addresses the "same" issues already ruled upon by Judge Potter. That statement 
is simply and glaringly UNTRUE, starting with the issue of the new "order" Mitch made 
recently of dictating parking lot exchanges as cited in Christina's Motion. At any rate, I will 
address the assertions and requests made in your August 31, 2012 letter In the order set 
forth therein. 

I believe your understanding of when Mitch's responsive pleadings are due to be filed 
and served is erroneous. Pursuant to NRCP 5 and 6 and EDCR 2.20, my office has 
calendared the correct deadline for Mitch's responsive pleadings of September 11, 2012. 
However, we may be able to settle all issues prior to that date if you and Mitch quickly 
become sincere and fair in that and all other regards. 

You [Rad] state you believe "he [Mitch)" Intends" to file a Financial Disclosure Form 
in your August 31, 2012 letter. Clear, Court rules require such complete and proper filing of 
a Financial Disclosure Form, so please do not let Mitch, as your co-counsel, read and 
interpret law and rules to his benefit when it suits him as further noted below. Mitch is also 
mistaken when he claims in your letter that Christina is only seeking an $80.00 increase in 
child support. We reaffirm the declaration in Christina's Motion that such sum is the 
rr Ami Lam increase that is due Christina at this time. We make this assertion before receiving 
proper and full disclosures from your office and from Mitch. Once disclosures are received 
and assessed, it may be that Mitch's obligation should be far greater than the statutory 

p:1CLIENT3\8ilpp1IstIolGe•v4X1 



Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq. 
RE: Stipp v. Stipp  
September 4, 2012 
Page 2 

maximum. Certainly, the public records on file in the Bankruptcy action Involving Mr, Plise 
implicate Mitch in "fraudulent transfers", We understand you and Red may have much to 
attempt to hide from Christina and other persons. Yet, Mitch apparently has amassed 
significant wealth post-divorce. 

Your letter is disingenuous on many levels, because you, Red, a family law 
practitioner for over two decades now, is allowing Mitch to erroneously claim he needs to 
complete his 2011 tax return in order to properly and timely file a Financial Disclosure Form 
in this case. Mitch has never practiced in family law, except in this case! Also, the 2011 tax 
return is soon due to the Internal Revenue Service, so all the back-up documents must be 
NOW easily accessible to Mitch to send to his accountant. You can simply have Mitch 
receipt same documents to your and my office for purposes of disclosure and negotiations 
for 2011 income. We also would accept a copy of his 2010 tax return(s) and his expense 
and asset pages of his Financial Disclosure Form for income imputation purposes. 

The alleged Bankruptcy hearing at which Mitch claims he must be present is NOT 
scheduled at the same time as our hearing in this case. Also, the records on file in that 
action reveal Mitch and his associates may be wisely attempting to resolve the current issues 
addressed in Mr. Plise's case. Thus, good cause does not exist to continue the hearing. 

We cannot  agree to extend the time to have Christina's Motion heard because Mitch 
and you have been avoiding resolution of all issues for the past year. My June 7, 2012 letter 
asked you to mediate and/or negotiate with us, but ZERO response was received. I ask that 
you and Mitch NOW  make Christina offers she could NOT refuse to each  and every  issue 
enumerated in her Motion by no later than Friday, September 7, 2012 at 4:00 p.m. Certainly, 
your client has had plenty of time to think about his offers to the long-pending issues. We 
will respond to the offer the following Monday. If we cannot settle, we will stipulate to extend 
the time for Mitch to file and serve to Wednesday, September 13, 2012, a two-day extension. 
In return, Christina will have until Friday, September 21, 2012 to file her Reply Brief if 
settlement is not reached. I would ask that your office prepare the Stipulation and Order 
modifying the deadlines set forth in EDCR 2.20 if you so agree. However, the offer to extend 
is contingent upon a settlement offer being tendered this  week on all issues. 

If Mitch has "limited available time" this and next month, we would request that Mitch 
provide his full work schedule and tax meeting schedule to Christina as soon as possible so 
she may exercise a right of first refusal to care for the children in Mitch's absence and time 
of unavailability. Please instruct Mitch to E-mail Christina directly with this information. 

Also, please again read EDCR 5.70 which discusses "mandatory mediation" being 
required upon "filing an Answer" in an initial contested custody proceeding. I believe you and 
Mitch are also mistaken about the Rule. Indeed, while a Judge may also order mandatory 
mediation upon its own Motion, the Rule also allows a Judge to waive mediation for good 
cause shown. indeed, good cause exists in this case to waive the mediation requirements 
FACLIENTS‘SlIpp%tter58.wpd 



Radford J. Smith, Esq, 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq. 
RE: Slippy. Stipp 
September 4, 2012 
Page 3 

because the paper trail In this case reveals Christina and I have been pleading with you and 
Mitch to mediate and/or negotiate since my June 2012 letter and Christina's numerous, 
previous and later letters she sent to Mitch. However, In the interest of EDCr 5,11, please 
list three mediators which you and Mitch suggest and provide same to my office for our 
consideration and current and future reference. We fear your and Mitch's Jatent  request to 
mediate is an additional, dilatory tactic. 

Concerning your last item addressed in your August 31, 2012 letter "confidentiality" 
of filings and documents exchanged in this case, please refer to your letter forwarded to me 
in this case in June 2011, You alleged to us this case really is "NOT sealed." Indeed, you 
and Mitch conveniently claimed that the sealing only applies to the Clerk not being able to 
disseminate public records. You also aptly and strongly noted that a "gag-order' on Court/ 
public records is simply "unconstitutional," You and Mitch also made such arguments in 
papers filed in District Court and advanced the same arguments before Judge Potter at a 
2011 hearing. In fact, Judge Potter agreed with your position on the subject. Please 
understand that Christina DISCLAIMS any knowledge whatsoever of your client's previous 
and current "business" dealings concerning Mr. Plies, you and others noted in public records 
and the Review Journal. Certainly, If the Bankruptcy Trustee, the Review Journal, creditors 
or investigators are seeking evidence of the truth, you cannot expect Christina and me to 
subject that "truth" to confidentiality and/or a gag-order. Thank you for your time and 
attention. 

Sincerely yours, 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

C. 

Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 
PLV/m I 
cc: 	Christina Stipp 

. FACLiE14181811pOttor5timpd 
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JOT-INS &DURRA NT .1..u? 

316 E. Bridger Avenue 
Second Floor 	. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Y. (702) 834-5000 
E (702) 834-5001 

September 7, 2012 

VIA ELECTRONIC MA IL 
Mitchell Stipp 
Mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com  

RE: Affidavit of William Plise 

Dear lvIr. Stipp, 

This correspondence is in response to your recent inquiry. As you know, I am an attorney 
licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada and a partner in the law firm of Johns -  & Durrant 
LLP (the "Finn"). The Firm represented William W. Plise in Case No. A-09- 591861-C in 
Department IV of the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County, Nevada ("Plisc Case). 

On November 10, 2011, I appeared with Mr. Plise at his scheduled judgment debtor's 
examination ordered by the court in the Plise Case ("Judgment Debtor Exam"). Edward j..Hanigan, 
Esq. represented the plaintiffs in the Plise Case. During the Judgment Debtor Exam on November 
10, 2011, Mr. Hanigan showed Mr. Plise and me what he marked as "Exhibit . 3" an affidavit 
purportedly signed by Mr. Plise. A true and correct copy of the affidavit presented is attached hereto 
(the "Plise Affidavit"). 

As reflected in the transcript (also attached hereto), Mr. Flanigan represented to Mr. Plise 
and me on the record that the affidavit was "dropped off at [his] office a few weeks ago," before the 
Judgment Debtor Exam. At no time prior to the judgment Debtor Exam had I seen or been in 
possession of the Plise Affidavit. The first time I saw the Plise Affidavit was when Mr. Flanigan 
presented it to me at the Judgment- Debtor Exam. I did not provide the Plise Affidavit to Mr. 
Hanigan. 

Thank you. Please contact my offices if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

JOHNS & DURRANT LLP 

-,... -,-.......2,,,_ (.. 	 ....... ------, 

)

-- 
Lance W. J (Anis, 

....---' 

LWJ /1r 

Enclosures: Excerpt from Judgment Debtor Exam; Affidavit of William W. Plise. 

• 
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AFFIDAVIT OF 'WILLIAM W. PLISIF. 

STATE OF NEVADA 	) 
) SS: 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

I, WILLIAM W. PLISE, being first duly sworn, deposes and states: 

1. 	I have personal knowledge of the facts contained in this affidavit, am competent to testif), 

hereto, and the facts contained herein are true and accurate to the best °fru knowledge and belief. - 

I am the manager of Aquila Management, LLC, which is the manager of Aquila 

' Investments, L.LC ("Aquila Investments"). 

3. Stipp Investments, LLC ("Stipp Investments") owned a profits interest only in Aqui! 

Investments (the "Profits Interest"). 

4. Aquila Investments redeemed the Profits Interest on or about December I, 2008. No mone 

was paid for the redemption. As of that date, Stipp Investments no longer owned any interest in Aquih 

Investments. 

S. 	Aquila Investments did not make any distributions to Stipp Investments in 2006, 2007 an 

2008 (including the period of February 20, 2008 through December I, 2008). 

6. Mitchell Stipp ("Mitchell") was the Chief Operating Officer and General Counsel foi 

FUSE. During his employment with PLISE beginning December of 2003 and ending July of 2008 

Mitchell received approximately $5 million. This money took the form of salary, bonuses, legal fees paid 

to Stipp Law Group, automobile and travel allowances, expense accounts, and loans. None of this 

money was distributed from Aquila Investments to - Stipp Investments or Mitchell as part of the Profit 

Intere.st, 

7. Mitchell provided -consulting services to my affiliates, • my former partners and me throne 

MSJM Advisors, LLC from July of 2008 until October of 2009. 

7 .  



10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2() 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

27 

28 

AM? UPP 	— _II 
Notary Nark 

Stata of Ntvada 
Appt. No. 07-S136-1 

Explras 	25, 2011 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

FURTHER, AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

/ 	 \ 17; ,, h 	: 
William W. Plis'e 

Subscribed and sworn before me this 20th 
day May, 2010, 

, 

e 	 t 	 ,„ 	• . 

NOTA RYTUR I .IC in and for • 
the State of Nevada 
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CLERK OF THE COURT 

Electronically Filed 
04/09/2010 09:49:36 AM 
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ORDR 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Office: (702) 990-6448 
Facsimile: (702) 990•-6456 
rsmithcgradfordsmith,corn 
Attorney for Defendant, Mitchell Stipp 
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA STIPP, 
CASE NO.: D-08-389203-7, 
DEPT NO.: 0 

FAMILY DIVISION 

MITCHELL sTipp, 

Defendant. 

ORDER FROM PLAINTIFFS MOTION TO STAY DISCOVERY 

DATE OF HEARING: February 3, 2010 - 
TIME OF HEARING: 10:00 a.m. 

This matter corning on for hearing on Plaintiff's Motion to Stay Discovery; Plaintif 

CHRISTINA STIPP ( "Christina"). being present and represented by DONN W. PROKOPIUS, ESQ., 

and Defendant, MITCHELL STIPP ( -Mitchell"), being present and represented by RADFORD 

SMITH, ESQ., of .RADFORD I. SMITH, CHARTERED; the Court, having reviewed the pleadings a 

tile, having heard the arguments of counsel, and being fully advised in the premises, and good mast 

appearing therefor, FINDS AND ORDERS AS FOLLOWS: 

Plaintiff, 

-1- 
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1. Christina has moved to stay all discovery in this matter pending return of the report of th 

court appointed expert, Dr. Iohn Paglini. Because of the nature of Dr. 	investigation, th 

motion is denied in part and granted in part. 

2. The ,court has referred this matter to assessment, and set an evidentiary hearing, in par 

based upon the continuing problems experienced by the parties' nxinor daughter Mia, and to determine 

the root of those problems. Each party, as joint legal custodians, is permitted access to their children' 

school records and treatment records for Dr. Mishalow and Dr. Kalodner, Thus, the discovery seeking 

those records will be permitted. Mitchell has noticed the deposition of Dr, Mishalow, and tha 

deposition will be permitted for the sole purpose of determining the content of his records, as they wen 

illegible. - 

3. The Court will temporarily stay Christina's obligation to respond to discovery 

propounded by Mitchell, and appear at her deposition scheduled by Mitchell. The Court anticipates tha 

there will be sufficient time to conduct this discovery after the release of Dr. Paglini's report, and thel 

Court will determine whether Christina will be obligated to respond to Mitchell's discovery requests an 

18 appear for her deposition at the hearing scheduled for March 9, 2010. 

4. 	The Court does not intend to re-litigate the -financial issues between the parties, and i 

inclined to deny Christina's Motion to partition omitted assets. The Court is not willing to re-open ihe i  

litigation unless it can be shown that a fraud was committed upon the Court.. Christina has provided n 

evidence of such fraud. Christina's motion to open discovery is based upon her allegations .  relating t 

Aquila Investments, LLC. The court notes that Christina was aware of the Aquila Investments, LLC 

and its assets prior to the parties' divorce. She had sufficient opportunity to explore and investigate. tha 

asset . during any discovery process prior to divorce. Her failure to do so does not constitute a frau 

committed upon the Court by Mitchell. 

-2- 
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IT IS SO ORDERED thi 	day of 

5. 	Mitchell has provided the court with tax returns from Aquila Investments for the years 

2 2007 and 2008_ Christina's counsel may review those tax returns in chambers, and he alone shall b 
3 

provided access to the returns upon the parties entry into a mutually acceptable Confidentialit 
4 	, 
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Submitted by: 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

( 

tC5PL-141VOICI • • E ' IH, SQ. 
NevaddlWate Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road - Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorney for Defendant 

r:t1F-tE134,T, BONAVENTLIRE 
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/DISTR IAT COURT JUDGE g 
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ORDR 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ, 
Nevada Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Office: (702) 990-6443 
Facsimile: (702) 990-6456 
rsmith@radfordsmith.com  
Attorney for Defendant, Mitchell Stipp 
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA STIPP, 
CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT NO.: 0 

FAMILY DIVISION 

MITCHELL STIPP, 

Defendant. 

ORDER RE: PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO .REHEAR/RECQNSIDER THE HEARING OF 
FEBRUARY 3. 2010• AND/OR TO CLARIFY THE COURT'S RULINGS FROM THAT 
HEARINCILFOR PLAINTIFF'S ATTORNEY'S FEES. AND RELATED RELIEF AND 

DEFENDANT'S COUNTERMOTION FOR SANcnONS UNDER E.D.C.R. 7.60, 

DATE OF HEARING': June 22, 2010 
TIME OF HEARING: 10:00 a.tn. 

This matter coming on fbr hearing on Plaintiff's Motions and Defendant's Courttermotion 

referenced above; Plaintiff CHRISTINA sTIPP ( "Christina"), being present and represented by DONN 

W. PROKOPIUS, ESQ., and Defendant, MITCHELL sTipp ( "Mitchell"), being: present and 

represented by :RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., of RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED; the Couit, 

having reviewed the pleadings on file, having heard the arguments of counsel, and being fully advised in 

the premises, and good cause appearing therefor, FINDS AND ORDERS AS FOLLOWS: 

Plaintiff. 
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1. 	Christina has moved to rehear or clarify the Court's order of April 13, 2010 arising from 

the hearing of February 3, 2010. In that order, the Conn indicated its denial of Christina's 

Countermotions filed November 30, 2009, requesting both discovery and the partition of alleged omitted 

assets, but permitted Christina to view, subject to a Confidentiality Agreement, the tax returns of Aquila 

Investments, LL,C ("Aquila Investments") that had been submitted in camera by Mitchell, Christint 

!argues, in sum, that the order issued by the Court on April 13, 2010, does not accurately reflect tht 

Court's ruling at the time of the February 3, 2010 hearing regarding her Countermotions„ and that new 

"evidence" suggests that Mitchell concealed assets during the time of the parties' divorce. For the 

reasons stated below, the Court denies those motions, denies Mitchell's countermotions for sanctions 

pursuant to EDCR 7.60, but grants Mitchell's request for attorney's fees pursuant to the terms of the 

!Marital Settlement Agreement incorporated into the Court's Decree of Divorce. 

2. 	Christina's November 30, 2009, Countermotion sought a partition of omitted assets wide 

Arnie v. Arnie, 106 Nev. 541, 796 P.2d 233 (1990) and the tenns of the parties Decree of Divorce. 

her countermotion, she identified three factors justifying her motion: 1) that Mitchell had purchased 

home for his parents subsequent to the parties' divorce; 2) had stated he was "retired" after the divorce, 

though the funds he received in the parties' March 6, 2008 divorce did not justify such retirement; an 

3) that public records suggested that Aquila Investments, a company in - which Stipp Investments, 11C, 

an asset granted to Mitchell in the divorce, held a profits interest, distributed $6.9 million to Mitchell 

before or shortly after the divorce that Mitchell failed to disclose. Only the third of these claims alleged . 

that an asset held during the marriage had been undivided (the claimed distribution from Aqui 

Investments to Mitchell). In his Opposition to Christina's original Countermotion to Partition Assets, 

Mitchell explained the information in the public records that Christina had attached to het 

Countermotion, and further provided the tax returns of Aquila Investments for the years 2007 and 2008 

demonstrating that Aquila Investments had not made any distributions to Mitchell or Stipp Investments 
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during those years. (See, Supplement to filed December 18, 2009). The Court held a hearing on 

Plaintiff's Countermotion on February 3, 2010, and subsequently entered its written Order on April 13, 

2010. 

3. 	Christina's current motion seeks to -clarify" the Court's order of April 13. 2010. The 

Court has reviewed its order and finds no need for clarification. .At the time of the February 3, 2010 

7  1 hearing and in its order, the Court found that Christina had not stated a basis for a claim of "omitted 

assets," but instead she must demonstrate "fraud upon the. court" in order to sustain her claim to 

readdress the division of assets under the fraud theory she advocated in her motion. Specifically the 

Court stated in its April 13, 2010 order, page 2-3: 

4. 	The Court does not intend to re-litittate the financial issues between the parties, 
and is inclined to deny Christina's Motion to partition omitted assets. The Court is not 
willing to re-open the litigation unless it can be shown that a fraud was committed upon 
the Court. Christina has provided no evidence of such fraud. Christina's motion to open 
discovery is based upon her allegations relating to Aquila Investments, LL,C. The court 
notes that -Christina Was aware of the Aquila Investments, LAX, and its assets prior to the 
parties' divorce. She had sufficient opportunity to explore and investigate that asset 
during any discovery process prior to divorce. Her failure to do so does not constitute a 
fraud committed upon the Court by Mitchell. 

5. 	Mitchell has provided the court with tax returns from Aquila Investments for the 
years 2007 and 2008. Christina's counsel may review those tax returns in chambers, and 
he alone shall be provided access to the returns upon the parties' entry into a mutually 
acceptable Confidentiality Agreement drafted by Mitchell's counsel. 

22. 
Contrary to Christina's present argument, the text of the Order prepared -  by counsel for Mitchell i 

accurate and properly sets forth the findings and order of the Court. The order will stand as written, and 

Christina's motion for clarification is denied. 

4. Christina further argues that the Court should reconsider its April 13, 2010 order based upon a 

comment attributed to Mitchell by Dr. John Paglini during an interview associated with Dr. Paglini's 

child custody assessment. The meaning and import of the comment is in dispute, and the Court does not 

find the alleged statement to be adequate grounds to reopen discovery or find an omitted asset. Christi' 
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claims again that Mitchell's "retirement" suggests that he hid assets during the divorce, and thus she is 

justified in seeking discovery. The Court never took the reference to "retirement' .  to mean that Mitchell 

had retired for life, hut only that he was not working based upon the employment opportunities he 

currently filres. The Court does not find these, or any other grounds stated by Christina in her pleadings 

supporting her Motion, to be adequate evidence to justify either rehearing of the Court's April 13, 2010 

order, nor an adequate basis for the opening of discovery relating to Christina's claim for partition 01 -1 . 

omitted assets. The Court thus denies Christina's present motions. 

5. Mitchell has countermoved for sanctions. The Court does not find that Christina has brought 

her motion in bad faith, and thus denies that request. Mitchell, however, is entitled to an award of fees 

as the prevailing party in this litigation. (See Marital Settlement .Agreeement„ incorporated into th. 

Court's March 6, 2008 Decree of Divorce, at page 10, V). Mitchell's counsel shall file a statement oft 

fees and costs incurred in relation to Christina's Motion for Reconsideration and related countermotion 

to the Court within ten (10) days of hearing, 
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Subinifted by: 

DISIRIC I .  COURT JUDGE 

FRANK P. SULLIVAN 
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6.. Counsel for Christina has re quested that the Court permit an accountin g  expert (a CPA) tol 

review the tax re.turns of A quila Investments submitted b y  Mitchell to the Court,. and Mitchell has no 

objection to that re quest. Consequentl y , the Court shall permit either counsel for Christina and/or her 

accounting  expert to examine the .Aquila Investment's tax returns in a manner consistent with the terms 

of the Court's April 13, 2010 order. 

IT IS SO ORDERED this 1 day  of  6-  	2010. 

11 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

kal- SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road - Suite 700 

= Henderson, Nevada 89074 
!Attorneys for Defendant 
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CLERK OF THE COURT 
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MITCHELL .DAVID -ST ipp,, 

Electronically Filed 
01/19/2012 12:51:25 PM 

411..ORDR 
PATRICIA L;VAOCARINO, ESQ. 

211 Nevada .Bar No.. 005 ,1•0 .  
'VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
8861 w. Sahara Aye, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 39117 

411 (102). 258-800T 
Attorney:for Plaintiff, 
tHRISTINA-CALDERON-;STIPP. 

6 
DISTRICT COURT 

rAftim..y DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

) 

) 

) 

CHRISTINA CALDERON-STIPP ,„ 

CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT. NO4 M 

DATE OF HEARING: June 2009 
TIME..OF'HEMING: 900 ap. 

Defendant.. 

gffinER 

The:above-entitled matter having come,before the :Court. Upon Defendant'. MITcHELL 

DAVID STIPP CMINFIELV) Motion Or Reconsideration; Rehearing or in the Alternative to Modify 

Joint TiMeshare, .the .  Plaintiff, CHRISTINA, CALDERON STIPP rcHRISTINAli aPPearing .  In 

person and through her attorney, James t.14 Jimmersen s  Esq. and Shawn Goldstein, 

MITCHELL appearing in person through his attorney of record ;  RADFORD 1 SMITH, ESCI; the 

parties having been sworn in and having testified; Court having heard discussion and arguments 

of counsel, the Court being fully.appi#0.in the premise, the Court "'laving made said FINDING 

.and good cause appearing, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED;  •ADJUD.OED AND DECREED that . the patties are referred to 

Family Mediation Center (FMC) for  mediation:. The parties may attend rAtate mediation and 

sh all equally divide the ooet. The parties shall address in Mediation additional time for the 

children and WOO, Counsel may also meet andconfer and agree upon additional time 

PACLIENT515tippOUDER0604200.wpd 

Plaintiff, 

1. 
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IT IS 'FURTHER ORDERED„, ADJUDGED AND DECREED thatjhe •pattles shdll provide 

a 'fifteen-day :0,5) day, advanpe written  notice to-the:other party  any  time they  take the children 

:3 out:of the State of .Nevada. 

4 	1T1$ FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED:that an evideptiar y.hearing is 

5 scheduled for thp:2:70  Oey" of Ottöber 2009. to address custod y, 

6 	IT .16 FURTHER °AKRE!), ADJUDGED Amn DECREED that the hearin g  on 

7 CHRIST1NKs Motion, te.Continue the hea ring  sOleduled fOr_July 2, 2009 at 10;04 a. m , is-vacated: 

a IT 16 FURTHER 'ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Minute Orde r  Shall 

q: sofftce as the.Order df the :COO, and neadditional'ordel OPIIb required: 

IT IS FURTHER ORDR-REI), ADJUDGED AND DECREED that a;  hearing On :the return 

from Family  Mediation Services ts's -checitiled. for .Au.gUM 7, 2011 at the hour of 1 1;q0 a,rn. 

Oseze0 upon the .fOregäing. :, 

4116-.80-0.RDERED this 	. dpsi f,  AN 11 1012  

Respectfully  submitted by: 

VACOARINO LAW OFFICE 

. 	. 
211MATRINACCARINO, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No, 005157 
2211 8861 W Sahara.AVe:„ Su ite  210 

Lo.s Vegas, Nevada 89117 
2311 (702) 268-8007 

AttOrney To Plaintiff. 
24:11 CHRISTINA CALDERON ST1PP 
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EXHIBIT G 



Motion to Reconsider 

COURTROOM: Courtroom 05 

June 04, 2009 	9:00 AM 

HEARD BY: Sullivan, Frank P. 

COURT CLERK: Lori Parr 

PARTIES: 

Mitchell Stipp's 
Motion for 
Reconsideration, 
Rehearing or in the 
Alternative to Modify 
Joint Timeshare 

D-08-389203-Z 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Divorce Joint Petition COURT MINUTES June 04, 2009 

D-08-389203-Z 	In the Matter of the Joint Petition for Divorce of: 
	  Mitchell David Stipp  and Christina Calderon StiEp, Petitioners. . •.• 	 - - 	- 

Christina Stipp, Petitioner, 	James Jimmerson, Attorney, 
present 	 present 
Ethan Stipp, Subject Minor, not 
present 
Mia Stipp, Subject Minor, not 
present 
Mitchell Stipp, Petitioner, 	Radford Smith, Attorney, 
present 	 present 

JOURNAL ENTRIES 

- Ally Shawn Goldstein also present on behalf of Petitioner, Mitchell Stipp (Mitchell). 

Petitioners sworn and testified. 

Following argument, COURT ORDERED the following: 
1  PRINT DATE :1 06/05/2009 	 FITa-g—c 1 of 2 . 	Minutes Oate 	1 fune 04,2009 



PRINT DATE: 06/05/2009 ! Page  2 of 2 	Minutes Date: June 04,2009 

D-08-389203-Z 

1) Parties REFERRED to Family Mediation Center (FMC) for mediation. Parties may attend private 
mediation and shall equally divide the cost. Parties shall address in mediation additional time for the 
children and Mitchell. Counsel may also meet and confer and agree on the additional time. A return 
hearing is set. 

2) Parties shall give fifteen (15) days notice in writing when they are taking the children out of the 
State of Nevada. 

3) An Evidentiary Hearing is set with regard to custody_ 

4) Christina Stipp's (Christina) Motion to Continue scheduled for 7/2/09 at 10:00 am is VACATED. 

This Minute Order shall suffice as the Order of the Court. No additional Order is required. 

8/7/09 11:00 AM RETURN: FMC (Mediation) 

10/27/09 2:00 PM EVIDENTIARY HEARING 

INTERIM CONDITIONS: 

FUTURE HEARINGS: 
Canceled: July OZ 2009 10:00 kW Motion 
Reason: Canceled as the result of a hearing cancel, Hearing Canceled Reason: Vacated 
Courtroom 05 
Sullivan, Frank P. 

August 07, 2009 11:00 AM Return Hearing 
Courtroom 05 
Sullivan, Frank P. 

October 27, 2009 2:00 PM Evidentiary Hearing 
Sullivan, Frank P. 
Courtroom 12 



EXHIBIT H 



) 	 AUG 7 10 al 0 109  

f•-• ,  

1 ' 	 DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

2 

3 MITCHELL D. STIPP, 

11 

4 	 Plaintiff 	) 

5   ) 	Case No. D-084-89203-Z 
Department No. 0 

) 

CHRISTINA C. STIPP, 	 ) 
a 

Defendant ) 9 

10   ) 

11 	 STIPULATION AND ORDER 

12 
Date of Hearing: 8-7-09 

13 	 Time of Hearing: 11:00 a.m. 

14 	 The parties hereby desire to modify certain provisions of the Marital Settlement 

15 Agreement dated February 20, 2008 ("MSA"), and any provisions not specifically and expressly 

16 modified herein shall remain in full force and effect. The parents have met in mediation and have 

17 agreed to a Stipulation and Order that will cover timeshare, the right of first refusal, telephone 

18 communications with the children, and completion of a C.O.P.E. class. The intent of this Stipulation 

19 and Order is to promote healthy relationships between the children, Mia E. Stipp, DOB: 10-19-04, 

20 Ethan C. Stipp, DOB: 3-24-07, and their parents. Each of the parents, Christina C. Stipp, natural 

21 mother, and Mitchell D. Stipp, natural father, agree that co-parenting requires the acceptance of 

22 mutual responsibilities and rights as far as the children are concerned. 

23 	 TIMESHARE PROVISIONS  

24 	 The parties agree to modify their "Normal Visitation" schedule as defined in Exhibit 

25 A of the MSA, as follows: 

26 	 1. On the first, third and, if there is one, fifth weekend of each month the father shall 

27 	 have the children in his care from Friday at 6:00 p.m. until Sunday at 6:00 p.m., 

28 	 provided, however, that upon three days prior written- notice to father, mother 
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shall have the right to have the children in her care on the first weekend of the 

month. If mother exercises said right, father shall have the children in his care 

from the Wednesday preceding the first weekend of the month at 6:00 p.m. until 

the Friday preceding the lust weekend of the month at 6:00 p.m. 

2. Father shall have the children in his care during the second and fourth weekends 

of the month from Thursday at 6:00 p.m. until Sunday at 6:00 p.m. 

3. Mother shall have the children in her care at all times not specifically provided to 

father above or otherwise provided to father in Exhibit A of the MSA mit 

specifically modified herein. 

SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

Right Of First Refusal 

The parents agree that they shall have a right of first refusal to the exclusion of all 

other third parties. Should either parent be unable to provide care for the children (or either of them) 

during his or her custodial time for a period of four hours or more, the other parent shall have the
l' 

right to provide care for the children. The parent unable to provide care shall notify the other parert 

as soon as reasonably possible so as to allow that party the option of providing care for the children.' 

Telephone Communications With The Children 

The parents agree to facilitate reasonable telephonic communication with the children 

such that the non-custodial parent shall have at least one phone call per day with the children. The 

call must be placed by the custodial parent between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. They 

further agree to refrain from interfering with the children's right to privacy during such telephone 

conversations. 

Attendance At C.O.P.E. Class 	 t 

Although the mother has recently attended a C.O.P.E. class, the parents agree that 

both of them will complete a C.O.P.E. class prior to October I, 2009. 

2 
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I .  
. Dismissal With Prejudice 

The parties' desire, by this Stipulation and Order, to resolve all issues raised in 

father's Motion for Rehearing; Or in the Alternative, Motion to Modify Joint Timeshare tiled on 

April 27, 2009. 

Educational Cost Sharing 

The parties have not reached an agreement on educational cost sharing. 

••• 
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, 2009. 

District Court Judge 

Christina Calderon-Stipp 
Mother 

Mitchell D. Stipp 
Father 

1,24  DATE DATE 

e aboveNtnd foregoing Stipulation and Order is acceptable to the parties. 

()slew A. A.0 
RadfO9F1. IS 
Attorny-fiir Plaintiff 

James J. Jimmerson 
Attorney for Defendant 
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MODIFYING THE STIPULATION AND ORDER 

The terms and conditions of this Stipulation and Order may be modified, in writing, 

as the needs of the children and/or the circumstances of the parents change. However, the parents 

understand that the concurred changes do not modify this Court Order. The parents are encouraged 

to utilize mediation to resolve parenting issues prior to seeking Court intervention. 

The above agreement reflects the Stipulation and Order formulated in mediation. The 
parents realize they have the right to review this document with an attorney prior to its being 
reviewed and adopted by the Court. 

DATE 7  I  (1 /  r/ /?  	 DATE 

ORDER 

Based upon the agreement of the parties and good cause being shown, IT IS 
HEREBY ORDERED that the terms and conditions of the above Stipulation and Order are adopted. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the father's Motion for 
Rehearing; Or in the Alternative, Motion to Modify Joint Timeshare shall be DISMISSED with 
prejudice and the hearings currently set for August 7, 2009 and October 27, 2009 shall be 
VACATED. 

DATED this _  6_  day of 

4 



EXHIBIT I 



On Wed, May 20, 2009 at 3:20 PM, Mitchell Stipp <al itchell.stipp(ieyahoo.com > wrote: 

This email will serve to notify you of my intention to have the kids for vacation from 6pm on 
August 7, 2009 until 6pm on August 21, 2009. I will provide you an itinerary of any travel plans on 
or before any date of travel out of state. 



From: "Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stippgyahoo.com > 
Subject: RE: 

Date. August 15, 2009 5:21:53 PM PDT 

To: "Christina Calderon-stipp" <ccstipp@gmail.com.> 

Attached is itinerary. I will nothave access to email hut will have my 
phone in the event of an emergency. 

8/15 -8/19 

Sea World, Zoo and Soak City 

Comfort Suites Mission Valley 

631 Camino del Rio 
San Diego, CA 

----Original Message---- 

From: Christina Caldemn-stipp Imailto:cestipp@gmail.comj  

Sent: Friday, August 14.2009 12:01 PM 
To: Mitchell Stipp 

Subject: Re: 

Are you still planning on traveling with the kids to San Diego from 

the 15th to the 19th of August? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Aug 8,2009, at 11:53 AM, "Mitchell Stipp" 

<mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Attached is itinerary. 1 will not have access to email hut will 

have my phone. 

8/8-8/12 

Disneyland, California Adventure and Universal Studios 

Hyatt Regency Orange County 

11999 Harbor Blvd 

Garden Grove, CA 



Subject [No Subject] 

From: 	Mitchell Stipp (mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com ) 

To: 	ccstipp@gmail.com:  

Date: 	Tuesday, May 11, 2010 9:56 PM 

I will be taking the children to Disneyland on May 20 through May 23. We will be staying at the Hyatt, 
11999 Harbor Blvd., Anaheim, CA 92840. 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.stippayahoo.com > 
Subject: Re: Summer Vacation 

Date: June 20, 2011 9:55:20 AM PDT 

To: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.corn> 

will be taking the children out of town during my timeshare several times during the summer months. I will provide you an itinerary before I travel with them. 

On Jun 6.2011, at 12:25 PM, Christina Stipp wrote: 

Mitch, 

Could you give me an idea of when you might be taking vacation time with the kids this year, if you are planning to do so? It would help me with planning 

and registering the kids for fun summer activities. Many are filling up now. 

Thanks, 

Christina 



Subject [No Subject] 

From: 	Mitchell Stipp (mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com ) 

To: 	ccstipp@gmail.com ; 

Bcc: 	mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com:  

Date: 	Friday, July 8, 2011 8:43 AM 

I will be traveling with the children this weekend to Dallas, Texas. We will be staying at the Hyatt. I have my 
cell phone and access to email if there is an emergency. 

Sent from my Mobile Phone 



Subject: Out of Town 

From: 	Mitchell Stipp (mitchell.stippfPyahoo.com ) 

To: 	ccstipp@gmail.com:  

Bcc: 	mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com ; 

Bate: 	Thursday, July 21, 2011 6:31 PM 

I will be traveling with the children to Disneyland this weekend. We will be staying at the Hyatt near the 
park.! will have access to my cell phone and email in the event of an emergency. 

Sent from my Mobile Phone 



Frain; Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
Subject: Vacation 

Dale: December 2, 2011 8:31:35 PM PST 
To: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com> 

I will be taking my 2 week vacation with 111c children for the calendar year of 201 I starting on December 18, 2011 at 6pm. During portions of my vacation time 

with the children. I will be taking the children out of town. 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplvegmail.com > 
Subject: Out of Town 

Date: December 17, 2011 9:36:36 PM PST 
To Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstippegmail.com > 

I will be traveling with the children to Honolulu. Hawaii from 12.13.11 through 12.23.11. We will be staying at the Hilton Ilawaiianlane. 



From. Mitchell Stipp <mstipplvegmail.com> 
Subject: Out of Town 

Date. December 29,2011 12:46:54 PM PST 
To Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

will be (raveling with the children out of town lo Houston, Texas rrom 12.29.01 to 01.01.12. We will be staying at the Houston Marriot. 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.COM > 
Subject: 

Date: March 4, 2012 6:43:50 PM PST 
To: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

I will be taking the children out of town the weekend of Ethan's birthday. 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com > 
Subject: 

Date: March 23,2012 4:08:47 PM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

I will be traveling to Anaheim, CA with the children this weekend and staying at the Hyatt. The address and telephone number of the hotel are publicly available 

(and I have previously provided them to you). 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gritail.com > 
Subject: Re: KidshIne Performances 

Date: December 2, 2011 8:26:58 PM PST 

To: Christina Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

My plans with the children have not changed. I will be taking the children out of town on December 9-11. 

On Nov 30, 2011, at 6;56 PM, Christina Stipp wrote: 

I Mitch. 

Mia said that you were going to make some adjustments to your schedule so that you could take her to her December 9th performance. I'm sending hero your 

home today with a copy of the class rehearsal schedule and new info from the teacher that shc just got today. Will you also be taking Ethan to his Dcc 10th 
perfon-nance? 

Just a reminder: Ethan's regular kidshine class is tomonow at 10 .am at Mrs. Thompson's home (164 Nene Court, 89144). Mia's regular class is at 4pm it the 

Veteran's center tomorrow as well. 

-Christina 



From. Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com> 
Stthiect. RE: 1st Weekend of June 2012 

Date .  May 24, 2012 11:32:17 PM PDT 
To Christina Calderon-Stipp cccstipp@gmail.com > 

I will be taking the kids out of town on a camping trip Junc11-10 and staying in an RV. 

On May 24, 2012, at 1103 I'M, Christina Stipp wrote: 

Mitch. 

I will have the kids the first weekend of June 2012. 

—Christina 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com> 
Subject: 

Date: July 1, 2012 5:40:48 PM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

I will have the children for 2 weeks a vacation beginning at 6:00 pm on July 16, 2012 and will be traveling out of 	with them during the same. 



Front: Mitchell Stipp <rnstipplv@gmail.com > 
Subject - 

Date: July 17, 2012 10:05:33 AM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

will be taking the kids to Portland, OR and Dallas, TX. We'll be staying at the Benson in Portland and Amy's parents place in Dallas. 



EXHIBIT J 



From. Mitchell Stipp <mitchell.slipp@yahoo.com> 
Subject. Re: Request 

Date -  May 19, 2011 9:59:08 AM POT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstippegmail.com > 
Cr. "plvlaw@aol.com " <plvlaw@aol.corn> 

I win pick up and drop off the children during my regularly scheduled timeshare this weekend. 

Sent from my Mobile Phone 

On May 18,2011. at 5:51 PM, Christina Calderon-Stipp 	lop 	ml ct ,rn> wrote: 

I Mitch, 

I have just been informed that you are attempting to take Cody along on this trip to California during his mother's timeshare with Cody. If that is the case, I 
hereby revoke my Permission for you to take the children out of suite with less than the 15 days notice required by the Court. Given Ethan's ongoing 
behavioral issues. I absolutely do not think that allowing Cody to spend the night with Ethan is safe for either Mia or Ethan, nor is it in their best interest. 

--Christina 

On Wed, May 18, 2011 at 1:45 PM, Christina Stipp <..5.11int gittail.cont> wrote: 
That is fine. 

On May 18. 2011, at 12:48 PM. Mitchell Stipp <mitchell stinp it-v:4)04).1:Am> wrote: 

> I have no problem with accommodating your request provided that you have no problem with Inc taking the children to Disneyland this weekend. 

> Sent from my Mobile Phone 

> on May 18, 2011, at 11:32 AM, Christina Stipp <cst too ir gmaiteont> wrote: 

» Mitch, 
>> 

>> I have an important family function that I would like to have the kids attend with me this Sunday evening, May 22. however, it begins earlier than our 
scheduled drop off time of 6pm. 

» For this week only, would you agree to drop the kids off at my home at 4:45 pm, or earlier, on Sunday May 22? In exchange and to compensate fin the 
one-time schedule adjustment, if you are available and willing to do so. you could pick up the children this Thursday. May 19th at 6pni instead of your 
scheduled Friday. May 201h at 9 am. 

» Please let me know if this works for you_ 

» -Christina 



EXHIBIT K 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplv@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Pick-up/Drop-off 

Date: March 15, 2012 3:15:32 PM PDT 
To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com> 

I never asked the children to "just deal with it." Furthermore, the children were unaware that you 
attempted to gain access to my neighborhood to pick up the children when I expressly communicated to 
you that the children would be dropped off at the new location. You must have informed them of this 
fact. While it may be difficult for you to understand, I am not willing to accomodate your request for you 
and members of your family to pick the children up at my home. (also do not think it will resolve our 
disagreement to articulate to you the many reasons why this cannot occur. Instead, I have established an 
alternative public location near my home that works better for me and my family (including ISA ia and 
Ethan). 

I apologize if you were offended by my use of the word "bitching." To me, it seemed to be an accurate 
description of your actions (whether male or female and not you personally). To use the word 

"complaining" would not accurately characterize your numerous emails. 

If you want to file a motion, you have the right to do so. I would prefer that you did not. However, 
would appreciate it if you stop writing to me about this matter. 

On Mar 15, 2012, at 2:06 PM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

Mitch, 

The children were very upset by the change in drop off as well as your parking lot idea. According to 
them, however, they were told by you to "just deal with it." They asked me why they are not allowed 
to show me their home and why I was not allowed through the gates. I do not think this constitutes "no 
problem" regarding last week's exchange. Obviously, the children are more affected by your decisions 
than you wish to admit. Also, the parking lot is not well-lit. It is dimly lit. This will be even worse 
during winter Months. 

I am more than happy to share in the responsibility of picking up our children. I will gladly pick them 
up in front of your home, as is normal and customary in eases of divorce. If you want to avoid 
litigation on this matter, simply allow such a reasonable exchange. You have yet to articulate one 
reason  why I cannot simply pick up the children from in front of your home. 

Please do not belittle my valid concerns as a parent as "bitching." I deserve more respect from you than 
that. Your treatment of me is surely lacking. Resorting to cursing and using such demeaning terms is 
not only unprofessional and sexist, but it is also completely uncalled for in any situation. 

--Christina 



On Thu, Mar 15,.2012 at I :17 PM, Mitchell Stipp <nistipolvCcigmail.com > wrote: 
I received your message below. You picked up the children last week at the new location without 
any problems. The location provides adequate parking and lighting, no traffic (unlike a street or 
commercial parking lot), and is a few hundred feet from the security guard tower at the entrance of 
The Ridges. You should share the responsibility as a joint physical custodian of picking up the 
children and respect my preference for this to occur at a public place near my home. 

If you decide to tile a motion, I will address the matter further in my opposition. However, I would 
prefer to avoid litigation on this issue. I do not think you should waste the court's time and resources 
on a simple matter that should be decided by us. Just like me, I am sure Judge Potter is tired of your 

- drama, exaggerations and incessant bitching. As I communicated to you previously, the children are 
absolutely fine with the change, and they are the only ones that matter. 

On Mar 15, 2012, at 9:59 AM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

Mitch, 

With all due respect, I do not believe that you can or should make a unilateral change to our 
established drop off/ pick up routine. It is unfortunate that you refuse to make a mutual decision 
regarding this matter. This is a matter of prior agreement regarding a joint legal custody issue. 

• The impact on the children of your decision, including their physical and emotional well-being, 
merits additional consideration. They should not have to be shuttled to a parking lot, when a safer 
alternative exists. If you can't provide that, then I have no choice than to put the matter to the 
Court to decide. Please advise if you change your mind. I will attempt to pick the children up 
from in front of your home once again tomorrow. Please do not reject this feasible alternative to 
your parking lot edict. 

--Christina 

On Fri, Mar 9, 2012 at 4:18 -PM, Mitchell Stipp <rnstionlv4i).umail.com> wrote: 

I still intend to drop off the children at the Summerlin Home Finding Center as I previously 
communicated to you. As parents, we may not always communicate our true feelings to our 
children about a particular situation or result. If you do not feel comfortable doing this, I would 
ask that you say nothing more on the matter. It is unfortunate that you already communicated to 
the children that you may be picking them up at my house this weekend (when I never 
communicated to you that this was even a possibility). Regardless, I have discussed the issue 

• with the children, and both are fine with the new drop off location. 

I think you are grossly exaggerating the impact to the children of this change. The children are 
not being left in a parking lot. The children will remain in my vehicle until you arrive. It is a 
simple matter of opening the car door to allow you to remove the children, getting immediately 



into your vehicle and leaving. I cannot imagine that this procedure will affect them in any way. 

As far as your offer to meet in person to discuss this matter further, I appreciate it. I think face-
to-face discussions may be more productive than email exchanges in the future. However, in this 
instance, I do not think there is anything more to say. 

On Mar 9,2012, at 10:14 AM, Christina Calderon-Stipp wrote: 

> Mitch, 

> I am writing, one last time, to ask you to confirm this Sunday's pick-up/drop-off location. In 
your last email to me, you asked me to lie to the children regarding your parking lot drop-off 
proposal. Please do not ask me to do so again. As you know, my preference is to be able to pick 
up the children in front of their home, as is normal and customary in cases of divorce. In fact,1 
already told Mia and Ethan that I might be picking them up this Sunday in front of your home in 
order to prepare them for the change to their four-year routine. 

> My foremost concern is for the emotional and physical health and well-being of the children. 
Your idea of a parking-lot drop-off is unnecessary, sends the wrong message to the children 
without any words even being said, and is not as physically safe as a front-door pick-up/drop-off. 
A court will undoubtedly agree, but I will not go down that path. I will leave it up to you. Please 
confirm what you decide as far as the drop-off/pick-up location for this Sunday and thereafter: 
will the kids be dropped off at my home on Sunday, will you allow me to pick them up in front 
of your home, or will you have them dropped off in a parking lot? Let me know. 

> --Christina 



EXHIBIT L 



From: Mitchell Stipp <mstipplvegmail.corn> 
Sirbiect: Outstanding Amounts 

Date: March 27, 2012 10:59:33 AM PDT 

To: Christina Calderon-Stipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

[The attachment Scan 120870000.pdf has been manually removed] 

[The attachment Sean I20870001.pdf has been manually removed) 

Attached arc ( I) Correspondence from SUL regarding coverage of Mia and Ethan under my policy of insurance from March I, 2009 through May 31. 2010; and 

(2) Correspondence from SI IL regarding payment ofpremituns under this policy during this period. This correspondence from SUL specifically sets firth the 

persons insured by the policy and clearly states that this policy did not cover Amy (as you have falsely claimed). The amount of the policy premiums allocable 
to the children can be determined by subtracting the monthly premium amount o f $121.30 due for June of 2010 from each payment that was made during the 

previous 15 months (54,279.65 - 15(5121.30)]. As of June 1, 2010. I VMS the only person insured under this policy. SHL removed the children from my policy 

after you secured individual policies for them beginning June 1.2010. Accordingly, I paid 52,460.15 for premiums allocable to the children during this period of 

which you still owe 50% and have refused to pay. You have no basis to retbse to pay your share of these premiums. "Ilie amount of your share is 51,230.08. 

hay; asked Jim Moore to request from SHI, the same statements for the policy of insurance in effut from June of 2008 (when I resigned my employment from 
P1.1SE) through the end of February of2009. Based on the previous costs and expenses of the children under my policy and their current premiums. I expect that 

your share of 	children's premiums will be approximately 580 -5100 per month for this 9 month period. If you intend to litigate this issue, I have asked 

William Plise to pmvide an affidavit stating that he did not pay these premiums and Jim Moore to provide an affidavit slating that I contributed this money to 
pay my share of the premiums. 

You still owe your share of Mia's initial evaluation and final sessions of occupational therapy at Achievement Therapy Center. The initial evaluation was $400. 
You have a copy of the invoice in the documents you received pursuant to your subpoena served upon ATC. The invoices for Mies final sessions are marked 

paid by ATC and are attached as Exhibit 28 to ray opposition filed on September 23, 2010. Therefore, your share of these costs and expenses is $51230. Judge 

Sullivan permitted Mia to attend therapy pursuant to the order entered from the hearing on April 13.2010. You can contact Dr. .Stegen-Flanson if you need any 

additional information or documentation. 

Dr. Mishalow charged $1,200 (hr his deposition. I paid this fee and you did not reimburse me your share, which equals $600. Both you and your counsel 

attended and participated in the deposition. You also signed Dr. Mishalow's "in-take" forms wherein you agreed to be jointly and severally liable with me for 

such charges. As you recall, the purpose of the deposition was to clarify his treatment notes. 1 have attached for your reference the letter from Dr. Mishalow's 

office setting forth his fee which he also discussed on the record at his deposition. I know that you already have a copy of the deposition transcript. You can 

contact Dr. Mishalow if you need any additional information or documentation. 

Dr. Kalodner charged 5100 per session with Mis. you are aware of this fee (because you complained about her allegedly increasing it to $100 after meeting 

with me in your September 10, 2009 email). I am only asking for reimbursement for Dr. Kalodner's 10 sessions with Mia. You are aware of Dr. Kalodnees 

sessions with Mia as they are set forth in her treatment notes of which you already have a copy. Accordingly, your share is $500. You can contact Dr. Katodner 

if you need any additional information or documentation. 

Based on the foregoing, you owe mc $2,842.58 (excluding the premiums for the children from June 012008 through the end of February of 2009). As sore as 

have the information on the children's additional premiums, I will provide it (0 you, Since you refuse to pay these amounts. I have no means of collecting them 

other than directly offsetting charges you have incurred and continue to pay for the children's insurance premiums. Effectively, I am providing you a paynent 
plan of $97 per month. If you would like. I am happy to pay the approximately $600 you believe I currently owe you ifyou would kindly pay the almost 53.000 

you owe me. 



EXHIBIT M 



-0.0.4000.0% 

SIERRA HEALTH AND LIFE 
A UnitedHealthcare Company 

3/23/2012 

MITCHELL STIPP 
7 MORNING SKY LN 
LAS VEGAS NV 89135 

Member Name: MITCHELL STIPP 
Member Number: 09002502900 

Dear MITCHELL STIPP: 

Sierra Health and Life Insurance Company, Inc. has received your correspondence 
regarding your request for a verification of premiums paid for the year 2009. Sierra 
Health and Life Insurance Company, Inc. has researched your policy and has confirmed 
the following information: 
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03/12/09 	$257.00 	VISA  

	

03/26/09 	$302.70 	6241  

	

04/22/09 	$279.85 	5471  

	

05/23/09 	$279.85 	-8608  

	

06/24/09 	$279.85 	2441  

	

07/30/09 	$279.85 	13506612  

	

08/27/09 	$279.85 	21162651 	 

	

09/231109 	$279.85 	29717252  

	

10126/09 	$290.35 	37787140 

	

11/24/09 	$290.35 	1528  

	

12/29/09 	$290.35 	4093 

If you have any questions or need further assistance, please contact Sierra Health and 
Life Member Services at 702-242-7700 or 800-888-2264. Our representatives are 
available from 8:00am to 5:00pm PST, Monday through Friday. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide for your healthcare needs. Thank you for 
selecting Sierra Health and Life as your health plan. 

Sincerely, 

SHL Member Services Department 

P.O. Box 15645 Las Vegas, Nevada 89114-5645 (702) 242-7700 
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SIERRA HEALTH AND LIFE 
A UnitedHealthcare Company 

3/23/2012 

MITCHELL STIPP 
7 MORNING SKY LN 
LAS VEGAS NV 89135 

Member Name: MITCHELL STIPP 
Member Number: 09002502900 

Dear MITCHELL STIPP: 

Sierra Health and Life Insurance Company, Inc. has received your correspondence 
regarding your request for a verification of premiums paid for the year 2010. Sierra 
Health and Life Insurance Company, Inc. has researched your policy and has confirmed 
the following information: 
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02/01110 	8290.35 	9577  
02/26/10 	8290.35 	79056745  
03/22/10 	$290.35 	88296653  
04/26/10 	$29835 ' 	011M015 .  
06/03/10 	$121.30 	16319290 

If you have any questions or need further assistance, please contact Sierra Health and 
Life Member Services at 702-242-7700 or 800-888-2264. Our representatives are 
available from 8:00am to 5:00pm PST, Monday through Friday. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide for your healthcare needs. Thank you for 
selecting Sierra Health and Life as your health plan. 

Sincerely, 

SF1L Member Services Department 

P.O. Box 15645 Las Vegas, Nevada 89114-5645 (702) 242-7700 

_ 
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SIERRA HEALTH AND LIFE 
A UnitedHealthcare Company 

3/23/2012 

MITCHELL STIPP 
7 MORNING SKY LN 
LAS VEGAS NV 89135 

Dear MITCHELL STIPP: 

Currently, our records indicate that your Sierra Health and Life coverage includes the 
following: 

Medical 
Vision 

El Prescription 
Li Dental 

Member Name: MITCHELL STIPP 
Member Number: 09002502900 
DOB: 04/01/1975 
Our records indicate coverage is effective 03/01/2009 through Current. 

Member Name: ETHAN STIPP 
Member Number: 09002502901 
DOB: 03/24/2007 
Our records indicate coverage was effective 03/01/2009 through 05/31/2010. 

Member Name: MIA STIPP 
Member Number: 09002502902 
DOB: 10119/2004 
Our records indicate coverage was effective 03/01/2009 through 05/31/2010. 

Per review of your policy at no time was Amy Stipp ever covered under this plan. 

If you have any questions, or need further assistance, please contact Member Services at 
(877) 221-9430. Our representatives are available from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. CST, 
(6:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. PST) Monday through Friday. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide for your healthcare needs. Thank you for 
selecting Sierra Health and Life Insurance as your health plan. 

Sincerely, 

SHL Member Services Department 

P.O. Box 15645 Las Vegas, Nevada 89114-5645 (702) 242-7700 
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Plaintiff, 
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mircHELL, DAVID STIPP, 

Defendant. 

Mark correct answer with an 
I. No final 'Decree or Custody Order has been 

entered. 	YES E NO 

2. This document is filed soley to adjust the amount of 
support for a child. No other request is made. 
EII YES El NO 

3. This Motion is made for reconsideration or a new 
trial and is tiled within 10 days of the Judge's Order 
if YES, provide file date of Order: 	 
El YES 	[S] NO 

If you answered YES to any of the questions above, 
you are not subject to the $25 tee. 

Signature of Preparer 
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DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 	 I 	CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 

DEPT NO.: m 

FAMILY COURT 
MOTION/OPPOSITION FEE 

INFORMATION SHEET 
(NRS 19.0312) 

Party Filing Motion/Opposition : 	OPlaintiff/Petitioner 	NDefendant/Respondent 

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE TO ISSUE AND BE 
ENFORCED AGAINST DEFENDANT, TO COIVIPEL DEFENDANT'S COMPLIANCE WITH 
COURT ORDERS, TO REDUCE ARREARS DUE BY DEFENDANT TO JUDGMENT, TO 
REVIEW DEFENDANT'S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION, FOR OTHER RELATED RELIEF 
AND FOR ATTORNEY FEES, COSTS AND SANCTIONS AND COUNTERMOTION FOR 
MEDIATION OF PARENTING ISSUES, A PROTECTIVE ORDER TO PREVENT - 
DISCLOSURE TO THIRD-PARTIES OF FINANCIAL DATA 'RELATED TO CHILD - 
SUPPORT REVIEW, AND FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S .FEES COSTS AND 
SANCTIONS 

Motions and 
Oppositions to Motions 
filed after entry of a final 
order pursuant to NRSS 
125, 125I3or 125C are 
subject to the Re-open 
filing fee of $25.00, 
unless specifically 
excluded (NRS 19.0312) 

NOTICE: 

If it is determined that a motion or 
opposition is filed without payment 

of the appropriate fee, the matter 

may be taken off the Court's 

calendar or may remain undecided 
until payment is made. 

Motion/Opposition E Is 	El lS NOT subject to $25 filing fee 
Dated this  f -3  of September, 2012 
Jolene Hoeft  
Printed Name of Preparer 
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CLERK OF THE COURT 

g:1 4Z.  DD PLA 0_611LORIQRIQUQN1 OR AN ORDER TO  

Electronically Filed 
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PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
8861W Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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DISTRICT COURT 

- FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY,. NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 

Plaintiff, 	CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT. NO.: M 

vs. 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 	
Date of Hearing: September 25, 2012 

Time of Hearing 120 p.m, 
Defendant. 

TO ..DEFENDANT'S 'OPP. 
USE TO ISSUE AND BE ENE* ; 	SD' k DA TO 0 PEL 

laffgh iin\rCOMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDERS. TO REDUCE ARREARS DUX 

	

DEFENDANT TO JUD ME 	• 	DEFE DANT'S CHILD SUPP. 

	

OBLIGATION FOR OTHER RE 	s; 	AND FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES C 

	

AND SANCTIONS AND 	 - • ITIO TO DEFENDANT' Cs 	Li 10  

	

FOR MEDIATION . 	}. 	SUES A REST -  INING ORD R To ;,.. 	T 
DISCL .S 	• n 	A -  TIES OF FINANCIAL DAT , 	9 	 D 
SUP* ; 	1. 	e AN AWARD OF TT.' 	„ C 	_ AND 

SANCTIONS  

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, CHRISTINA CALDE•ON STIPP, ("CHRISTINA"), by and through I 

her attorney of record, PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. of the VACCARINO LAW OFFICE, and I 

hereby submits her Reply and Opposition to Defendant's, MITCHELL DAVID STIPP (MITCH") 

Opposition and Countermotion. 

11103nL.QA 

DUNTERIVIUTION 

.FACUE-NISISOW/OPPREPO,O917.12.vipti 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CHRISTINA's Reply and Opposition are made and based upon the following Points and 

Authorities, CHRISTINA's Affidavit and supporting Exhibits filed on August 24, 2012, all pleadings 

and papers on file in this action, all financial disclosures to still be produce by MITCH and any oral 

argument to be submitted by the undersigned counsel at the hearing(s) upon CHRISTINA's 

Motion. 

DATED this  10  day of September, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

RICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 

FACLIENTS\Stipp\OPPREPLY091712.wpd 	 2 
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REPLY AND OPPOSITION  

MITCH'S OPPOSITION SERVES AS HIS REPEATED ADMISSION THAT HE IS IN 
CONTEMPT OF NUMEROUS COURT ORDERS  

It is noteworthy that MITCH has admitted the following, clear, wilful and contemptuous 

conduct: 

1. MITCH has unilaterally "ordered" an unorthodox and unsafe custodial exchange 

location, instead of consulting and agreeing with CHRISTINA concerning child 

custody exchanges as required by the provisions of Joint Legal Custody. 

2. MITCH lost the parties' youngest child, ETHAN STIPP, ("ETHAN") at the Mandalay 

Event Center, and failed to notify and consult CHRISTINA concerning ETHAN's 

related distress as required by the provisions of Joint Legal Custody. 

3. Once again, MITCH has repeatedly failed to facilitate Court-ordered daily, 

telephonic communication between the children and CHRISTINA. In fact, the wilful 

and contemptuous deprivation of telephone communication between the children 

and their mother reached the extreme, and spanned an unnecessary 18 days in 

July 2012. 

4. MITCH does NOT DENY that his refusal to abide by Court-ordered, Joint Legal 

Custody provisions is contemptuous conduct aimed at estranging the children from 

CHRISTINA and impairing the natural development of love and respect the children 

have for CHRISTINA. 

5. MITCH has admitted that he failed to provide to CHRISTINA the Court-ordered, 

fifteen-day advance, written notice of out-of-state travel and vacation with the 

parties' children, MIA STIPP, ("MIA"), ETHAN. 

6. The fraudulent (cut-and-paste) E-mails MITCH did attach to his papers reveal 

MITCH has only twice, in three-and-one-half years, complied with the 15-day notice 

rule. 

7. MITCH has admitted that he has refused and failed to provide to CHRISTINA 

3 F:\CLIENTS\Stipp\OPPREPLYO91712.wpd  
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detailed itineraries for his travel with the children as specifically court ordered. 

8. MITCH has admitted his refusal and failure to abide by the specific custodial 

schedule contained in Judge Sullivan's custodial order entered November 10, 2010 

as specifically plead in CHRISTINA's Motion. 

9. MITCH has admitted that he has failed to comply with the parties' Marital Settlement 

Agreement ("MSA") requiring him to share in the cost of the children's healthcare 

insurance premiums. 

10. MITCH has the audacity to request that this Court now offset his court-ordered 

healthcare insurance premiums due for 2011 and 2012 for secret healthcare 

services he obtained for MIA and litigation expenses incurred three and four years 

ago. Indeed, MITCH concedes he failed to comply with the 30/30 rule concerning 

his request for reimbursement many years ago. Thus, MITCH's request for offset 

must be denied. 

11. MITCH has not denied that he has blocked receipt of CHRISTINA's E-mail 

communications concerning the children. This conduct also clearly is a violation 

of the provisions of Joint Legal Custody contained in the parties' MSA. 

It is most noteworthy that MITCH has never moved this Court (not even now) requesting 

that any of the current, valid and enforceable Orders on file addressed in CHRISTINA's Motion 

be modified. As this Court is well aware, pursuant to NRS 125.510, this Court may modify orders 

concerning the children in the children's best interest. Indeed, MITCH believes he can continue 

and continue and continue to violate Court orders and issue his own orders in this case. IVIITCH 

has the audacity to claim that CHRISTINA's requests for enforcement of orders are "petty". Also 

noteworthy is the fact that MITCH's Countermotion does not seek an order to show cause against 

CHRISTINA for what he alleges are CHRISTINA's violations of orders that he agrees are valid 

and enforceable. This Court cannot further allow MITCH to abuse Court process in this manner. 

MITCH's lame and unacceptable explanations for his repeated and willfully contemptuous conduct 

is discussed further below. 

MITCH and his counsel have admitted that they have refused and failed to respond to 

FACLIENTS \ StipOOPPREPLY091712.wpd 	 4 
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CHRISTINA's counsel's letter dated June 18, 2012 attached as Exhibit "9" to her Motion. MITCH 

and his counsel refuse to resolve any issue in this case without forcing CHRISTINA to file a 

Motion with this Court. 

THE CHILDREN'S BEST INTERESTS WILL BE SERVED IF THIS COURT FULLY GRANTS 
CHRISTINA'S REQUESTS  

CHRISTINA's Motion is supported by a lengthy and detailed Affidavit and numerous 

Exhibits which evidence her claims. MITCH has responded with an Opposition and 

Courntermotion which is, as usual, aimed at delaying resolution and doing what is best for the 

children. MITCH's Motion is filled with false and irrelevant facts occurring as long ago as 2008 

and 2009. The false facts are alleged again in an effort to make CHRISTINA look bad. Also, 

MITCH is attempting to delay this Court's issuance of orders which will benefit the children with 

his bad faith request that the parties now be referred to mediation. Yet, as CHRISTINA's Motion, 

Affidavit and supporting Exhibits evidence, CHRISTINA has made many written request to Mitch 

to attempt mediation for more than one year. Also, CHRISTINA's counsel's letter dated June 28, 

2012 attached as Exhibit "9" to CHRISTINA's Motion clearly delineated CHRISTINA's concerns 

and requested a negotiated and/or mediated resolution. The letter was IGNORED by MITCH. 

It was not until CHRISTINA filed her Motion last month that MITCH's counsel bothered to 

respond to CHRISTINA's concerns and MITCH's contemptuous conduct. The response asked 

for a delay of the proceedings. Attached as Exhibit "3" to this Reply is a letter dated August 31, 

2012 from Radford Smith, Esq., and CHRISTINA's counsel's letter dated September 4, 2012 in 

response. As attached Exhibit "3" reveals, CHRISTINA and her counsel promptly notified MITCH 

and his counsel that this case is regrettably a case where mediation will be a waste of time and 

money. As EDCR 5.70(a) states, "for good cause shown, the assigned trial judge may waive the 

requirement of mandatory mediation in individual cases". In fact, mandatory mediation is only 

required upon filing an "Answer for domestic, contested child custody, access or visitation ..." 

Of course, the Court may, at any time, refer the parties to mediation upon its own Motion. 

This history of this case reveals MITCH's adamant refusal to comply with current orders upon 

FACLIENTS\Stipp\OPPREPLY091712.wpd 	 5 
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which he agreed years ago. MITCH will not attend mediation in good faith with CHRISTINA. 

MITCH's conduct reveals he is clearly uninterested in resolving issues through negotiation and/or 

mediation If MITCH was at all interested in mediating or negotiating, MITCH would have agreed 

to be referred, by stipulation, to attend mediation in June 2012 (almost four months ago) upon 

receipt of CHRISTINA's counsel's letter outlining the unresolved issues. See attached Exhibit "3" 

to CHRISTINA's Reply. Further, as attached Exhibit "3" reveals, on September 4, 2012, 

CHRISTINA's attorney asked that MITCH and his counsel suggest three mediators for 

CHRISTINA's review and consideration. MITCH refused to respond to that letter as well. If 

MITCH was truly interested in attending good faith mediation, MITCH and his counsel would have 

provided CHRISTINA's with the requested information. Of course, MITCH and his eounsel have 

refused and failed to even suggest a mediator who could possibly assist these parties. THIS 

COURT NEEDS TO STOP THE MADNESS MITCH HAS CREATED. 

It is overwhelmingly clear that MITCH's requests stated in his September 13, 2012 

Countermotion is nothing more than further, dilatory conduct. As noted above, MITCH has not 

asked this Court to modify any of the orders concerning travel notice, itineraries, daily telephone 

contact and any other provision of the clearly defined, Joint Legal Custody and other orders 

governing this case. MITCH does not care to change orders, because he intends on continuing 

to wilfully violate any stipulated or Court ordered requirements. 

Further, at Page 17 of MITCH's responsive papers, MITCH requests mediation related to 

insurance premiums. As this Court is well aware, the Family Mediation Center is only authorized, 

in a case suitable for mediation, to address parent/child issues. The Family Mediation Center is 

not authorized to mediate issues such as the cost of healthcare insurance and the already 

ordered, equal sharing thereof. Again, MITCH's request for mediation on any issue in this case 

is made in bad faith and MUST BE DENIED! 

All of CHRISTINA's requests for contempt findings, her request for normal and customary 

exchanges for the children and enforcement of clear and simple orders AND AN AWARD OF ALL 

ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS INCURRED are not complex matters. The requests must be 

immediately decided by the Court at the upcoming hearing on CHRISTINA's Motion. Of course, 
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MITCH has already conceded that he will be required to participate in financial discovery so his 

proper monthly child support obligation may be calculated. This is the only issue which will require 

a return hearing, after  CHRISTINA receives a true and correct  Financial Disclosure Form from 

MITCH and the discovery to which she is entitled pursuant to Nevada law. In following well-

settled Nevada law, the Court will have the necessary information to assess the parties' true, 

respective financial conditions as well as MITCH's true income. See section V. below. MITCH 

has alleged a ridiculous amount of phoney income and assets in his fraudulently prepared 

Financial Disclosure Form finally received by CHRISTINA's counsel on September 18, 2012. 

MITCH'S DICTATED PARKING LOT EXCHANGE IS NOT IN THE CHILDREN'S BEST 
INTERESTS  

MITCH is correct on one point, to wit: "the parties' Marital Settlement Agreement is silent 

on the issue of the location of timeshare exchanges." Yet, MITCH is NOT legally authorized to 

dictate such an unreasonable and unsafe exchange location. The parties were following a 

defacto (Khaldy v. Khaldy,  11 Nev. 374, 892 P.2d 584, Nev., March 30, (1995)) agreement 

concerning exchanges for almost five years. The custodial exchanges all occurred at 

CHRISTINA's residence. MITCH retaliated against CHRISTINA after she was unintentionally 

delayed for an exchange. MITCH then dictated an unguarded and unsafe exchange location. 

MITCH is NOT the Judge in this case, and has no authority to order anything! 

MITCH's false and old allegations about what he believes occurred in 2008 and 2009 are 

IRRELEVANT  to CHRISTINA's current requests. Indeed, MITCH has not evidenced that 

CHRISTINA's request for the "honk-and-seatbelt-rule" at the parties' residences is not best for the 

children. If MITCH ever believed CHRISTINA should be restrained from driving to his residence, 

he should have filed a Motion or Countermotion for such an order allowing his dictated exchange 

location. MITCH also could have sought a Protective Order against CHRISTINA, but there exists 

zero basis for a Protective Order and a small parking lot exchange. 

Also, MITCH often brings his wife and his son to the exchanges in the car at the parking 

lot he ordered to be utilized. Thus, MITCH's bogus claims that his new wife and their son's 
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lot he ordered to be utilized. Thus, MITCH's bogus claims that his new wife and their son's 

feelings and welfare should be considered lack merit. Pursuant to NRS 125.510, this Court must 

grant CHRISTINA's Countermotion on this exchange location issue in the children's best interest. 

IV. 

MITCH IS AGAIN IN CONTEMPT OF COURT ORDERS  

NRS 22.010 states as follows: 

Acts or omissions constituting contempts. The following acts or 
omissions shall be deemed contempts: 

1. Disorderly, contemptuous or insolent behavior toward the 
judge while the judge is holding court, or engaged in judicial 
duties at chambers, or toward masters or arbitrators while 
sitting on a reference or arbitration, or other judicial 
proceeding. 

2. A breach of the peace, boisterous conduct or violent 
disturbance in the presence of the court, or in its immediate 
vicinity, tending to interrupt the due course of the trial or other 
judicial proceeding. 

3. Disobedience or resistance to any lawful writ, order, rule or 
process issued by the court or judge at chambers. 

4. Disobedience of a subpoena duly served, or refusing to be 
sworn or answer as a witness. 

5. Rescuing any person or property in the custody of an officer 
by virtue of an order or process of such court or judge at 
chambers. 

6. Disobedience of the order or direction of the court made 
pending the trial of an action, in speaking to or in the presence 
of a juror concerning an action in which the juror has been 
impaneled to determine, or in any manner approaching or 
interfering with such juror with the intent to influence the 
verdict. 

7. Abusing the process or proceedings of the court or falsely 
pretending to act under the authority of an order or process of 
the court. 

MITCH admits  he has continued to violate clear and specific Court orders. MITCH falsely  

alleges at page three of his Opposition and Countermotion that "CHRISTINA's Motion rehashes 

a series of issues that have previously been raised and addressed.. .on June 9, 2009, December 

8, 2009, May 6, 2010 and October 6, 2010." CHRISTINA has not "rehashed" or alleged facts from 
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2009 and 2010. CHRISTINA has properly alleged new facts occurring in 2011 and 2012 that 

reveal MITCH AGAIN IS IN CONTEMPT OF COURT. 

MITCH's ridiculous reasoning for his repeated wilful and contemptuous conduct is that he 

can continue to violate the same Court orders because the Court has not yet found him in 

contempt at any of the hearings. Yet, the Court has also NOT modified the orders MITCH is 

wilfully violating. CHRISTINA agrees that MITCH has somehow not yet been found in contempt, 

after four Motion hearings addressing MITCH's clearly, contemptuous conduct. Such process does 

not seem equitable, but CHRISTINA still wants the orders enforced in the children's best interest. 

CHRISTINA AND HER COUNSEL NOW URGE THIS COURT, AFTER MITCH HAS RECEIVED 

AT LEAST FOUR "STRIKES" UPON AT LEAST FOUR MOTIONS, THAT IT IS TIME FOR MITCH 

TO BE CALLED "our AND HELD IN CONTEMPT. MITCH has not yet been held accountable. 

This Court is urged to use its contempt powers to enforce MITCH's compliance. CHRISTINA's 

current Motion is indeed meritorious, and this Court must finally  follow through on the order to 

assess the non-compliant party with attorney's fees. 

V. 

MITCH'S ARGUMENTS CONCERNING CHILD SUPPORT AND ARREARS ARE ENTIRELY 
ERRONEOUS  

Attached to this Reply as Exhibit "1" is a copy of the Brief of Amicus Curiae, Family Law 

Section of the Nevada State Bar filed on September 18, 2012 in CHRISTINA's Appeal which has 

been pending for quite some time. The Brief reveals that CHRISTINA properly sought appellate 

intervention to address the serious legal errors with Judge Sullivan's Decision. MITCH's 

Opposition and Countermotion at pages two and three improperly affirm that CHRISTINA was 

"unsuccessful" in challenging Judge Sullivan's order of joint physical custody. Yet, at page four 

of the Amicus Curiae Brief at line 13, the Family Law Section asserts Judge Sullivan's order 

"provided one parent [MITCH] less than 40% of the time with the child [sic]." Continuing at page 

ten of the Amicus Curiae Brief, the Family Law Section asserts, "The schedule defined as joint 

physical custody by the lower Court in the Stipp matter is unsupportable under Rivero,  and the 

governing rules set forth under Rivero  do not need to be revised or clarified." Thus, it is apparent 
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that Judge Sullivan committed legal error, and CHRISTINA will be successful in being confirmed 

as MIA and ETHAN's primary physical custodian. 

MITCH has repeatedly, falsely claimed to this Court and the Supreme Court that 

CHRISTINA has unnecessarily litigated issues in this Court and the Supreme Court. However, the 

current status of CHRISTINA's Appeal reveals CHRISTINA's appellate action was necessary and 

proper. Based upon Exhibit "1", the Appeal will likely result in a reversal of Judge Sullivan's last 

custody order. MITCH has also alleged false and irrelevant facts about Dr. Etcoff's and Dr. 

Velazquez' reports received by this Court, again, in an attempt to make CHRISTINA look bad. 

MITCH will do anything to avoid admitting that he is NOT a "joint physical" custodian, and clearly 

wants to avoid paying a proper amount of child support for the children. 

MITCH even incredulously and falsely alleges that CHRISTINA's issues of concern such 

as child exchanges and her Court-ordered entitlement to daily phone contact with the children are 

"petty matters." Yet, these specific orders already on file and requests of CHRISTINA are truly 

important to CHRISTINA. MITCH claims he is "disengaging." MITCH is not disengaged; MITCH  

IS IN CONTEMPT. 

Pursuant to Rivero v. Rivero, 125 Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213 (2009), CHRISTINA can evidence 

a change in MITCH's and her own financial condition since the last child support order was 

entered. Obviously, CHRISTINA needs to receive a true and accurate Financial Disclosure Form 

from MITCH and discovery on financial matters to fully evidence MITCH's true financial condition 

and the huge change in circumstances. Attached as Exhibit "2" to this Motion is a chart 

revealing that MITCH has increased his accumulated wealth from approximately $650,000.00 

to almost $5,000,000.00, all post divorce. MITCH has again lied to the Court in his responsive 

papers and Financial Disclosure Form. MITCH refuses to list the millions of dollars of property in 

which he has an interest as well as his three luxury automobiles. See attached Exhibit "2". 

Moreover, as attached Exhibit "4" reveals, MITCH has already been authorized to be paid 

huge sums of money in a Bankruptcy case in which is working. MITCH is on track to earn 

$120,000.00 to $180,000.00 in only one case this year. The Bankruptcy records approving 

MITCH's requested fees are attached as Exhibit "4". CHRISTINA and her counsel are confident 
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Court will impute much more income to MITCH. Indeed, NRS 125B.080(2) statutorily mandates 

MITCH to provide three years of his tax returns. MITCH must execute the Internal Revenue 

Service release so CHRISTINA can receive authentic tax returns directly from the Internal Revenue 

Service because MITCH may unlawfully attempt to change those documents by cutting and pasting 

as he has done with certain, purported Exhibits attached to his Motion. 

The legal authority cited herein supports CHRISTINA's valid requests for a full and proper 

review of MITCH's financial condition and his obligation to pay a proper amount of child support 

for the children. MITCH is seriously MISTAKEN if he somehow believes CHRISTINA is only 

seeking an $80.00 per month increase in his child support obligation. CHRISTINA noted in her 

Motion that, just considering the Consumer Price Index increase, this minimum,  additional monthly 

amount is due from MITCH for child support. Of course, MITCH seeks to create dozens of hours 

of litigation expense in attempting to hide his wealth that he never disclosed and shared with 

CHRISTINA and the children in the divorce and/or which he accumulated post-divorce. MITCH 

has the audacity to claim CHRISTINA will soon run out of money. Yet, MITCH's fraudulently 

prepared Financial Disclosure Form reveals MITCH allegedly will run of cash a lot faster than will 

CHRISTINA based upon his alleged expenses which exceed $10,000.00 per month. 

The other changes in circumstances which have occurred since child support was first set 

in this case include the fact that MITCH was also solely paying healthcare insurance premiums 

through his employer. MITCH was also paying one-half of the children's private school, preschool 

and schooling costs! Now, MITCH spitefully requires CHRISTINA to solely absorb such costs for 

the benefit of the children. CHRISTINA's Financial Disclosure Form reveals she is solely paying 

approximately $600.00 per month for healthcare insurance premiums and ETHAN's full-day 

kindergarten class in public school, without contribution from MITCH. MITCH has also remarried, 

and has placed substantial assets (millions of dollars) in title with his wife and LLCs in an effort to 

hide the truth. 

MITCH has an ownership interest in three, luxury vehicles he failed to include in his 

Financial Disclosure Form. MITCH "owns" a $140,000.00 BMW B7 Alpina, a new $100,000.00 

Cadillac Escalade ESV and a $200,000.00 Mercedes Benz S65 AMG. Since the divorce, MITCH 
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has driven and acquired other such luxury vehicles. Public records reveal MITCH received 

citations for these cars as the registered owner. See Exhibit "2". MITCH also has leased an 

executive suite in Arizona, and may own other business and real estate interests in that and other 

states. 

As attached Exhibit "4" reveals, MITCH recently requested he receive $77,000.00 in 

attorney's fees in a mega-Bankruptcy case in which he is the primary attorney. The request for 

fees has been approved by the Bankruptcy Court. This Court should not believe a word MITCH's 

"employer", Jon Fields, has to say about MITCH's alleged income or lack thereof. Upon 

information and belief, Jon Fields is also being investigated along with MITCH and Bill Plise for 

fraud. Yet, MITCH fraudulently omitted from his Financial Disclosure Form the income to soon be 

received from the Bankruptcy Court as a "receivable". MITCH, Jon Fields and Bill Plise are all 

alleged to be co-conspirators in absconding with $500,000,000 in loan proceeds. 

Indeed, MITCH wants to run, but he cannot hide his wealth and imputed income from this 

Court and the Bankruptcy Court. MITCH, CHRISTINA and others have been ordered to give 

testimony for the creditor in Bill Plise's Bankruptcy case. See attached Exhibit "5". CHRISTINA 

has never and will not now assist MITCH whatsoever in his efforts to continue to conspire to steal 

and hide money from "Mr. Plise's" creditors. The Bankruptcy Court has the authority, per Nevada 

and Federal law, to lift the seal and or a Restraining Order which could be issued in this case, and 

compel CHRISTINA to testify about her knowledge of MITCH's wealth and income. 

The parties' Decree and Marital Settlement Agreement order that MITCH is to pay child 

support with CHRISTINA being designated as the primary physical custodian.  Again, the Family 

Law Section agrees that the timeshare which the parties are following is NOT  a joint physical 

custody schedule. See Exhibit "1", the Amicus Curiae Brief. Thus, this Court must regard 

CHRISTINA as the primary physical custodian of the children, allow CHRISTINA certain discovery 

and properly increase MITCH's child support obligation. The substantial "loans" MITCH alleged 

to have has received against his profit interest in Aquila Investments (the main company of the 

Plise entities) must now carefully be assessed by this Court in assessing MITCH's true financial 

condition and current child support obligation. 
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Since the divorce, MITCH has refinanced a one-million dollar mortgage on the former 

marital home, and purchased a home for his parents with an $80,000.00 down payment. In 

addition to acquiring luxury automobiles, MITCH has also spent much money on paying for his new 

wife's education. MITCH claimed post-divorce that he was "retired." He then purchased a two-

million dollar or more residence in The Ridges in Summerlin, free and clear. MITCH played his 

"shell game" of transferring the title thereto again and again. MITCH's residence is now titled in 

his wife's name and an LLC. MITCH failed to include this and other assets in which he has a clear 

interest in his Financial Disclosure Form. The same LLC and MITCH's wife own two MGM 

condominiums which MITCH purchased earlier this year. See attached Exhibit "2". 

As noted in Lewis v. Hicks, 108 Nev. 1107, 843 P.2d 828 (1992) and Herz v. Gabler-Herz, 

107 Nev.117, 808 P.2d 1 (1991), this Court must consider the parties' vastly different incomes and 

financial resources in setting child support. This is the most important factor set forth in NRS 

125B.080(9). 

In calculating child support in cases of primary physical custody, our Supreme Court has 

stated in Rivera v. Rivera, 216 P.3d 213 (2009), "In cases where one party has primary physical 

custody and the other has visitation rights, Barbagallo v. Barbagallo, 105 Nev. 546, 779 P.2d 532 

(1989), controls." Under these circumstances, the Court applies the statutory formulas and the 

noncustodial parent pays the custodial parent support. Id. at 548, 779 P.2 at 534. The Court may 

use the factors under NRS 125B.080(9) to deviate from the formulas. The Barbagallo Court cited 

"standard of living and circumstances of the parents" and the "earning capacity of the parents" as 

the most important of these factors. Id. at 551, 779 P.2d at 536. 

Under the current version of NRS 125B.080, this focus on the financial circumstances of 

the parties is reflected in several factors, including" "the relative income of both parents," the cost 

of healthcare and childcare, "[a]ny public assistance paid to support the child," "expenses related 

to the mother's pregnancy and confinement," visitation and transportation costs in some 

circumstances, and "[a]ny other necessary expenses for the benefit of the child." NRS 

125B.080(9). All the other statutory factors, such as the amount of time a parent spends with a 

child, are of lesser weight. (Citing Barbagallo, 105 Nev. at 551, 779 P.2d at 536.) All of these 

13 FACLIENTS\StippIOPPREPLY091712.wpd 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

factors support CHRISTINA's requests for an upward deviation, considering MITCH's apparent 

wealth and access to money. 

In calculating child support in cases of joint physical custody, our Supreme Court has stated 

"In some cases where the parties have joint physical custody, the Wright v. Osburn,  114 Nev. 

1367, 1368-1369, 970 P.2d 1071, 1072 (1998) formula determines which parent should receive 

child support. Under Wright,  child support in joint physical custody arrangements is calculated 

based on the parents' gross incomes. Id. at 1368-1369, 970 P.2d at 1072. Each parent is 

obligated to pay percentage of their income, according to the number of children, as determined 

by NRS 125B.070(1)(b). The difference between the two support amounts is calculated, and the 

higher-income parent is obligated to pay the lower-income parent the difference. Id. The District 

Court may adjust the resulting amount of child support using the NRS 125B.080(9) factors. Id. 

The purposes of the Wright formula are to adjust child support to equalize the child's  standard of 

living between parents and to provide a formula for consistent decisions in similar cases. Id. 

The Wright  formula also remains unchanged by the new definition of joint physical custody. 

When the parties have joint physical custody, as defined above, the Wright  formula applies, 

subject to adjustments pursuant to the statutory factors in NRS 125B.080(9). Under the new 

definition of joint physical custody, there could be a slight disparity in the timeshare. The biggest 

disparity would be a case in which one party has physical custody of the child 60 percent of the 

time and the other has physical custody of the child 40 percent of the time. Still. maintaining the  

lifes le of the hild between the • arties' he u eholds i the 'oat of the Wria h formula and the 

financial circumstances of the parties remain the most important factors under  NS 125B.080(9). 

Wright,  114 Nev. at 1368, 970 P.2d at 1072; Wesley v. Foster,  119 Nev. 110, 113,65 P.3d 251, 

253 (2003); Barbagallo,  105 Nev. at 551, 779 P.2d at 536. [Emphasis added.] 

Thus, in a joint physical custody situation, if a party seeks a reduction in child support based 

on the amount of time spent with the child, the party must prove that payment of the full statutory 

amount of child support is unfair or unjust, given that party's substantial contributions to the child's 

support. Barbagallo,  105 Nev. at 552, 779 P.2d at 536. As noted above, CHRISTINA, in fact, has 

primary physical custody of the children. However, with MITCH's true, huge income and assets, 
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CHRISTINA's income would not even affect MITCH's obligation of child support even if they were 

really joint custodians. Based upon the fact that CHRISTINA is the primary physical custodian and 

the parties' agreement for her to remain a stay-at-home mom for the children upon divorce, 

MITCH's wilful underemployment arguments alleged against CHRISTINA are mere nonsense. 

Pursuant to Barbagallo, what really matters in these cases is whether the children are being 

taken care of as well as possible under the financial circumstances in which the two parents find  

themselves. Greater weiaht. then must be aiven  to the standard of livina and circumstances of 

rent. their earnina  capacities and  the "relative financial means of parents" than to any of 

the other factors.  If, for example, the secondary custodian has a much higher standard of living, 

greater earning capacity and considerably greater financial means than the primary custodian, the 

Courts must be careful not to allow unwarranted reductions in the formula amount being paid by 

such a secondary custodian to the primary custodian. Id. [Emphasis added.] 

The NRS 125B.070 formula applies to joint physical custody and shared custody cases. 

The Court must make a determination as to which parent is the primary custodian and the 

secondary custodian. The secondary custodian, MITCH, must pay to the primary custodian, 

CHRISTINA, the full formula amount unless the secondary custodian sustains the burden of 

showing that substantial injustice would result in requiring him or her to pay the full formula 

lamount. In determining whether an injustice is present, this Court should make reference to the 

factors and considerations in NRS 125B.080(8) and NRS 125B.060, with principal concern being 

given to the standard of living of the parties, their earning capacities and their relative financial 

means as noted above. Where either an increase (under NRS 125B.080(4)) or reduction in the 

formula amount is ordered, the deviation from the formula should be supported by written findings 

of fact and a statement of reasons. 

Morever, in Wesley v. Foster,  the Supreme Court held "Nonetheless, we must still attempt 

to maintain the comparable lifestyle of the child between the parents' households" (citing Wright 

v. Osburn,  970 P.2d 1071, 114 Nev. 1367 (1998)). This Court must make the same attempt at 

maintaining comparable lifestyles of the parties in this case. 

each 

15 F:\CLIENTS\Stipp\OPPREPLYO9I712.wpd  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

In Herz v. Gabler-Herz,  107 Nev. 117, 808 P.2d 1(1991), the Supreme Court directed that 

a party advocating a deviation from the statutory maximum need not prove that deviation results 

from the child's needs. In Herz, at the time of the Divorce Decree, there was a presumption that 

the amount of child support provided under NRS 125B.080(4) was sufficient. A party could rebut 

that presumption by presenting evidence that a child's needs were not met by the statutory 

formula. Id. However, there was and is nothing in the applicable statutes to preclude the District 

Court from awarding an additional amount of child support based on some factor other than 

decreased need. An upward deviation was warranted in Herz, and is warranted in this case based 

upon the evident truth and verifiable, income tax returns and other discovery which must be 

conducted to fully evidence MITCH's flow of income, wealth and property holdings. 

Indeed, the Nevada Supreme Court held in Herz that the District Court specifically found 

that the amount awarded was "fair and equitable" in light of "the vastly different incomes and  

financial resources  of the plaintiff and defendant, and the amount of time the children will spend 

with each parent as a result of this decree." See NRS 125B.080(5). Id. The Supreme Court found 

no abuse of discretion in the District Court relying upon these factors/findings of fact. Similarly, this 

Court must make the same findings in this case once CHRISTINA has a proper opportunity to 

conduct discovery and proceed with her Motion. 

In Herz,  the Supreme Court further held, "We note initially that the factors cited by the 

District Court fall within those listed in NRS 125B.080(9) as factors that the District Court should 

consider when adjusting the amount of child support. We further note the extensive evidence of 

appellant's wealth supporting the District Court's findings, including appellant's income tax returns 

and property holdings." Id. The same notations exist in this case concerning MITCH's true assets 

and income. 

Also, in Love v. Love,  959 P.2d 523, 114 Nev. 572 (1998), the non-custodial father opposed 

a Motion to increase child support on the basis of DNA test excluding him as father. The District 

Court deviated upward from the child support formula. The Supreme Court upheld the deviation. 

The dad in Love, argued mom did not show that the child's needs exceeded the cap. The 

Supreme Court said the child's needs did not control, but, rather, the means of the parents. 
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In Anastassatos v. Anastassatos, 112 Nev. 317, 320, 913 P.2d 652, 654 (1996), the Nevada 

Supreme Court held that any deviation from the formula set forth in NRS 125B.070 must be based 

upon the factors provided under NRS 125B.080(9). Id. at 320, 913 P.2d at 654. "Greater 

weiaht...must be given to the standard of living and circumstances of each parent, their earning 

capacities and the `relative financial means of parents' than to any  of the other factors." Barbagallo  

v. Barbagallo, 105 Nev. 546, 551, 779 P.2d 532, 536 (1989). 

In Anastassatos, the Supreme Court further held that "child support is not calculated as a 

supplement to the presumably inadequate means of the custodial parent. NRS 125B.070 specifies 

a parent's duty of child support according to the parent's means rather than according to the child's  

needs." Id. 

MITCH attempts to rely upon Fernandez v. Fernandez, 222 P.3d 1031, 126 Nev. Adv. Op. 

(2010) in opposing CHRISTINA's child support request. Fernandez must be distinguished from 

this case. In Fernandez, the father moved to modify child support downward based upon an 80%  

decrease in income. In Fernandez, our Supreme Court took into account the passive income of 

mother and earned income from the new husband. The Supreme Court properly reversed the 

District Court's decision upholding a stipulation preventing modification upward or downward of 

child support. Citing Barbagallo, the Supreme Court stated "what really matters under the formula 

and guideline statutes is whether the children are being taken care of as well as possible under 

the financial circumstances in which the two parents find themselves." Id. In this case, the 

opposite facts exist because MITCH has amassed at least SEVEN TIMES THE WEALTH HE  

DISCLOSED TO CHRISTINA UPON DIVORCE. CHRISTINA has spent at least $250,000.00 

defending MITCH's frivolous Motions post-divorce, and prosecuting an Appeal which clearly has 

merit. See attached Exhibit "1". Upon information and belief, MITCH is worth approximately FIVE 

MILLION DOLLARS. See attached Exhibit "2". 

In Lewis v. Hicks, 843 P.2d 828, 108 Nev. 1107 (1992), the mother sought an increase in 

child support consistent with the formula. The District Court improperly considered net income in 

reaching a new award. The relative standards of living were to be considered if deviating from the 

statutory formula. "A trial Judge might properly consider spousal contributions where they have 

17 FACLIENTS\Stipp\OPPREPLY091712.wpd 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

a significant impact on recognized statutory factors, such as the parents' standards of living or their 

relative financial means. However, Nevada law does not authorize using spousal income directly." 

As noted in Lewis, "Child support is not calculated as a supplement to the presumably 

inadequate means of the custodial parent. NRS 125B.070 specifies a parent's duty of child 

support according to the parent's means rather than according to the child's needs. Although the 

ultimate policy objective may be the welfare of the child, the legislative scheme implements this 

policy by focusing the Court's attention upon a parent's statutory duty to provide a fixed percentage 

of his income as support. Barring special circumstances, the legislature has shifted the focus of 

the Courts from a general [108 Nev. 1114] inquiry into the best interests of the child to a specific 

inquiry of whether the noncustodial parent is satisfying the statutory support obligation. Where no 

special circumstances exist, Courts must focus exclusively upon the noncustodial parent's duty to 

pay a fixed percentage of income." Id. Yet, special circumstances clearly exist in this case, 

warranting an upward deviation in MITCH's child support obligation. 

As in Lewis, MITCH's earning capacity and true, "passive" income must be carefully 

analyzed. In Lewis, although mom had slightly greater net assets, dad had monthly income three 

times greater than mom's income. In this case, MITCH has much greater true income and assets 

than does CHRISTINA. In Lewis, the parties' home values and automobiles were compared, as 

they must be in the instant case. 

MITCH should not be able to argue that his new family is a reason to downward deviate his 

proper child support obligation. This Court must carefully consider the fact that MITCH has 

somehow amassed, while being retired, during retirement seven times the amount of assets he 

had upon divorce. 

CHRISTINA clearly has a legal right to discovery in setting child support at this time. In 

Chambers by Cochran v. Sanderson, 107 Nev. 846, 822 P.2d 657 (1991), the Supreme Court held 

that the District Court erred in denying mother discovery on non-custodial father's income and in 

establishing a child support award without allowing mother an opportunity to argue for an award 

in excess of the $500.00 maximum pursuant to NRS 125B.070(2)(e). The District Court ordered 

dad to execute an Internal Revenue Service release for the past three years' tax returns. Dad 
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refused to comply. Mom received a contempt order against Dad. The District Court somehow 

withdrew the order and entered the statutory maximum, without holding a hearing. This case 

reveals the statutory maximum is "rebuttable".  Discovery must be allowed, so CHRISTINA can 

fully evidence her request to rebut the cap has merit. 

In Perri v. Gubler,  105 Nev. 687, 782 P.2d 1312 (1989), the father moved for modifications 

of child support from the mother. The mother challenged the father's Affidavit of Financial 

Condition as severely understating his income and assets. CHRISTINA now challenges MITCH's 

Financial Disclosure Form for the same reasons. The mother in Perri produced proof of sale of 

Overton land that father did not disclose. The District Court ordered mother to pay increased child 

support to father. The mother appealed, and the Supreme Court reversed and remanded, stating 

as follows: "The record in this case reveals that Regen's affidavit of financial condition was less 

than candid and did not fully apprise the District Court of his financial abilities. Without accurate 

information, the District Court would be unable to conclude that Regen was no longer able to 

provide for the total support of the children. Thus, we cannot conclude that the District Court had 

a valid basis for modifying the original support decree. Consequently, until such time as full and 

accurate information is forthcoming from Regen, the District Court remains powerless to act upon 

his request for child support from Rose. Because we decide that Regen's deficient financial 

affidavit precluded a valid modification of the original support decree, we need not reach Rose's 

other contentions." Id. Likewise, this Court must order MITCH to provide sufficient and valid, 

reliable offers of proof of income. MITCH must be ordered to execute a release so CHRISTINA 

can access his tax records directly from the Internal Revenue Service as noted above. 

In allowing CHRISTINA to conduct discovery, CHRISTINA will be able to further evidence 

imputed income to MITCH. In Barry v. Lindner,  119 Nev. 661, 81 P.3d 537 (2003), the District 

Court imputed income to a shady businessman who claimed to have been "loaned" money to meet 

a standard of living during marriage. Yet, this man claimed no income. These are precisely the 

same, false claims MITCH is making to this Court. MITCH may claim, as he has, that the lifestyle 

maintained during the marriage and upon divorce were due to loans [MITCH claimed to Dr. Paglini 

that he acquired five million dollars over and above $300,000.00 salary/claimed to Judge Sullivan 
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that they were "loans.] The Stipp Marital Settlement Agreement clearly states that there is no 

other community debts other than those spelled out in Marital Settlement Agreement. If MITCH 

cannot prove "loans" by repayment terms, etc., this Court must impute such funds as income to 

MITCH. The Supreme Court affirmed imputation of income in Perri. 

Also, in Minnear v. Minnear,  107 Nev. 495, 814 P.2d 85 (1991), a doctor claimed to earn 

minimal income. The referee found "wilful underemployment." In Minnear,  the Appellant also 

challenged the ruling that he was wilfully [107 Nev. 498] underemployed and the Court's 

corresponding order that his support obligation be increased to $500.00 per month for each of his 

daughters. The referee's decision to increase support was premised on a finding that Appellant 

was wilfully underemployed. Under NRS 125B.080(8), such status constitutes a valid reason for 

increasing a parent's support payments. 

The Supreme Court stated in Minnear,  "While we believe that deliberate avoidance may be 

inferred from the record in this case, we are mindful that NRS 125B.080(87) requires an additional 

finding that a parent's wilful underemployment be "for the purpose of avoiding an obligation for 

support of a child..." We now hold that, henceforth, where evidence of wilful underemployment 

preponderates. a presumption will arise that such underemployment is for the purp_ose of avoiding  

ort. Once this  'Presumption arises, the burden of provinq  wilful underemployment for reasons  

other that avoidance of a support obligation will shift to the supporting parent.  Id. Clearly, MITCH 

will not offer proof of the real truth of his wealth and earnings, which only may be found after 

discovery and a full hearing. MITCH appears to be feigning underemployment to avoid paying a 

proper amount of child support. 

Further, in Garrett v. Garrett,  111 Nev. 972, 899 P.2d 1112 (1995), the "established" amount 

is "presumed" to meet "the basic needs of a child" (NRS 125B.080(5). However, under NRS 

125B.080(6), the Court has the discretion to award an amount that is "greater or less" than the 

"established" amount, provided that the Court sets forth "findings of fact as to the basis for the 

deviation" from the established amount. In this case, once discovery and full and honest 

disclosures are provided by MITCH, it should be simple to make findings justifying an upward 

deviation of MITCH's child support obligation. Possibly the attached Exhibits are proof enough that 
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the statutory cap must be rebutted in this case. 

In Metz v. Metz, 120 Nev. 786, 101 P.3d 779 (2004), the Supreme Court defined gross 

monthly income. The Supreme Court held in Metz as follows, "Our rules of statutory construction 

yield a conclusion that "aross monthly income" is no longer limited to income from employment.  

The statute provide that income received from "any source." regardless of whether the parent is  

"not self-employed" or is "self-employed." should be used to calculate a parent's child support 

obligation. If given full effect, this "any source" language means that income is not limited to  

employment earnings. Additionally, Nevada's public policies, to promote the adequate support of 

children and to encourage both parents to share the responsibilities of child rearing, are served by 

including income from all sources in child support calculations. Finally, as the statute has a 

protective purpose— to maintain the support of children— it should be liberally construed to 

achieve this purpose. Therefore, the Supreme Court in Metz concluded that "gross monthly 

income" is not limited to income from employment, but may include income from other sources. 

Concerning CHRISTINA's requests for a judgment for MITCH's arrears for health insurance 

premiums, this Court clearly must grant this request without delay. The law of this case and NRS 

125B mandate such healthcare costs to be shared. MITCH admits he has not paid his fair share 

to CHRISTINA, but makes an illegal, offset request for bills he allegedly paid approximately four 

years ago. MITCH's request for reimbursement does not comply with the 30/30 rule contained in 

the parties' Marital Settlement Agreement, and his request must be DENIED as a matter of law. 

Also, the doctrines of waiver, estoppel and laches also apply to MITCH's on-and-off again claim 

from CHRISTINA for reimbursement for such old expenses. Even if MITCH timely submitted a 

reimbursement request, CHRISTINA believes this Court would have DENIED reimbursement to 

MITCH for many reasons, including, but not limited to, the fact that MITCH did not receive 

CHRISTINA's consent for his secret "treatment" with Dr. Kalodner, some of the bills were for 

litigation expenses, not healthcare expenses, and because MITCH never paid the healthcare 

insurance himself. MITCH's Exhibit "K" reveals the further fraud he is attempting to procure upon 

the Court by introducing a letter from the health insurance company noting payments by check 

from numerous bank accounts. The check numbers are not in any order, and appear to have been 
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made from different corporate sources. MITCH's personal bank records should reveal what 

MITCH truly paid from his income. Again, MITCH's offset request violates the 30/30 rule, and 

clearly must, ONCE AND FOR ALL, BE DENIED. 

VI. 

MITCH'S REQUEST FOR A RESTRAINING ORDER MUST BE DENIED  

Approximately one year ago, MITCH illegally disseminated Court papers and confidential 

reports to his hired gun, Mr. Chambers, in this "SEALED" case. Yet, MITCH somehow successfully 

argued to this Court the order sealing the case does not apply to litigants, and only the Clerk of the 

Court. CHRISTINA and her counsel disagree with such analysis of the statute governing sealing 

of this Court case, and intend upon honoring the integrity of the order sealing this case. 

CHRISTINA is not interested in publishing MITCH's Financial Disclosure Form, or his other, 

discoverable financial records to anyone, unless she is ordered to do so.  Attached as Exhibit "5" 

to this Reply is an Order requiring CHRISTINA, MITCH, his wife Amy and their "boss", Jon Fields, 

to be deposed in the Bankruptcy case involving the alleged fraud MITCH, Jon Fields, Bill Plise and 

other co-conspirators have committed to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars. CHRISTINA 

and her counsel cannot and will not agree to a Restraining Order or a confidentiality agreement 

concerning MITCH's disclosures for good cause and for the benefit of an overriding public policy 

interest.  If fraud has occurred, the truth should be known, and the criminals should be responsible. 

Indeed, CHRISTINA has no knowledge,  just suspicion, of the alleged fraud MITCH and his 

cohorts have allegedly committed and the millions of dollars they received in the process. If 

CHRISTINA agrees to refuse to allow the Bankruptcy Court to access any information CHRISTINA 

will finally be able to discover in this case, it could appear as if CHRISTINA is conspiring with 

MITCH and his buddies that are now being thoroughly investigated. Nevada and Federal law allow 

such a seal or Restraining Order to be dissolved or lifted to discover and uncover fraud in another 

action. This Court should, IN NO WAY, assist MITCH in hiding the truth from the Bankruptcy Court 

by issuing a Restraining Order. As CHRISTINA's Motion reveals, the Review Journal is diligently 

covering the Bankruptcy case involving MITCH and his buddies' alleged fraud. CHRISTINA has 
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NOT and will NOT assist MITCH in such alleged, illegal endeavors. In fact, CHRISTINA plead with 

Judge Sullivan, long ago, to allow her to uncover the same fraud now being uncovered by the 

Bankruptcy Court. Sadly, ironically and erroneously, CHRISTINA was wrongfully sanctioned by 

Judge Sullivan with an assessment of $4,000.00 in attorney's fees and costs for pursuing the valid 

claims to reopen discovery. 

If the Court is at all inclined to grant MITCH's request for a Restraining Order, CHRISTINA 

must be granted leave to FIRST fully brief the issue to include the large amount of Nevada and 

Federal law in her favor which undersigned counsel has researched on this issue. After all, 

MITCH's Countermotion was intentionally delayed and purposely served by mail to delay 

CHRISTINA's receipt thereof until six judicial days before the hearing. CHRISTINA has not 

received appropriate notice of MITCH's Countermotion as required by EDCR 2.20, and should be 

granted leave to further brief the issue if the Court is inclined to grant the untimely Countermotion. 

VII. 

THE CHILDREN MUST BE PROTECTED FROM MITCH'S FRAUD. AND MUST BE  
PROPERLY SUPPORTED BY MITCH  

MITCH must NOW BE ORDERED to provide security for his payment of support as allowed 

by NRS 125B.200 through NRS 125B.300. This Court must see that MITCH is headed for financial 

disaster, and is attempting to hide assets from the Bankruptcy Court and this Court. 

This Court must order a deposit of MITCH's property assets with a trustee to secure the 

children's support throughout their minority. Indeed, this Court is statutorily authorized to even 

order a sale of assets for deposit with the trustee. At minimum, one of MITCH's luxury automobiles 

and his two million dollar home should be sold and deposited in trust to secure MITCH's child 

support obligation. 

In the alternative, NRS 125B.250 allows MITCH to post a performance bond in lieu of other 

assets to secure his child support obligation. CHRISTINA and her counsel were unaware of how 

far MITCH will go to hide his assets from the Court until today, September 18, 2012, when 

IMITCH's fraudulently prepared Financial Disclosure Form was finally served upon CHRISTINA's 

counsel. MITCH intentionally delayed filing and serving his Financial Disclosure Form, falsified his 
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income and omitted millions of dollars of assets from his Financial Disclosure Form, hoping 

CHRISTINA would not be able to timely file this Reply. 

Certainly, this Court must question MITCH's ability to have acquired such wealth post-

divorce. Thus, MITCH's banking records from 2008 forward and his "flow" of "income" and possibly 

funds hidden in his and his wife's name and LLC's must be fully discovered and PRESERVED  in 

this action for the benefit of MIA and ETHAN. 

VIII. 

CONCLUSION  

For all of the foregoing reasons, CHRISTINA respectfully requests that the Court grant her 

Motion in its entirety. CHRISTINA will cause to be filed a Memorandum of Fees and Costs in 

support of her request for fees pursuant to Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank,  85 Nev. 345, 

349, 455 P.2d 31 (196, 9 7Ke the Court issues rulings on discovery and further proceedings. 

DATED this  / 	day of September, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

RICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 
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AIVIICUS CURIAE BRIEF 

OF 

THE FAMILY LAW SECTION OF THE STATE BAR OF NEVADA 

The Family Law Section of the State Bar of Nevada (hereinafter "FLS") 

submits its Amicus Curiae brief in accordance with NRAP 29 and the Court's 

April 24, 2012 order. The Court invited input from the FLS regarding whether, in 

light of the circumstances presented in this case, the Court should revisit or 

clarify its decision in Rivero v. Rivero, 125 Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213 (2009). 

While there are many issues presented in this appeal, the FLS seeks to provide 

comment only regarding the Rivero timeshare analysis. 

I. STATEMENT OF IDENTITY, ETC., PER NRAP 29(d)(3) 

The FLS is a voluntary association of Nevada attorneys and judges from 

across the State, interested in the field of family law, forming a section of the bar 

with the purposes of furthering the knowledge of the members of the Section, the 

Bar and the Judiciary in all aspects of family law, administering CLE, distributing 

family law publications, and assisting the Board of Governors in the 

implementation of programs, policies, standardization and guidelines in the field. 

The FLS has no stake in the merits of the underlying dispute, and takes no 

position regarding the merits of the parties' substantive claims. Rather, the FLS 

is concerned with the proper functioning of the Family Courts, and more 

generally, the evolution of family law in Nevada. By this filing, the FLS intends 

to provide this Court with an "in the trenches" opinion of how, family law 

practitioners and judges grapple with the issues presented in this appeal. 

II. THE CURRENT STATE OF THE LAW 

Approximately three years ago, the Court issued Rivero v. Rivero, 125 

Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213 (2009), a seminal and far-reaching child custody case 

/1/ 

/// 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

dealing with issues of legal custody, physical custody, and child support.' In 

Rivero the court set forth definitions of physical custody. These definitions are 

"crucial" to the legal standards applied in custody modifications, child support, 

and relocation issues. Id. at 422. 

This Court confirmed that joint physical custody schedules "must 

approximate an equal timeshare, 2  [but] given the variations inherent in child 

rearing, such as school schedules, sports, vacations, and parents' work schedules, 

to name a few, an exactly equal timeshare is not always possible. Therefore, there 

must be some flexibility in the timeshare requirement." Id. at 424-25. As the 

Rivero Court framed the question, "when does a timeshare become so unequal 

that it is no longer joint physical custody?" Id. at 425. To address that question, 

the Court established that parents with unequal timeshares share joint physical 

custody so long as each parent has physical custody of the child at least 40% of 

the time. Id. at 425-26. 

By ruling so, the Court confirmed that joint physical custodians have 

essentially equal time, with the outer limits of joint physical custody being a 60- 

40% timeshare. Thus, the 40% timeshare is the threshold for defining the bare 

minimum of joint physical custody. After all, the goal as stated by the Rivero  

The court appropriately noted that the legislature has not explicitly defined joint 
physical custody. "However, despite these gaps, attorneys must still advise their 
clients, public policy still favors settlement, and parties are still entitled to 
consistent and fair resolution of their disputes." Rivero at 426. The FLS reiterates 
that defining joint physical custody is properly a legislative function and thus far, 
the legislature is silent on the issue. 

2  Nevada law "presumes that joint physical custody approximates a 50/50 
timeshare." Rivero at 424 (citing Wesley v. Foster, 119 Nev. 110, 112-13, 65 
P.3d 251, 252-53 (2003) (discussing shared custody arrangements and equal 
timeshare); Wright v. Osburn, 114 Nev. 1367, 1368, 970 P.2d 1071, 1072 (1998) 
(discussing joint physical custody and equal timeshare)). 
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Court and the Nevada Legislature is "fflo encourage such parents to share the 

rights and responsibilities of child rearing." Id. at 423 (citing NRS 125.460). 

Further, the goal is to "educate and encourage parents regarding joint custody 

arrangements, encourage parents to cooperate and work out a custody 

arrangement before going to court to finalize the divorce, ensure the healthiest 

psychological arrangement for children, and minimize the adversarial, winner-

take-all approach to custody disputes." Id. at 423 (citing Mosley v. Figliuzzi, 113 

Nev. 51, 63-64, 930 P.2d 1110, 1118 (1997)). Both the letter and the spirit of the 

Rivero holding and the concept of joint physical custody reflect an equal or nearly 

equal division of parenting time and duties. The law should not be used as a tool 

to cobble together a joint custody order where one parent routinely takes on 

greater responsibility for a child than the other. 3  

III. THE OUTER BOUNDARY AND THE PRACTICAL EFFECTS 

A. The 40% Outer Boundary. 

With these concepts and goals in mind, the FLS opines that the 40% 

timeshare is the outer boundary of what constitutes essentially equal time. The 

FLS opines and agrees with the Supreme Court that a parent who does not reach 

the 40% timeshare is not a joint physical custodian. 

The practical question becomes "How does a District Court determine 

when a parent reaches the threshold 40%?" The Rivero Court provides 

significant guidance. Specifically, it instructs in calculating timeshares over the 

course of a calendar year: 

3 The FLS does not ignore or diminish the important role of a secondary 
custodian who may also be an active, involved parent, and instrumental to the 
development of his or her child. The designation of joint physical custody is 
focused on the parents having nearly equal custodial time and the nearly equal 
responsibilities that flow from that time. 

3 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

[T]he district court should look at the number of days during which a 
party provided supervision of the child, the child resided with the 
party, and during which the party made the day-to-day decisions 
regarding the child. The district court should not focus on, for 
example, the exact number of hours the child was in the care of the 
parent, whether the child was sleeping, or whether the child was in 
the care of a third-party caregiver or spent time with a friend or 
relative during the period of time in question. 

Id. at 427. 

Rivero clearly states 40% of the time is approximately three days per week 

or 146 days per year. Id. at 427, 430. The 146 days may include vacation time 

and extended periods during summer months. Id. at 427. Again, this is in line 

with the general concept that when parents share joint physical custody they have 

nearly equal custodial time with the child; not less than 40%. 

The instant appeal deals with a situation where the parents were not equal 

custodians with a schedule that provided one parent with less than 40% of the 

time with the child. From the perspective of the FLS and judges informally 

polled, a significant number of litigated custody cases appear to involve a parent 

who nearly, but does not meet the 40% mark. The FLS believes the District 

Courts will benefit from greater guidance from the Court in determining what 

constitutes a "day" pursuant to Rivero. Litigants and the District Courts need 

clarity to establish custody schedules, and by determining a "day," predictability 

will benefit everyone involved, and it is likely to promote settlement. 

B. What is a day? 

Webster's Dictionary defines a day as "the time established by usage Or 

law for work, school, or business" and "the average solar day of 24 hours." The 

FLS, relying in part upon the published works and alchemy of Marshal S. 

/// 
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Willick, also believes that a day is 24 hours. 4  However, the informal polling of 

the District Court Judges and practitioners by the FLS demonstrates the need for a 

modest amount of flexibility and discretion to the District Court Judges, rather 

than a rigid definition and application of a 24-hour period. 

The District Courts require modest flexibility when determining if a parent 

enjoys a significant portion of the day, such that he or she should be awarded that 

day for calculation purposes. But, a significant portion of the day must be within 

only a few hours of a 24-hour period. As it happens often now, a common 

nonsensical result is reached where both parents are assigned the same day by a 

qualitative recasting to accommodate activities and involvement with a child. 

This occurs most often following litigation at the outer boundaries of the 40% 

when trying to determine "joint" or "primary." 

Stated differently, if the District Courts and litigants are reminded that in 

order to truly share joint physical custody, then parties must share equal, or nearly 

equal, time with their child. And this is a different conceptual construct from the 

more common outer boundary arguments over custodial schedules, which provide 

numerous partial days (often for exchanges). When calculating days to reach the 

threshold of 146 days per year (the 40%), significant portions of a particular day, 

something less than 24 hours, may be counted providing it is close to the 24-hour 

mark. 

4  As stated by Marshall S. Willick in How Many Days are in a Week and the 
Meaning of Rivero II Opinion, Nev. Pam. L. Rep., Vol. 23, No. 3, 2010, Rivero 
"does not require judges to ignore reality, or abandon common sense." Id. at 18. 
Willick, a co-author of the FLS amicus brief on the Rivero rehearing, 
acknowledges that "neither the Section's Amicus Brief, or the Court's Opinion, 
defined a 'day.' Frankly, we thought Copernicus had taken care of that problem, 
and that it wasn't necessary." Id. at 18. He presumes the instant or similar appeal 
was already in the works, and made a case for simply asking courts to take 
judicial notice of a day being a 24-hour period, with seven days in a week, and 
365 days in most years until the Court or legislature clarifies the issue. 
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C. 	What other states do. 

Not all states count days as 24-hour periods. Many states count overnights 

when necessary under their rules, typically for custody analysis, child support or 

eligibility for public benefits. 5  Frequently, the overnight rule is flexible. Some 

States take into consideration situations where the child has significant time 

periods in the physical custody of the other parent during the day but does not 

stay the night. 6  Other states have complex counting formulas, which may result 

5 For example, Utah defines joint physical custody as 30% or more overnights 
with a parent. Utah Code Ann. § 78-45-2(13). West Virginia defines joint 
custody as more than 35% of overnights per year. WV Code § 48-1-239. 
Virginia law states that a day is 24 hours, with the presumption that overnights 
with one parent less than 24 hours is counted as a divided day. VA Code Ann. § 
20-108.2(G)(c)(3). Please note that a full summation of the law of the fifty states 
with respect to custody determination was included as an appendix to Brief of 
Amicus Curiae, Family Law Section of Nevada State Bar, Rivero v. Rivero, 125 
Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213 (2009) (No. 46915), as Exhibit A. For further reference, 
the FLS's Rivero rehearing Amicus Brief discusses other states that use 
overnights at least as a starting point to determine the physical custody timeshare 
percentage for child support purposes. See, e.g., Brief of Amicus Curiae, Family 
Law Section of Nevada State Bar, Rivero v. Rivero, 125 Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213 
(2009) (No. 46915) at Exhibit 3. 

6 For example, Oregon calculates child support based in part on the number of 
overnights the child is in each parent's physical custody to calculate the 
percentage timeshare. However, it allows the use of a "method other than 
overnights if the parents have an alternative parenting time schedule in which a 
parent has significant time periods where the child is in the parent's physical 
custody but does not stay overnight." Oregon Administrative Rule 137-050- 
0730(2)(c). The rule gives examples: 

12 continuous hours may be counted as a day. Additionally, four-
hour up to 12-hour blocks may be counted as half-days, but not in 
conjunction with overnights. Regardless of the method used, blocks 
of time may not be used to equal more than one full day per 24-hour 

• 	 period. 
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in unnecessary complications and concomitant litigation. 7  Finally, there are at 

least two States that define a day as a period of 24 hours for certain purposes, 

again with some discretion and flexibility. 8  

The Internal Revenue Code also uses overnights as the starting point for 

determining which parent is the custodial parent for purposes of allocation of the 

child dependency exemption, but includes flexibility if a parent's nighttime work 

schedule prevents overnights and the child lives with that parent a greater number 

of days. 9  

It is tempting to count where a child lays his or her head at night as the 

foundational basis for counting a day with a parent. It seems an easy bright line 

rule to apply, and some argue this approach is more child-centered (from the 

perspective of the "eyes of the child"). 

7  California's complex presumptive child support calculation requires a 
calculation of the total number of hours a parent has primary physical custody of 
a child. There are cases in that state that deal with how to assign the hours a child 
spends in school. DaSilva v. DaSilva, 119 Cal.App.4th 1030, 15 Cal.Rptr.3d 59 
(2004). Once the total number of hours are calculated in a given year for each 
parent, the percentage timeshare is calculated using the total number of hours 
available in a year or dividing the total hours by 24 to yield the number of days 
assigned to each parent. 

8  VA Code Ann. § 20-108.2(G)(c)(3). In re Marriage of Hansen, 81 Wash.App. 
494,914 P.2d 799 (1996). 

9  Under IRC § 152(e), the custodial parent is the parent with whom the child lived 
for a greater number of nights during the year. If the child lived with each parent 
for an equal number of nights, the custodial parent is the one with the higher 
adjusted gross income. However, the IRS recognizes an exception and gives the 
exemption to the parent whose nighttime work schedule prevents overnights and 
the child lives a greater number of days but not nights with that parent. See also, 
IRS Publication 504 (2011), Divorced or Separated Individuals. 
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The FLS does not agree that counting overnights is the appropriate method 

to calculate the Rivero timeshare for several reasons. First, in States that define 

"day" as an overnight rather than a 24-hour unit, it was accomplished legislatively 

rather than by the judiciary. To date, the Nevada Legislature remains silent on 

this issue. Second, Rivero says not to focus on whether a child was sleeping in 

the timeshare analysis. Rivero at 427. Third, by focusing on overnights, the 

schedule may be manipulated even when the other parent actually has the 

significant portion of the remaining day (for example, picking up the child at 7:00 

a.m.). It becomes clear very quickly that overnight counting is insufficient to 

address parenting responsibilities and child involvement. '° 

As noted, Nevada custodial schedules reflect every conceivable 

arrangement to accommodate a child's best interest and the parents' work 

schedules. Given the 24-hour nature of the lives of many Nevadans, especially 

those involved in hospital care, emergency services and casinos, the overnight test 

may not work as well as in other states where the majority of professions seem to 

fall into "day jobs." Accordingly, the FLS does not recommend adopting an 

overnight counting rule. 

IV. THE STIPP CUSTODY SCHEDULE DOES NOT MEET THE 
40% THRESHOLD SET FORTH IN RIVERO OR THE 
SPIRIT OF JOINT CUSTODY 

In the instant appeal, the District Court ordered a custodial schedule that 

provided Mr. Stipp with the children on the first, third, and fifth (when there iS a 

fifth weekend in the month) weekends of each month. On the first and fifth 

weekends, Mr. Stipp's time would begin Friday at 6:00 p.m. through Sunday at 

6:00 p.m. On the third weekend, Mr. Stipp's time would begin at 9:00 a.m., 

I°  It has a certain logic whereby each parent would be mutually disadvantaged, 
but that is contrary to the goals of trying to reach justice and equity. 
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rather than 6:00 p.m. On the second and fourth weekends of the month, Mr. Stipp 

had the children from Thursday at 6:00 p.m. through Sunday at 6:00 p.m. Ms. 

Stipp had the option of having the children for the first weekend of the month, but 

if she exercised this option, Mr. Stipp would then have the children from 

Wednesday at 6:00 p.m. through Friday at 6:00 p.m." 

Under the FLS's interpretation of this timeshare, Mr. Stipp has the children 

for two days on the weekends that his time begins on Friday at 6:00 p.m., and for 

three days on the weekends that his time begins on Thursday at 6:00 p.m. Without 

considering holiday visits, Mr. Stipp has 130 days (26 weeks x 2 days + 26 weeks 

x 3 days) or an approximate 36% timeshare. 

When the two-week contiguous vacation time is considered, Mr. Stipp 

gains nine days when he exercises vacation (not including the weekends that were 

already counted in the above total), but he loses five days (two of his weekends) 

for Ms. Stipp's vacation time. 

As to the 3-day holiday weekends, there are four specified. Since they are 

alternated, the presumption is two are assigned to Mr. Stipp, and two are assigned 

to Ms. Stipp. On those weekends, Mr. Stipp loses an entire weekend on Ms. 

Stipp's 3-day holiday, weekends (at least two days, sometimes three days), and 

Mr. Stipp gains a day on his holiday weekend. 

For the children's birthdays, Mr. Stipp loses two days overall because Ms. 

Stipp receives the children for one of his weekend days. 

The remainder of the holidays appear to have DO net effect because they are 

split or are alternated one-day holidays. 

In addition to being fairly complex, this schedule does not readily lend itself to 
easy calculation of time. For example, on average it provides Mr. Stipp with 130 
days per year, but can range from 129 days to 131 days depending on the leap 
year. However under any count, Mr. Stipp is still not a joint physical custodian. 
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In total, when holidays and birthdays are added and subtracted to the 

normal schedule, Mr. Stipp has physical custody between 128 and 130 days per 

year, or approximately 35.6% of the time. 

The above analysis did not take into account the eight hours from 9:00 a.m. 

until 6:00 p.m. on the third weekend of each month because it is not significant 

under the above FLS interpretation of River°. However, even if the additional 

eight-hour periods were considered full "days," the schedule still only provides 

Mr. Stipp with 142 days total per year, which is approximately 38.9% of the 

custodial time and accordingly not joint physical custody. 

V. THE FLS RECOMMENDATION 

The schedule defined as joint physical custody by the lower court in the 

Stipp matter is unsupportable under Rivero and the governing rules set forth 

under Rivero do not need to be revised or clarified. However, if this Court is 

inclined to issue a clarification, the FLS recommends that it hails from the 

Nevada Legislature. We note States which count days for important decisions, 

such as child support, largely do so by way of statute. Thus far, the Nevada 

Legislature has not offered clarification on this issue. 

Despite this, if the Court determines that a clarification is appropriate, the 

FLS suggests the starting point to recognize when counting a day, the District 

Courts should begin with the 24-hour unit of measure. The District Courts must 

have flexibility when the parent has physical custody of the child for a significant 

portion of a 24-hour day, but it should be a close approximation of the 24-hour 

unit. 

The FLS does not believe parties will benefit by a rule splitting or 

excepting school days and daycare time. Regardless of whether a child is in 

school or daycare, the parent who has custodial responsibility that day , has 

primary control and decision making for the child even when the child is at 

school. The custodial parent must make arrangements for the child to be prepared 

10 
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for and get to and from school, as well as to deal with issues, which may arise 

during the school hours, such as illnesses or discipline problems. This custodial 

responsibility role does not diminish the legal custody obligations to 

communicate with each other on these issues, and communication with each other 

should be encouraged. 

The FLS similarly does not believe sleeping hours should be disregarded. 

The child is in the parent's physical custody and that parent has tremendous 

responsibility should anything occur, such as illness or an emergency during 

sleeping hours. The FLS suggests that, to the extent further clarification is 

warranted, days are 24-hour periods, or for a significant portion thereof. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The FLS reiterates that joint physical custody is equal or nearly equal 

custodial time, but no less than 40% of the total custodial time. If a parent with 

nearly 40% of the custodial time is to be designated a joint physical custodian, 

then the bright line outer limit becomes diluted such that the parents neither have 

essentially equal physical time with the child, nor share equal parenting 

responsibilities. When joint physical custody is appropriately in a child's best 

interest considering the individual facts of the case, there should be no difficulty 

in crafting a nearly equal timeshare with each parent having physical custody of 

/// 
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the child for at least 40% of the time. If it is not possible, joint physical custody 

is not in the child's best interest. 

Affirmation pursuant to NRS 239B.030. The undersigned affirms that 

the preceding document does not contain the social security number of any person 

DATED this 17 th  day of September, 2012. 

STATE BAR OF NEVADA, 
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/s/ Sarah Hardy-Cooper  
SARAH HARDY-COOPER, ESQ. 
NV Bar No. 7736 
Routsis Hardy-Cooper 
571 California Avenue 
Reno, NV 89509 
(775) 785-9116 
(775) 786-9133 

/s/ Ravna Brachrnann 

NV Bar No. 8385 
Surratt Law Practice 
3705 Lakeside Drive 
Reno, NV 89509 
(775) 636-8200 

is/ Eric Pulver  
ERICPULVER, ESQ. 
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Logar Pulver 
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The Abrams Law Finn 
6525 S. Rainbow Blvd., Ste. 100 
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Attorneys for Amicus Curiae 
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ATTORNEY CERTIFICATE PURSUANT TO NRAP 28.2  

I certify that I have read this Brief of Amicus Curiae, and to the best of my 

knowledge, information and belief, it is not frivolous or interposed for any 

improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause unnecessary delay or needless 

increase in the cost of litigation. 

I further certify that this Brief complies with all applicable Nevada Rules of 

Appellate Procedure, in particular NRAP 28(e), which requires every assertion in 

the Brief regarding matters on the record to be supported by appropriate 

references to the record on appeal. 

I further certify that this Brief complies with the formatting requirements of 

Rule 32(a)(4)-(6), and either the page- or type-volume limitations stated in rule 

32(a)(7). 

I understand that I may be subject to sanctions in the event the Brief is not 

in conformity with the requirements of the Nevada Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

Dated this 17 1h  day of September, 2012. 

/s/Sarah Hardy-Cooper 
Sarah Hardy-Cooper, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7736 
On Behalf of the Drafting Committee 
do Routsis Hardy-Cooper 
571 California Ave 
Reno, NV 89509 
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EXHIBIT "2" 



MITCH'S INCREASED STANDARD OF LIVING SUPPORTS 
MODIFICATION OF CHILD SUPPORT 2012 

MITCH'S STATED ASSETS PER MARITAL 	MITCH'S APPARENT ASSETS POST- 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, DATED 	 FEBRUARY 20,2008 

FEBERARY 20, 2008  

Total Assets: $658,600.00 	Increased Assets: $4,465,000.00 
(Apparent from public records, more assets 
likely exist)  

1. $1,000,000.00 * 	 1. $2,050,000.00* 
Home equity in 	 New primary residence: 7 Morning Sky 
$2M primary residence: 2055 Alcova 	Ln. (The Ridges), purchased April 2010. 
Ridge Drive (Red Rock Country 	 No recorded mortgage. *Recorded 
Club)*$2M (Fair Market Value) MINUS 	purchase price seems deceptively lower 
$1M mortgage=$1M equity, but entire 	than FMV. Famous neighbor closed on 
home equity vanishes by 2009 due to 	home up the street for $8.5 million in 
plunging real estate market 	 2012. 

2. $508,500.00 	 2. $1,000,000.00 FMV 
Wells Fargo Bank Account in Mitch's 	2055 Alcova Ridge Drive still owned by 
name 	 Mitch. Mitch refinanced jumbo loan on 

property in July 2009 
3. $150,000.00 

Mitch's 401(k) accounts 	 3. 	$220,000.00 
Home Mitch purchased for his parents in 

4. $100.00 	 July 2009: 1990 Granemore Street, LV. 
Stated Value of Stipp Investments, LLC 

4. $620,000.00 
5. 2008 BMW M6 	 Two luxury condominiums ($310k each) 

Leasehold interest 	 Mitch purchased in the Turnberry MGM 
Grand Tower in March 2012 

6. 2007 Mercedes S65 AMG 
Leasehold interest 	 5. $140,000 MSRP 

2012 BMW B7 Alpina 

6. $85,000 MSRP 
2012 Cadillac Escalade ESV 

7. $200,000 MSRP 
2007 Mercedes S65 AMG 
Appears to own it, not lease it. 

8. $150,000.00 
Mitch's 401(k) accounts 	 , 
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Travel Direction: 0 N 0 S 0 E OW lEAVEY: 	I Al ja171cer. 	 Explain: Radar* GHD07478 	0) 

At Location: 	DESERT INN W of TOWN CENTER 	CD 
Violation Date:  07/13/2011 	Time: 1431 	Issue Date: 07/13/2011 	Time: 1431  

0 1 0 2 03 04 05 06 07 	Had Been Drinking: 0 Yes 0 No 0 Unknown 	> 

Defendant Type: CI Driver 0 Passenger 0 Pedestrian 	Test Type: 0 PBT 0 Blood 0 Breath 0 UA 

0 Other Explain: 	 0 Drugs Suspected 	Results: 	% 	CO 
• THE UNDERSIGNED CERTIFIES AND SAYS THAT IN THE STATE OF NEVADA 	 ---i 

MOa,76FP6Atits 	 - 	

Social Security r. 

Address: a Phis 
24Th 	

0 Mailing 	 -I City: 	 I State: 	Zip: 	 dry: 	
7) 2942 N 24TH ST#114=318 	 PHOENIX 	I AZ 	85016 	I USA  

008. 04104/1975 	R201: W 	 Sex m 	1618t: 	Weight 	Hair 
BRO 	

Ever. 

	

BRO 	—0 

°I-NII°:  D06242895 	0 CDL r z : 	sass: 	Miraloao 	Restrictions: 	Endorsements: 

Vehide has current proof of Insurance/ LI Yes 0 No 	 serration 	te of Insurance Card: 	 K 
' DID OPERATE THE FOLLOWING VEHICLEIMOTOR VEHICLE AT THE ABOVE LISTED LOCATION: 

Commercial Vehicle 0 	US DOT S: 	 VIN 5: 

Vehi_ ___ed License: 	W./State: 
LVTT47 	 06106%2012 	

Year 
	

Make: 	Model: 
 XtdAliNA 	Itir 
	Color 
	0 

Reg. Owner. 	 Address: 
0 Same 	

I 
• DID THEN AND THERE COMMIT THE FOLLOWING OFFENSE(S):' "  

vi°1°"°'.  Basic Rule - faster than posted. 	 1010•. . 	ni 
Posted 	ra c 	htual 	c4 	'Cited Speed: 	5 . 
soeed: 	'.-"-' 	Speed. 	'-' 	 zt 	CI NRS  0  CFR 	0 County Code 0 Municipal Code  

To VVIC 	 NRSICouMyfCity N 	was 484.361-1CJCCO toe.morkvoins mo 	r° 

FASTER THAN POSTED  

I VIolabon Code: 	see  „set  

I violation 	
I  

TO WE 	 0 NRS 0 CFR  C County Code 0 Municipal Code 

NRSICounty/City ft 

Violation Code: 

	

I certify (or declare) that I have reasonable groundsfnrobable Cause to believe and clo‘•••.• 	, 	L 	' • 
believe that above named person Committed the above offense(s) contrary to law. • ' ' _ 

Officer/Co 	• e lnants PR N ED Name' 	 ricer/Comp ainants Signature: 	 ' 	 Bureau: 

MOORE 	 z'..) 	4307 	TR23  
Las Vegas 	 Las Vegas 	 Joggle Justice 	Goode Anil; ...7 	Mendascn 	 Henderson 	North Las Vegas 
tpeougiel3ro  Court 	=1117 co.,' 	Services 	 Alsace Cowl 	Alsace Court 	Municipal Court 	Justice Court 

601 St Peons Rd. 	Box 19155 	 243 Water St 	243 MN, St 	2428 AteninLutherKmg 
200 Urn% Ave. 	Les Vega; NV 8915$ 	Us yearn, Nv 89101 	Jean, NV 69019 	Mendelson. I4V 	Henderson. NV 	13Nd..14.011Les Vegas. 
iir.",Velra.: 09L 702.6714444 	L  7M-455-5380 	7  703-8744405 	 69015 	 69015 	 NV69032 
,..„00.6s84356 	17744714163 	 702-455-7960 	r-  702467-3300 	r 702-4M-7601 

7 7  
'Township:  LAS VEGAS JUSTICE COURT Jusikac°'  LAs VEGAS JUSTICE COURT 1j6ne:  702-671-3444  
t̀foorinere.hetrheebt:ordveerglotrogearsrer on 08/22/2011 MON During Normal Business Hours  

Defendant's 	 I 	4lAI2 0 Interpreter 	 o Court 	-Violation Cod.** 

Signature 	 Needed? 	LANGUAGE 	I 	Mandatory See Court  
NEV. 10.07 1.1000 	 1 



Citation Number: X00516654 Stipp, Mitchell 

DD 

In the Justice/Municipal Court of 	 State of Nevada 	 Citation Number: X00516654 
LDDYS901_,LlatigeS411.101 	 DPS Nevada Highway Patrol 	Accident Number: 
Court Case 0 	 Event Number: 

:Evidence Logged 0Arrest  
__IJuvenile 	 TraffiefIvlisdemeanor/Citation Complaint  
gTraffic 	 UAccident 	 ....JSchool Zone 	0Hazmat 	 Aircraft 	 Clock Number 
:Non-Traffic 	0 Waming 	 :Construction Zone 	0S.T.E.P. 	:Radar 	 • Other  
:Parking 	 0Misdemeanor 	NUrban 	 Elitural 	 Explain: 	, 

Travel Direction: 	North: Ei 	South: U 	East: U 	 West -0 	Beat/Area: 1821 	Mile Marker: 28  
At Location: NI-215 S of SUMMERLIN PKWY  
Weather Conditions: Clear 	 Road Conditions: Dry 	 Traffic: Medium  
Violation Date: 02/10/2011 	 Day Code: 5 	 Violation Time: 14:16  
Issue Date: 02/10/2011 	 Issue Time: 14:22  
Defendant Type: 	 Had Been Drinking: Yes: U No: ':' link: Li 
Driver: 0  Passenger: 0 Pedestrian: 0 Other: 0 	 Test Type: PBT: U Blood: 0 Breath: 0 UA: 0 
Explain Other 	Drugs Suspected: 0 Results: % 	 , 
THE UNDERSIGNED CERTIFIES AND SAYS THAT IN THE STATE OF NEVADA CITY/COUNTY: CLARK  
Name (Last, First, Middle): STIPP , MITCHELL SSN:  
Address: Physical: Mailing: U -City: State: Zip: Country: 
2942 N 24TH ST # 114-318 	 PHOENIX 	 AZ 	85016  

DOB: 	 Race: 	Sex: 	Ht: 	 Wt 	 Hair 	 Eyes: 
04/0411975 	 W 	 M 	 508 	 165 	 BR 	 BRO  

OLN/1D: CDL: U 	 State: 	Class: 	Expiration: 	Restrictions: 	 Endorsements: 
006242895 	 AZ 	D 	 04/04/2040 	0  
Vehicle has current proof of insurance? El Yes U No 	 lExpiration Date of Insurance Card: 04/16/2011  

DID OPERATE THE FOLLOWING VEHICLE/MOTOR VEHICLE AT THE ABOVE LISTED LOCATION  
Commercial Vehicle: U 	US DOT #: 	 VIN # WDBSK79F28F141002  
Vehicle License: 	Lic State: 	Expiration: 	Year 	 Make: 	Model: 	Type: 	Color 
LVKP17 	 NV 	 12/24/2011 	2008 	 MERCEDES 	SL65 	PRO 

BENZ  
Registered Owner 	 Address: 
0 Same 	STIPP ,AMY 	 2055 ALCOVA RIDGE DR LAS VEGAS NV 89135  

DID THEN AND THERE COMMIT THE FOLLOWING OFFENSE(S)  
I. Violation 484.305 	 INOC 09318 	 NRS U CFR U CountyMunicipal Code  
Description: NRS TURN SIGNAL REQUIRED ON DIVIDED ROAD 	rosted Speed: 	'Actual Speed: 	(Cited Speed.  
To Wit LANE CHANGE 4X W/O TURN SIGNAL. 

NO BAIL: 	
Bail 	 Admm 	 Facility 	 Fee: IN 
Amount 0 	 Assessment: 0 	 Assessment: 0 	 0 	 Total: 0  

2. Violation 	 INOC 	 NRS 0 CFR 0 County/Municipal Code  
Description:  
To Wit 

Bail 	 Admin 	 Facility 	 Pee: 
NO 	0 BAIL: 	 Amount 	 Assessment: 	 Assessment: 	 Total: 0  

3. Violation 	 INOC 	 Li NRS U CFR 0 County/Municipal Code  
Description:  
To Wit: 

NO BAIL: 0 	Bail 	 Admin 	 Facility 	 Fee: 
Amount: 	 Assessment 	 Assessment 	 Total: 0  

I certify (or Delcare) subject to the penalty of perjury, that) have reasonable grounds/probable cause to believe that above named person committed the above 
infraction(s) and/or offense(s) contrary to law.  

Officer Name: WILK 	
Y^1 	

I.D. # 859 

Officer Signature:  
Complainant's Name: 

Complainant's Signature: 

Court: 	 Phone: 
Las Vegas Justice Court 	 7026713444  

Address: 
200 Lewis Ave Las Vegas NV 89101  
You are hereby ordered to appear on or before 	 Date and timc : 	05/19/2011 08:00 
to answer the above charge(s)  
Without admitting having committed each of the above offense(s), I hereby promise to respond as directed on this notice and waive 
my right to be taken immediately before a magistrate (NRS 484.799 and NRS 484.803).  
Defendant's Signature: 	 Interpreter Needed 	FICourt 	Total Bail: 

1,3>1P1 	
Language: 	 Mandatory 	$ 0 

'Failure to comply with this complaint or future dates relating to this complaint will constitute a separate offense. 

CD 

(i) 

CD 



E10187101804487A 

CLARK COUNTY REGIONAL MISDEMEANOR CITATION/COMPLAINT -T COURT 

Event it 

Citation N 

t Court Case if 

STATE OF NEVADA 	Adult 1 i 
-I 

. 	 I Juvenile 

Scene Diagram 

1 
NOTICE: Any charges listed on this 
citation prosecuted in Las Vegas 
Municipal Court will be severed into 
separate individual cases before filing with 
the Court 

State NRS 	 City Ord LVO-11.16.070 
NRS-484.361 

County Cud'  cco-i .os.oi o 
Title  Basic Rule - faster than  posted. Alleged Speed: 51 Speed Limit: 45 

Reason for Stop: 
Speeding 

L.4 
Violation 	01010 

Officer Signature 
TO Intl Radar 61/35t. ve 60. rd 3001 w/b aif 

Bail 
Amount 

OR 	Regular 

Business Hours 

Total Bail Arnoun 

Defendant's 

Signature 
Interpreter 
Needed LANGUAGE 

Las Vegas Metro Prosecutor's Report offense A of A 

ID # 
1  LV Township Justice Court 

Traffic ComVeh Non-Trait Accident Radar School Z Constl -  . Injuries 	7 Officer's Rot/9d ; Crime Report 
r- L  

N'I 	 i 	,....... 	14 	: . 	r 1 	,  . Y FNYN 

! THE UNDERSIGNEDCERTIFIES ANDSAYS THAT IN THE STATE OF NEVADA'  

; Name ( Last, First. Initial) 

STIPP, MITCHELL  r Res. Address 

12055 	ALCOVA RIDGE 	DR 
DOB Orig. 	Sex ! 

[04104/1975 	W 	M 	 
t DriverLicencse No. 

D06242895 
ri/IOLATION DATE Month Day Year 	 177—me 
107/06/2010 	

_ 

Al Location: 

Flamingo 	Rd West of Hualapai Way 
- DID OPERATE THE FOLLOWING VEHICLE/MOTOR VEHICLE ON A PUBLIC HIGHWAY AND 

Vehicle No. 	

, 
Year 	I Month 	i State 

11 	NV 	
Veh. Yr. I Make 	 Body Typ e 	Color(s) 

LVEA78 	10 2007 	Mercedes-Be 4D 	Silver  
Reg Owner's Name 	 ) Address 

STIPP, MITCHELL 	12055 ALCOVA RIDGE DR 
.) DID THEN AND THERE COMMIT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING OFFENSES/INFRACTIONS 

	5'  5 " 	165 	k
H
3rown  BRO  

Hi 	-I ta 	air 	 s Eye 

	

State 	-1 Class 

	

AZ 	iC 

j DATE OF 
i20_____ JISSUANCE 

City 

Las Vega: gas 	INV 189135 
S.S. No 

Date I  Restrictions 

104/04/20  
Month Day Year 

07/06/2010 
Name of Business (If Applicable) 

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the stale of Nevada that I have reasonable grounds/probable cause to 
believe end do believe the above named person committed the above infraction(s) ancUor ottensets) contrary to taw. 

Officer/Complainant's PRINTED Name 	TOfficer/Complainanrs Signature 17.17ear-
LVMPD V 'Freeman, D. 	 j.._ 

Las Vegas 
Municipal 	

Family Youth 
,Justice Court  Services 
!200 Lewis Ave 	, Court 243 	Building S. 601 
)Las Vegas, NV 	1 Water SI. 	. N Pecos Rd. 

14enderson. NV j  Las Vegas, NV 	Vegas. NV 
89015 267 	, 89101 455- 	89101 382- 
3300 	

r 
I 5200 	 6878 fICK)-654- 

; Jurisdiction LV Township Justice  Court 

I You are hereby ordered to appear on the 3 	day of August 	year 2010 
I to answer the above charges 

) Wthout admitting having committed each of the above Infractions/offenses. thereby promise to respond 

I as described on this notice and waive my right lobe taken immediately before a magistrate 

89155 -671- 
3444 877-671- 
31L3 

Las Vegas 
Municipal 
Court 200 
Lewis Ave Las 

NLV 
ownship 

Justice 
Court 2428 
Martin 
Luther King 
Blvd Ai& 

N Las Vegas 	! Laughlin 
Municipal 	i Justice Court 
Court 2240 	101 Civic Way 

„I 	

.. 

Civic Center Dr 	Suite 2. 
N. Las Vegas 	Laughlin. NV 
NV 89030 633- i.-_-: 89029 298- 

1 1131_ 	I 	L1622 _ __ 

FRP, 5-01 1v1000 Failure to comply with this complaint or future dates relating to this complaint will constitute a separate offense. 
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0813112012 09:52 Stipp, 	 fAX)7029906456 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

A Professional Corporation 

THIS FACSIMILE IS CONFIDENTIAL. 

The information contained in this faaimik message is infirmation protected by attorney-client and/or the 
attornyl work productprivilegt. It ir intended onb ,  for the ate of the individual named above and the privileges are not 
waived by virtue if this having been sent 0 faerimile. If the person actually receiving thirficsimik or dry other reader 
of thefacsimile is not the named recipient or the emplgee or agent responsible to deliver it to the named nuipient, any 

dirseminaion, distribution, or copying of the commseniadion is grit* ,  prohibited Ifyou bane ?Valid Mit 
eommuniroliori in error, Please immediately notify us by *Wont and nthirn the original message to ms at the address 
below via US. Para Sendce. 

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES, PLEASE TELEPHONE US IMMEDIATELY AT (702) 590-6448 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 

VO, 

Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 

COMPANYs 

Vaccarino Law Offices 
PHONE NUMIDERI 

702-258-8007 
Rhz 

Stipp V. Stipp  

FROMi 

Jolene 
For Radford J. Smith, Esq. 

DATE; 

8/31/12 
FAX NUMBER: 

702-258-8840 
CASE NUMSERI 

D-08-389203-Z 
TOTAL NO. OF PAISES INCLUDINO COVER? 

0 URGENT 1.  FOR REVIEW 0 PLEASE COMMENT 0 PLEASE REPLY 0 FLAMES RECYCLE 

DOCUMENT(S) ATTACHED! 

CORRESPONDENCE DATED TODAY, AUGUST 31, 2012, FROM vs...promo J. SMITH, ESQ., 

64 NORTH PECCOS ROAD-SUITE 700 • HENOZREON, NEVADA 09074 

(702) 990•6448 • rAX (702) 8)00-E4SE 



_ pp. V' r. UUL 

0AX)702 990 6456 	P.0021003 
r, 1.0 	 1.1 	 I " LA! II- 	r1 	/ 	I 1.1 

081311201 2 09:52 5tipp, 

Rwereno J. SMITH, c.a. 
aAlithIA VARERINEIT, 
KENNETM SMITS, PARAILEGIAL 
4otcmit M. HOEFT, PARALEGAL 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED . 
TELEPHONE (70E) 590.4446 
FACSIMILES (702) 660.6466 
itsmirrOanwororinem1714.6014 

A PrOsislonal Corporatten 
64 MONTH FECES* ROAD, 5%1;76 700 

HENDERSON, NEVA9A 89074 

August 31, 2012 

VIA FACSIMILE 

Patricia Vaccarino 
Vaccatino Law Office 
8861 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 

Re; 	Christina Calderon-Stipp v. Mitchell Stipp (Case No. D-08-389203-Z) 

Dear Ms. Vaccarino: 

My office received a copy of Christina's new motion and affidavit to be heard before Judge 
Potter on September 25, 2012. As I understand it, we are required to file Mitchell's opposition on 
or before September 12, 2012. Based on my discussions with Mitchell, I believe be intends to 
complete and file a Financial Disclosure Fenn because Christina is asking this Court to review his 
child support obligations for the purpose of increasing them by $80.00 per month. Please be 
advised that Mitchell is in the processing of completing his tax return for 2011, which is due on or 
before October 15, 2012. According to Mitchell, completion of his tax return for 2011 is essential 
to completing the Financial Disclosure Form. 

Ftuthermore, as your client is aware, Mitchell has recently returned to work and he represents a 
class of creditors in a mega.-bankruptcy case before the United States Bankruptcy Court for the 
District of Nevada. There is an important hearing in this bankruptcy case concerning the 
confirmation of the plan of reorganization for the debtor on September 25, 2012 (which is the same, 
date as the hearing in this case before Judge Potter). Given the circumstances above, we will not 
be able to file Mitchell's opposition and Financial Disclosure Form by September 12, 2012, and 
Mitchell will not be able to attend the hearing before Judge Potter. Therefore, we would ask that 
you stipulate to extend the time for us to respond to Christina's motion and re -schedule the 
hearing. Please note that Mitchell will continue to pay his monthly child support at $1,000.00 per 
child, agree to pay any increase if ordered by the Court retroactive to September 25, 2012 and waive 
any over-payments in the event it is reduced. 

I expect that we will be able to respond to Christina's motion and file his Financial Disclosure Form 
by October 22, 2012 (which is 1 week after the filing deadline for Mitchell's 2011 tax return). 
Based op BDCR 2.20(h), Christina would be required to file any reply not later than five (5) days 
before the hearing. Therefore, Mitchell believes the hearing in this case should be re-scheduled to a 
date and time available on Judge Potter's calendar after October 31, 2012. 

Since the matter will be delayed for a month or so,. Mitchell would like to use his limited available 
time to mediate the matters raised in Christina's motion. As you are aware, at Mitchell's request, 
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Patricia Va.ccarino 
August 31, 2012 • 
Page 2 

these matters are subject to mandatory mediation anyway pursuant to EDCR 5.70. Therefore, as 
part of the stipulation, Mitchell would like Christina to agree to mediate these matters through the 
Family Mediation Center. Based on email correspQndence I reviewed from Christina, I believe she 
was previously willing to do so. If the parties reach an agreement during mediation, there may not 
be any need for the hearing. 

The last item I want to address is confidentiality with respect to financial matters that may be 
disclosed as part of Judge Potter's review of Mitchell's child support obligations. I believe both 
parties have a right to privacy with respect to information contained in their respective Financial 
Disclosure Forms and any information exchanged by the parties to verify the income set forth 
therein. Therefore, Mitchell would like the parties to agree in the proposed stipulation not to 
disclose to third parties such financial information. Of course, this restriction would not prohibit the 
parties from sharing such information with their respective attorneys and accountants for the 
purpose of determining the appropriate level of child support. 

Please advise me no later than 12:00 pm on Tuesday, September 4, 2012, whether Christina accepts 
our proposal. If so, I will prepare the stipulation for your review and approval This letter is written 
pursuant to EDCR 5.11. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

cc: 	Mitchell Stipp (via email) 



LJIIFF V. AJ LIFF 	#J.JtdLi1tJ.dI —I", LA/ I L. 

From: plvlaw <plvlaw@aol.com > 
To: rsmith <rsmith@radfordsmith.com > 

Bcc: ccstipp <ccstipp@gmail.com > 

Subject: Stipp v. Stipp - Letter dated September 4, 2012 
Date: Tue, Sep 4, 2012 5:14 pm 

Attachments: SCAN6417_000.pdf (1283K) 

Please see attached. Thank you. 

http://mail.aol.com/37001-111/ao1-6/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx  9/18/2012 



VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
* 	 A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
ALSO ADMITTED IN 	 8861 W. SAHARA AVE. 	 TELEPHONE (702) 258-8007 
NEW YORK & NEW JERSEY 	 SUITE 210 	 FACSIMILE (702) 258-8840 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89117 	E-MAIL 	PLVIaw©aol,com 

September 4, 2012 

VIA FACSIMILE AND ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq. 
64 N. Pecos Rd., #700 
Henderson, NV 89074 

RE: Stipp v. Stipp 
Case No. D-389203 

Dear Mr. Smith and Mr. Stipp: 

Thank you for your letter dated August 31, 2012 which surprisingly hints at the 
suggestion of your side possibly settling one or all issues addressed in Christina's Motion. 
Moving forward, please cease from asking me to respond to your letters within one-half of 
a judicial day. Such request is entirely unreasonable and discourteous. By the way, your 
Reply brief recently filed in the Supreme Court action falsely asserts, in violation of NRCP 
11, NRAP 28.2 and the ethical duty of candor towards the tribunal, that Christina's current 
Motion addresses the "same" issues already ruled upon by Judge Potter. That statement 
is simply and glaringly UNTRUE, starting with the issue of the new "order" Mitch made 
recently of dictating parking lot exchanges as cited in Christina's Motion. At any rate, I will 
address the assertions and requests made in your August 31, 2012 letter in the order set 
forth therein. 

I believe your understanding of when Mitch's responsive pleadings are due to be filed 
and served is erroneous. Pursuant to NRCP 5 and 6 and EDCR 2.20, my office has 
calendared the correct deadline for Mitch's responsive pleadings of September 11, 2012. 
However, we may be able to settle all issues prior to that date if you and Mitch quickly 
become sincere and fair in that and all other regards. 

You [Rad] state you believe "he [Mitch] " intends" to file a Financial Disclosure Form 
in your August 31, 2012 letter. Clear, Court rules require such complete and proper filing of 
a Financial Disclosure Form, so please do not let Mitch, as your co-counsel, read and 
interpret law and rules to his benefit when it suits him as further noted below. Mitch is also 
mistaken when he claims in your letter that Christina is only seeking an $80.00 increase in 
child support. We reaffirm the declaration in Christina's Motion that such sum is the 
minimum increase that is due Christina at this time We make this assertion before receiving 
proper and full disclosures from your office and from Mitch. Once disclosures are received 
and assessed, it may be that Mitch's obligation should be far greater than the statutory 

FACLIENTS1Stipp Metter56.wpd 



Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq. 
RE: Stipp v. Stipp  
September 4, 2012 
Page 2 

maximum. Certainly, the public records on file in the Bankruptcy action involving Mr. Plise 
implicate Mitch in "fraudulent transfers". We understand you and Rad may have much to 
attempt to hide from Christina and other persons. Yet, Mitch apparently has amassed 
significant wealth post-divorce. 

Your letter is disingenuous on many levels, because you, Rad, a family law 
practitioner for over two decades now, is allowing Mitch to erroneously claim he needs to 
complete his 2011 tax return in order to properly and timely file a Financial Disclosure Form 
in this case. Mitch has never practiced in family law, except in this case! Also, the 2011 tax 
return is soon due to the Internal Revenue Service, so all the back-up documents must be 
NOW easily accessible to Mitch to send to his accountant. You can simply have Mitch 
receipt same documents to your and my office for purposes of disclosure and negotiations 
for 2011 income. We also would accept a copy of his 2010 tax return(s) and his expense 
and asset pages of his Financial Disclosure Form for income imputation purposes. 

The alleged Bankruptcy hearing at which Mitch claims he must be present is NOT 
scheduled at the same time as our hearing in this case. Also, the records on file in that 
action reveal Mitch and his associates may be wisely attempting to resolve the current issues 
addressed in Mr. Plise's case. Thus, good cause does not exist to continue the hearing. 

We cannot  agree to extend the time to have Christina's Motion heard because Mitch 
and you have been avoiding resolution of all issues for the past year. My June 7, 2012 letter 
asked you to mediate and/or negotiate with us, but ZERO response was received. I ask that 
you and Mitch NOW  make Christina offers she could NOT refuse to each  and every  issue 
enumerated in her Motion by no later than Friday, September 7, 2012 at 4:00 p.m. Certainly, 
your client has had plenty of time to think about his offers to the long-pending issues. We 
will respond to the offer the following Monday. If we cannot settle, we will stipulate to extend 
the time for Mitch to file and serve to Wednesday, September 13, 2012, a two-day extension. 
In return, Christina will have until Friday, September 21, 2012 to file her Reply Brief if 
settlement is not reached. I would ask that your office prepare the Stipulation and Order 
modifying the deadlines set forth in EDCR 2.20 if you so agree. However, the offer to extend 
is contingent upon a settlement offer being tendered this week on all issues. 

If Mitch has "limited available time" this and next month, we would request that Mitch 
provide his full work schedule and tax meeting schedule to Christina as soon as possible so 
she may exercise a right of first refusal to care for the children in Mitch's absence and time 
of unavailability. Please instruct Mitch to E-mail Christina directly with this information. 

Also, please again read EDCR 5.70 which discusses "mandatory mediation" being 
required upon "filing an Answer" in an initial contested custody proceeding. I believe you and 
Mitch are also mistaken about the Rule. Indeed, while a Judge may also order mandatory 
mediation upon its own Motion, the Rule also allows a Judge to waive mediation for good 
cause shown. Indeed, good cause exists in this case to waive the mediation requirements 
F:\CLIENTSIStipptletter58.wpd  



Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq. 
RE: Stipp v. Stipp  
September 4, 2012 
Page 3 

because the paper trail in this case reveals Christina and I have been pleading with you and 
Mitch to mediate and/or negotiate since my June 2012 letter and Christina's numerous, 
previous and later letters she sent to Mitch. However, in the interest of EDCr 5.11, please 
list three mediators which you and Mitch suggest and provide same to my office for our 
consideration and current and future reference. We fear your and Mitch's latent  request to 
mediate is an additional, dilatory tactic. 

Concerning your last item addressed in your August 31, 2012 letter "confidentiality" 
of filings and documents exchanged in this case, please refer to your letter forwarded to me 
in this case in June 2011. You alleged to us this case really is "NOT sealed." Indeed, you 
and Mitch conveniently claimed that the sealing only applies to the Clerk not being able to 
disseminate public records. You also aptly and strongly noted that a "gag-order' on Court/ 
public records is simply "unconstitutional." You and Mitch also made such arguments in 
papers filed in District Court and advanced the same arguments before Judge Potter at a 
2011 hearing. In fact, Judge Potter agreed with your position on the subject. Please 
understand that Christina DISCLAIMS any knowledge whatsoever of your client's previous 
and current "business" dealings concerning Mr. Plise, you and others noted in public records 
and the Review Journal. Certainly, if the Bankruptcy Trustee, the Review Journal, creditors 
or investigators are seeking evidence of the truth, you cannot expect Christina and me to 
subject that "truth" to confidentiality and/or a gag-order. Thank you for your time and 
attention. 

Sincerely yours, 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 
PLV/ml 
cc: 	Christina Stipp 

FACUENTMt1ppMetter56.wpd 
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FIELD LAW LTD.'S MONTHLY FEE 
APPLICATION FOR THE PERIOD OF 

JULY 1,2012 THROUGH JULY 31,2012 

Hearing Date: N/A 
Hearing Time: N/A 
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FIELD LAW LTD. 
MITCHELL STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Telephone: (702) 378-1907 
Facsimile: (702) 483-6283 
in itchell.stipp@yahoo.com  
Counsellor Future Claims 
Representative. James L. Moore 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

Case No: 	BK-S-12-12349-MKN 
Chapter: 	11 

AMERICAN WEST DEVELOPMENT, INC.. a 
Nevada corporation. 
fdba Castlebay 1, Inc. 
fdba Development Management, Inc. 
fdba Fairmont 1, Inc. 
fdba Glen Eagles 3, Inc. 
fdba Heritage 1, Inc. 
fdba Inverness 5, Inc. 
fdba Kensington I, Inc. 
fdba Kingsbridge 1, Inc. 
fdba Promontory Estates, LLC 
fdba Promontory Point 4, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 1, inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 2, Inc. 
fdba Tradition, Inc. 
fdba Windsor 1, Inc. 

Debtor. 

TO THE HONORABLE MIKE K. NAKAGAWA AND ALL PARTIES IN INTEREST: 

Field Law Ltd. ("Applicant"), counsel to James L. Moore, Future Claims Representative, 

appointed to act as the representative of Future Construction Defect Claimants in the above-

captioned bankruptcy case, hereby submits this Monthly Fee Application for the Period of July 1, 

2012 through July 31, 2012 (the "Application"), pursuant to (i) the Court's Order Appointing 

Future Claims Representative entered as Docket No. 189, (ii) the Court's Order Authorizing 

Retention and Employment of Field Law Ltd. as Counsel to James L. Moore, Future Claims 

Representative, Effective as of April 12, 2012, entered as Docket No. 272, and (iii) the Order 

Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §§ 105(a) and 331, Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2016, Authorizing and Establishing 

Page 1 of 4 
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Procedures for Interim Compensation and Reimbursement of Expenses of Professionals entered 

as Docket No. 194 (the "Interim Compensation Order"). In Support of this Application, 

Applicant respectfully represents as follows: 

I. 	Applicant hereby applies to the Court for allowance and payment of interim 

compensation for services rendered and reimbursement of expenses incurred as counsel to James 

L. Moore, the representative of Future Construction Defect Claimants, during the period 

commencing on July I. 2012 and ending on July 31. 2012 (the "Application Period"). 

2. Applicant seeks allowance and payment of interim compensation for fees in the 

amount of $38,520.00, which represents 80% of the $48,150.00 in fees charged for services 

rendered during the Application Period, and $1,938.41, which represents 100% of the expenses 

incurred during the Application Period. 

3. 	Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Applicant's detailed 

monthly billing statement for services performed and expenses incurred in connection with this 

case during the Application Period. 

4. 	On the same date that this Application was filed. Applicant served a copy of this 

Application via overnight mail on the following parties (each, a "Noticed Party"): 

a. American West Development, Inc., 250 Pilot Road, Suite 140, Las Vegas, 
Nevada 89119, Attention: Robert M. Evans; 

b. Fox Rothschild, LLP, 3800 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 500, Las 
Vegas, Nevada 89169, Attention: Micaela Rustia Moore, Esq.; and 

c. U.S. Trustee of the District of Nevada, 300 Las Vegas Boulevard South, 
Suite 4300, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101, Attention: Athanasios 
Age lakopoulos. 

5. 	Pursuant to the Interim Compensation Order, each Noticed Party shall have 

twenty (20) days after service (or the next business day after the 20th day if the 20th day is not a 

business day) of this Application (the "Objection Deadline -) to object to the requested fees and 

expenses in accordance with the procedures described in subparagraphs (b) and (c) set forth on 

page three of the Interim Compensation Order. If no objections are raised on or before the 

Page 2 of 4 
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Objection Deadline, the Applicant will file a certificate of no objection with the Court, after 

which Debtor shall be authorized to pay the Applicant $40,458.41, which represents 80% of the 

fees charged and 100% of the expenses incurred by the Applicant during the Application Period. 

6. Applicant acknowledges that the interim payment of compensation and 

reimbursement of expenses requested by this Application does not constitute a request for final 

allowance of such fees and expenses. At the conclusion of this case. Applicant will seek final 

allowance of the fees and expenses incurred for the entirety of this ease, and any interim fees and 

expenses received during the course of this case will be credited against such fees and expenses 

that are allowed on a final basis. 

7. Applicant does not have any agreement or understanding of any kind to divide, 

pay over or share with any person (except employees of the Applicant) any portion of the fees or 

expenses to be awarded pursuant to this Application. 

DATED August 16, 2012. 

FIELD LAW LTD. 

By: /s/ Mitchell Stipp_  
Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Road 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 

Page 3 of 4 
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1 

Invoice Number: 

Invoice Date: 

Client Number: 

Client Matter: 

James 1. Moore 

31 Sky Bird Ct. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 8913S 

Case 12-12349-mkn Doc 559 Entered 08/16/12 14:13:53 Page 5 of 7 

Field Law Ltd. 
10120 W. Flamingo Rd., Suite 4-124, Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 

Telephone: 702-378-1907 Facsimile: 702-483-6283 

Date 	Timekeeper Description 	 Hours 	Fees 

07.02.12 	MDS 	Review complaint filed by ShinnIck Ryan & Ransavage PC on behalf of TeresIta 	 6.5 52,437.50 

Batarina; Telephone conferences with James Moore re: same; Review correspondence 

from Robert Evans to James Moore re: same; Prepare memorandum to James 

Moore re; matters related to complaint and role of future claims representative; 

07.03.12 	MOS 	Review and analyze proofs of claim filed by other claimants; Telephone conference with 	 S $1,875.00 

James Moore re: same; 

07.05.12 	MDS 	Review debtor's emergency motion on ost to enforce automatice stay and related 	 5.5 $2062.50 

documents; Telephone conferences with James Moore re: same; 

	

07.06.12 	MDS 	Review email from Micaela Rustia Moore re: debtor's emergency motion on ost to 	 0.3 	5112.50 

&lima auternatio stay: 

	

07.09.12 	MDS 	Review opposition to debtor's emergency motion on ost to enforce automatice stay; 	 4.5 51,68730 

Review email from Micaeta Rustia Moore re: same; Telephone conferences with James 

Moore re: same and his discussions with Robert Evans; Prepare email to Ms. Moore re: 

matters related to hearing; Telephone conference with Ms. Moore and Nathan Schultz re: 

same; 

3.1 	$1,162.50 07.10.12 	MDS 	Prepare certificates of no objection re: April/May monthly fee applications for James 

Moore and firm; Prepare certificate of service; Prepare email to Mkcaeka Rustia Moore 

and Nathan Schultz re: matters related to hearing on debtor's emergency motion on ost 

to enforce automatic stay; Review email from James Moore re: same; Review email 

from Mr. Schultz re: outcome of hearing; 

07.11.12 	MOS 	Review and analyze filings made during July 2, 2012 through July 11, 2012 including 

Amended Schedule F; Telephone conference with James Moore re: same; 

	

07.12.12 	MDS 	Review construction documents provided by James Moore re: potential construction 

defects; Prepare summaries of the same for Mr. Moore: 

	

07.12.12 	AS 	Review, organize and catalog construction documents provided by James Moore; 

	

07.13.12 	MDS 	Continue review of construction documents provided by James Moore re: potential 

contruction defects; Prepare summaries of the same; 

	

07.13.12 	AS 	Review, organize and catalog constniction documents provided by James Moore; 

07.16.12 	JEF 	Review court filings and claims register; Discussion with Mitchell Stipp re: 

hearing on June 10, 2012; 

07.16.12 	MOS 	Prepare June applications for payment for James Moore and firm; Prepare certificate 

of service; Prepare email to Micaela Rustia Moore re: interim fee applications; Review 

response from Ms. Moore re: same; 

07.17.12 	MDS 	Review and analyze filings made during July 12, 2012 through July 17, 2012; Telephone 

conference with James Moore re: same; 

07.18.12 	MDS 	Continue review of construction documents provided by James Moore re: potential 

contruction defects; Prepare summaries of the same; 

3.5 $1,312.50 

8 $3,000.00 

4.5 	5675.00 

8 $3,000.00 

43 	5675.00 

5.5 52,062.50 

3.1 $1,162.50 

3.5 $1,312.50 

8 $3,000.00 



Copies 

Postage 

FEDEX 

$1,603.34 

$41.85 

$293.22 

Expenses: 
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07.18.12 	AS 	Review, organize and catalog construction documents provided by James Moore; 	 4.5 	$675.00 

	

07.19.12 	MDS 	Continue review of construction documents provided by James Moore re: potential 	 8 $3,000.00 

contruction defects; Prepare summaries of the same; 

	

07.19.12 	AS 	Review, organize and catalog construction documents provided by James Moore; 	 4.5 	$675.00 

	

07.20.12 	MDS 	Review emails from Micaela Rustia Moore re: telephone conference and status of 	 0.3 	$112.50 

proof of claim to be filed by James Moore; Prepare email to Ms. Moore re: same: 

	

07.23.12 	MDS 	Prepare emails to Micaela Rustia Moore re: matters related to proof of claim 	 1.5 	$562.50 

to be filed by James Moore; Review email from Ms. Moore re: same; Telephone 

conference with Ms. Moore re: same and interim fee applicatiOnc; 

07.24.12 	MDS 	Review draft of proof of claim prepared by lames Moore; Telephone conference with 	 2.5 	$937.50 

Mr. Moore re: same; Review revised proof of claim by Mr. Moore; Prepare email to 

Micaela Rustia Moore re: same; 

07.24.12 	JEF 	Research re: insurance matters and protective proof of claim; Discussions with James 	 4.5 51,687.50 

Moore and Mitchell Stipp re: same; 

07.25.12 	MOS 	Telephone conference with Brett Axelrod re: matters related to proof of claim; Telephone 	3.5 $1,312.50 

conference with James Moore re: same; Review plan treatment and voting rights 

applicable to construction defect claims; Advise James Moore re: same; 

07.25.12 	MDS 	Prepare Interim fees applications for the period ending June 30, 2012 for James Moore 	 8.5 $3,187.50 

and firm; Prepare declarations of lames Moore and Mitchell Stipp re: same; Prepare 

notices of hearing re: same; Prepare certificates of service; Review applicable bankruptcy 

code, rules, interim compensation order and trustee guidelines for interim fee 

applications; 

07.26.12 	MOS 	Continue preparation of interim fee applications for the period ending June 30.2012 	 4 $1,500.00 

and related documents; 

	

07.26.12 	MOS 	Review and analyze proofs of claims filed by other claimants; Telephone conference 	 5.5 	$2.062.50 

with James Moore re: same; 

	

07.26.12 	AS 	Verify service list for notices of hearing on interim fee applications; 	 1 	$150.00 

	

07.26.12 	JEF 	Review court filings and claims register; Discussion with Mitchell Stipp re:sarne 	 5.5 	$2,062.50 

	

07.27.12 	MDS 	Review email from Nathan Schultz re: voting rights stipulation; Review stipulation and 	 1.5 	$562.50 

prepare email to Mr. Schultz re: same; Telephone conference wills James Moore re: 

same; 

	

07.30.12 	MOS 	Review draft motion on ost re: voting rights stipulation; Review email from and prepare 	 2.5 	$937.50 

email to Nathan Schultz re: same; Telephone conference with James Moore re: same; 

07.31.12 	MDS 	Review and analyze filings made during July 18, 2012 through July 31, 2012; Telephone 	 8.5 $3,187.50 

conference with James Moore re: same; 
Total: 	139.8 $48,150.00 

Total: $1,938.41 

Total Professional Services and Expenses: 	 $50,088.41  
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Timekeeper 	 Hourly Rate 	 Hours 	 Total Fees 

Jon Field-Partner 	 $375 	 153 	 $5,81250 
Mitchell StIpp-Of Counsel 	$375 	 105.3 	 $39,487.50 

Amy Stipp-Paralegal 	 $150 	 19 	 $2,850.00 

Total: 	139.8 	 $48,150.00 
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E-Filed: July 26,2012 FIELD LAW LTD. 
MITCHELL STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Telephone: (702) 378-1907 
Facsimile: (702) 483-6283 
mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com  
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 
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In Re: 

AMERICAN WEST DEVELOPMENT, INC., a 
Nevada corporation, 
fdba Castlebay 1, Inc. 
fdba Development Management, Inc. 
fdba Fairmont 1, Inc. 
fdba Glen Eagles 3, Inc. 
fdba Heritage 1, Inc. 
fdba Inverness 5, Inc. 
fdba Kensington 1, Inc. 
fdba Kingsbridge 1, Inc. 
fdba Promontory Estates, LLC 
fdba Promontory Point 4, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 1, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 2, Inc. 
fdba Tradition, Inc. 
fdba Windsor 1, Inc. 

Case No: 	BK-S-12-12349-MKN 
Chapter: 	11 

FIELD LAW LTD.'S FIRST INTERIM FEE  
APPLICATION FOR THE PERIOD ENDING 

ON JUNE 30, 2012  

Hearing Date: August 23, 2012 
Hearing Time: 10:00 a.m. 

Debtor. 

Name of Applicant: 	 Field Law Ltd. 

Authorized to Provide Professional 	 James L. Moore, Future Claims Representative 
Services to: 	 of the Future Construction Defect Claimants 

Date of Retention: 	 April 12, 2012 

Period 	for 	which 	Compensation 	and 	 March 1, 2012 — June 30, 2012 
Reimbursement is sought: 

Amount of Fees requested for approval and 	 $72,412.50 
allowance as actual, reasonable, and necessary: 

Amount of Expense Reimbursement requested 	 $2,049.95 
for 	approval 	and 	allowance 	as 	actual, 
reasonable, and necessary: 

Total Compensation requested: 	 $74,462.45 

Page 1 of 10 
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This is a(n): El interim application ID final application 

MONTHLY FEE APPLICATION SUBMISSIONS 

Application 	Fees 	Fees 	Expenses 	Total Fees 	Amount 	Amounts 
Period 	Incurred 	Payable 	Incurred 	& Costs 	Requested in 	Received 

	

(100%) 	(80%) 	(100%) 	(100% Fees + 	Monthly Fee 	from 
100% Costs) 	Applications 	Debtor to 

	

(80% Fees + 	Date 
100% Costs) _  

April 12, 2012 	$40,143.75 	$32,115.00 	$1,368.50 	$41,512.25 	$33,483.50 	$0.00 1  
through 

May 31, 2012  

June 1, 2012 	$32,268.75 	$25,815.00 	$681.45 	$32,950.20 	$26,496.45 	$0.002  
through 

June 30, 2012  

	

$72,412.50 	$57,930.00 	$2,049.95 	$74,462.45 	$59,979.95 	$0.0C 
TOTALS 

' 	. 

SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONALS AND PARAPROFESSIONALS 
April 12, 2012 Through June 30, 2012 

HOURLY 	APPLICATION 
ATTORNEY 	 RATE 	HOURS 	TOTAL FEES  

Jon  E. Field Esq.-Partner 	 _ 	$375 	 71.8 	$26,925.00  

Mitchell D. Stipp, Esq.-Of Counsel 	$375 	 118.6 	$44,475.00  

	

Subtotal 	 190.4 	$71,400.00  

	

Blended Rate (Attorneys only) 	$375  
HOURLN 	APPLICATION 

PARAPROFESSIONAL 	 RATE 	HOURS 	TOTAL FEES  

Amy Stipp - Paralegal 	 $150 	 6.75 	 $1,012.50  

	

Subtotal 	 6.75 	 $1,012.50 

1  Applicant filed its certificate [Docket No. 358] on July 10, 2012 indicating no answer, objection or 
other responsive pleading was received with respect to its Monthly Fee Application for the Period of 
April 12, 2012 through May 31, 2012. Debtor indicates that it has sent payment, but Applicant has not 
received it. 

2 As of the date of filing of this Application, the 20-day objection period for Applicant's Monthly Fee 
Application for the Period From June 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012 had not expired. 

Page 2 of 10 
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APPLICATION 	TOTAL FEES 

HOURS  

	

GRAND TOTAL 	 197.15 	$72,412.50  

	

Combined Blended Rate 	$367.30 (Attorneys and Paraprofessionals) 

SUMMARY OF DISBURSEMENTS 
April 12, 2012 Through June 30, 2012 

TOTAL 
EXPENSES 	 RATE 	 FEES  

Federal Express 	 Actual Cost 	$62.50 

Photocopy Charges 	 Actual Cost 	$1,181.75 

Postage 	 Actual Cost 	$441.70 

Pacer 	 Actual Cost 	_ 	$355.00 

Parking Expense 	 Actual Cost 	_ 	$9.00 

TOTAL 	 $2,049.95 

Field Law Ltd. ("Applicant"), counsel to James L. Moore, Future Claims Representative 

("FCR"), who was appointed to act as the representative of Future Construction Defect 

Claimants in the above-captioned Chapter 11 bankruptcy case (the "Chapter 11 Case"), hereby 

submits this First Interim Fee Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 (the 

"Application"), pursuant to the Court's Order Appointing Future Claims Representative entered 

as Docket No. 189, the Order Authorizing Retention and Employment of Field Law Ltd. As 

Counsel to James L. Moore, Future Claims Representatives, Effective as of April 12, 2012 

entered as Docket No. 293 (the "Order Authorizing Engagement of Applicant"), the Order 

Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §§ 105(a) and 331, Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2016, Authorizing and Establishing 

Procedures for Interim Compensation and Reimbursement of Expenses of Professionals entered 

as Docket No. 194 (the "Interim Compensation Order"), and all applicable sections of title 11 of 

the United States Code ("Bankruptcy Code"), the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure (the 

"Bankruptcy Procedure"), the Court's local rules of bankruptcy practice and procedure (the 

Page 3 of 10 
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"Local Rules"), and the guidelines adopted by the Office of the United States Trustee (the "UST 

Guidelines"). By this Application, Applicant hereby applies to the Court for entry of an order 

approving the allowance and payment of total compensation for services rendered and 

reimbursement of expenses incurred as counsel to FCR during the first interim period beginning 

on the petition date and ending on June 30, 2012 (the "Interim Application Period"), which fees 

and expenses total $74,462.45  (the "Interim Compensation"). 

During the Interim Application Period, Applicant charged $72,412.50 in fees for 

professional services and incurred $2,049.95 in actual and necessary expenses. Pursuant to the 

Interim Compensation Order, Debtor was previously authorized to pay eighty percent (80%) of 

the fees for services rendered by the Applicant and one hundred percent (100%) of the expenses 

incurred by the Applicant, as requested by the Applicant in its monthly fee applications filed 

with the Court as Docket Nos. 316 and 362 (the "Monthly Fee Applications"). To date, 

Applicant has not received any portion of the fees and expenses requested as part of the Monthly 

Fee Applications. This Application seeks an order approving, allowing and authorizing Debtor 

to pay one hundred percent (100%) of the Interim Compensation, including the twenty percent 

(20%) of the fees for services rendered during the Interim Application Period authorized by the 

Interim Compensation Order to be withheld by Debtor. This Application is based upon the 

Monthly Fee Applications, the Declarations of Mitchell Stipp and James L. Moore, filed in 

support hereof, and all other papers and pleadings filed in this Chapter 11 Case, and upon the 

following representations: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. The Court has jurisdiction over this Application, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1334. 

This matter is a core proceeding within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 157. Venue is also proper 

under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409. 

2. Applicant was retained by FCR effective as of April 12, 2012 pursuant to the 

Order Authorizing Engagement of Applicant The Order Authorizing Engagement of Applicant 

authorized Applicant to be compensated on an hourly basis and to be reimbursed for actual and 

Page 4 of 10 
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necessary costs and expenses in connection with its services provided to FCR in this Chapter 11 

Case as a cost of the administration of the estate of Debtor. 

COMPENSATION PAID AND ITS SOURCE 

3. All services for which Applicant seeks compensation were performed at the 

request of FCR for the benefit of the estate of Debtor. 

4. During the Interim Application Period, Applicant has not received payment from 

Debtor. 

5. There are no payment or promises for payment from any other source for services 

rendered or yet to be rendered in any capacity whatsoever in connection with the matters covered 

by this Application. Further, there is no agreement or understanding between Applicant and any 

other person (other than the employees of Applicant) for the sharing of compensation to be 

received for services rendered in this Chapter 11 Case. 

MONTHLY FEE STATEMENTS 

6. Applicant maintains daily time logs detailing time spent by each attorney and 

paraprofessional who rendered professional services to or on behalf of FCR during the Interim 

Application Period. These daily time logs are maintained in the ordinary course of Applicant's 

practice and were included in the Monthly Fee Applications. The compensation requested by 

Applicant is based upon the customary compensation charged by comparably skilled 

practitioners in other cases. 

7. With respect to the reimbursement of actual, reasonable and necessary expenses, 

Applicant charges its clients in all areas of practice for costs and expenses, other than fixed and 

routine overhead expenses, incurred in connection with representing its clients. The costs and 

expenses charged to Applicant's clients include, among other items, telephone and telecopier toll 

and other charges, mail and express mail charges, document word-processing charges, 

photocopying charges, out-of-town travel expenses, local transportation expenses, expenses for 

working meals, computerized research, transcription costs, as well as non-ordinary overhead 

Pages of 10 
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expenses particularly attributable to an individual client or cases such as secretarial and other 

overtime. 

8. Applicant charged FCR for these costs and expenses at rates consistent with those 

charged to Applicant's other bankruptcy clients, which rates are equal to or less than the rates 

charged by Applicant to its non-bankruptcy clients, including photocopying expenses at twenty-

five cents per page. Actual long-distance carrier charges for outgoing facsimile transmissions 

are reflected in any long-distance telephone charges. 

9. Applicant regularly charges its non-bankruptcy clients for ordinary business hour 

fees and expenses for secretarial, library, word processing, and other staff services because such 

items are not included in the firm's overhead for the purpose of setting the billing rates. 

10. With respect to providers of online legal research (e.g., Lexis and Westlaw), 

Applicant charges all of its clients the standard usage rates these providers charge, which, due to 

contractual flat fees, may not always equal Applicant's actual cost. Applicant currently is under 

contract to pay these providers a flat fee every month. Charging its clients the online providers' 

standard usage rates allows Applicant adequately to cover the monthly flat fees it must pay to 

these types of providers. 

11. Applicant believes the foregoing rates are the market rates that the majority of law 

firms charge their clients for such expenses. 

12. This Application complies with applicable sections of the Bankruptcy Code, 

Bankruptcy Procedure, Local Rules, UST Guidelines, and the Interim Compensation Order. 

13. Applicant filed its Monthly Fee Application for the Period April 12, 2012 through 

May 30, 2012 [Docket No. 316] on June 19, 2012 (the "April/May Fee Application"). In the 

April/May Fee Application, Applicant requested payment of $32,115.00, which represents eighty 

percent (80%) of the $40,143.75 due in fees for services rendered by the Applicant during the 

period covered by this monthly application. In the April/May Fee Application, Applicant 

requested payment of $1,368.50, which represents one hundred percent (100%) of the expenses 

incurred by the Applicant during the period covered by this monthly application. After payment 
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of fees and expenses pursuant to the April/May Fee Application and Interim Compensation 

Order, $8,028.75, which represents twenty percent (20%) of the $40,143.75 charged in fees for 

services rendered during the period covered by the April/May Fee Application, remains 

outstanding. 

14. Applicant filed its Monthly Fee Application for the Period June 1, 2012 through 

June 30, 2012 [Docket No. 362] on July 16, 2012 (the "June Fee Application"). In the June Fee 

Application, Applicant requested payment of $25,815.00, which represents eighty percent (80%) 

of the $32,268.75 due in fees for services rendered by the Applicant during the period covered by 

this monthly application. In the June Fee Application, Applicant requested payment of $681.45, 

which represents one hundred percent (100%) of the expenses incurred by the Applicant during 

the period covered by this monthly application. After payment of fees and expenses pursuant to 

the June Fee Application and Interim Compensation Order, $6,453.75, which represents twenty 

percent (20%) of the $32,268.75 charged in fees for services rendered during the period covered 

by the June Fee Application, remains outstanding. 

15. At the time of filing of this Application, Applicant has charged for services 

rendered and expenses incurred during the Interim Application Period the total sum of 

$74,462.45. Of this amount, Applicant has not received any payments. Assuming Applicant 

receives payment of fees and expenses pursuant to the Monthly Fee Applications prior to the 

hearing date on this Application, only $14,482.50 will remain outstanding. This amount 

represents the twenty percent (20%) of fees, which Debtor is entitled to hold back pursuant to the 

Interim Compensation Order. 

SUMMARY OF SERVICES RENDERED 

16. The only attorneys who rendered professional services to or on behalf of FCR in 

this Chapter 11 Case are Mitchell Stipp and Jon Field. 

17. Applicant has performed all necessary and appropriate professional services 

described and narrated in detail in the Invoices included as part of the Monthly Fee Applications. 

Applicant has assisted FCR with his investigation and evaluation of the number and extent of 
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potential claims that could be asserted against Debtor by Future Construction Defect Claimants 

and advised FCR with respect to treatment of such claims under Debtor's proposed plan of 

reorganization together with matters related to the preparation of prool ■ s) of claim on behalf of 

such Future Construction Defect Claimants. 

18. 	The services rendered by Applicant during the Interim Application Period are 

summarized below. The summary is not a detailed description of the work performed, as the 

day-to-day services and the time expended in performing such services are fully set forth in the 

Invoices included as part of the Monthly Fee Applications. Rather, in compliance with the UST 

Guidelines, the following summary highlights certain areas in which Applicant performed 

services to and for the benefit of FCR, and identifies some of the issues to which Applicant 

devoted significant time and effort during the Interim Application Period. 

A. Investigation and Evaluation of Potential Construction Defect Claims  

Fees: $25,968.75: Total Hours: 69.25. 

This category includes review and analysis of issues riised by FCR regarding 

Chapter 40 of the Nevada Revised Statutes, matters related to the product Wirsbo, and time spent 

reviewing and analyzing pending construction defect litigation against Debtor. A substantial 

amount of time in this category was also devoted to advising FCR with respect to his fiduciary 

duties to Future Construction Defect Claimants. 

B. Analysis of Debtor's Proposed Plan of Reorganization  

Fees: $10,556.25; Total Hours: 28.15. 

Applicant worked closely and diligently with FCR ii this Chapter 11 Case 

reviewing, analyzing and explaining to FCR Debtor's proposed plait of reorganization. In 

addition, Applicant participated in meetings and telephone conferenc2s with FCR to discuss 

treatment of future construction defect claims under the proposed plan and conducted legal 

research and . drafted memoranda and other documents on plan treatinmt, proofs of claim and 

construction defect issues. 

C. Employment and Fee Applications  
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Fees: $10,275.00; Total Hours: 31.45. 

This category includes all matters related to preparing 	application to retain 

and employ Applicant as counsel to FCR on an order shortenim2. time :Aid 1 -(.:-,olving the limited 

objection to the application, preparing for and attending the hrin in FCR's application to 

retain and employ Applicant as counsel to FCR, and preparing monthly ree applications for FCR 

and Applicant and certificates of no objection to the same. 

D. 	Administrative Tasks  

Fees: $25,612.50; Total Hours: 68.3. 

As a result of the accelerated time frame in this Ch:li_iier I Case, during the 

Interim Application Period, it was important for Applicant to keel) 1- 7C'i: informed of all motions 

and other papers and pleadings filed. Therefore, Applicant devoted a sLnificint amount of time 

to the administrative tasks necessary to advise FCR of all filings inciu :ling, without limitation, 

monitoring the case docket daily and reviewing, analyzing and cxplai;',ing t( FCR all filings in 

this Chapter 11 Case. 

19. 	Applicant believes that its employees have a rcsporisiLlity 	control fees and 

expenses by providing services in an efficient and effective mtamer. To his end, Applicant 

diligently works to coordinate and facilitate the efficient prosecciion,d the Hr!ters for which it 

is employed. Staffing of matters within this Chapter 11 Case is dt,.e wiTh the objective of 

providing the level of representation appropriate to the significt,ip:c, c. oplc hv, or difficulty of 

the particular matter. Due to the sensitive nature of bankruptcy rnti.tas , id the number of 

attorneys employed by Applicant, it is not always possible to deki_tate 

lower billing rates. However, given the nature of this Chapter 11 Case. 

care to charge the lowest billing rate possible and to coordinate with oti 

in the case to ensure there has been no duplication of effort on :my tt, ; 

..,tithoriry to 'persons with 

',pp1 s it has taken great 

prc (..: . :! .,sionals involved 

p 0:cs -tain occasions, 

when more than one attorney completed the same or similar ttk, tl., 

adequately represent the interests of FCR and provide the conte:\ 

and counsel could be given. 
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20. Applicant reviews all client billings for reasonableness and makes adjustments so 

that the charges are consistent with the value of the services provided. Applicant charges hourly 

rates that are similar to, if not lower than, those rates charged by comparable law firms for 

similar legal services. Applicant's blended hourly rate, not including paraprofessionals, during 

the Interim Application Period was $375.00. Applicant's combined blended hourly rate 

including attorneys and paraprofessionals during the Interim Application Period was $367.30. 

21. Applicant believes that the fees and expenses sought in this Application are 

appropriate, and that the fees are reasonable and necessary in light of the circumstances of this 

Chapter 11 Case and the scope and difficulty of the business and legal issues involved. 

22. Detailed descriptions of the day-to-day services provided by Applicant and the 

time expended performing such services are fully set forth in the Invoices included as part of the 

Monthly Fee Applications. Such detailed descriptions indicate the actual services performed and 

the attorneys and paraprofessionals who rendered services. The descriptions also demonstrate 

that Applicant was heavily involved in the performance of services for FCR on a regular basis. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Applicant respectfully requests that the Court enter an order approving 

the allowance and authorizing Debtor's payment to Applicant of the interim compensation in the 

amount of $72,412.50 in fees for professional services and $2,049.95 as reimbursement of actual, 

reasonable and necessary costs and expenses paid during the Interim Application Period for a 

total of $74,462.45, and for such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 

DATED July 26, 2012. 

FIELD LAW LTD. 

By:  /s/ Mitchell Stipp 
Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Road 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 
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E-Filed: May 9, 2012  FIELD LAW LTD. 
MITCHELL STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89147 
Telephone: (702) 378-1907 
Facsimile: (702) 483-6283 
mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com  

[Proposed] Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

In Re: 

AMERICAN WEST DEVELOPMENT, INC., a 
Nevada corporation, 
fdba Castlebay I, Inc. 
fdba Development Management, Inc. 
fdba Fairmont I, Inc. 
fdba Glen Eagles 3, Inc. 
fdba Heritage 1, Inc. 
fdba Inverness 5, Inc. 
fdba Kensington 1, Inc. 
fdba Kingsbridge 1, Inc. 
fdba Promontory Estates, LLC 
fdba Promontory Point 4, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 1, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 2, Inc. 
fdba Tradition. Inc. 
fdba Windsor 1, Inc. 

Debtor.  

Case No: 	BK-S-12-12349-MKN 
Chapter: 	11 

DECLARATION OF MITCHELL STIPP IN 
SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR ORDER  

AUTHORIZING FUTURE CLAIMS 
REPRESENTATIVE, JAMES L. MORE TO 

RETAIN AND EMPLOY  
FIELD LAW LTD. AS COUNSEL, NUNC  PRO 

TUNC 

Hearing Date: 
Hearing Time: 

1, Mitchell Stipp, an attorney, hereby declares as follows: 

	

1. 	I am an attorney in the law firm of Field Law Ltd. ("Field Law" or the "Firm"), 

located at 10120 W. Flamingo Rd., Suite 4-124, Las Vegas, Nevada 89147. I am admitted to 

practice in, and am a member in good standing of, the bar of the State of Nevada. 

9. The facts set forth herein are based upon my personal knowledge or upon 

client/matter records of Field Law reviewed by me or by an employee of Field Law acting under 

my supervision and direction. 

	

3. 	I submit this declaration in support of the Application for Order Authorizing 

Page 1 of 6 
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Representative, James L. Moore to Retain and Employ Field Law Ltd. as Counsel, Nunc Pro 

Tunc (the "Application"), filed concurrently herewith, which Application is made in accordance 

with section 1103 of title 11 of the United States Code (the "Bankruptcy Code") and Rule 2014 

of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure (the "Bankruptcy Rules"). 

4. The Representative, James L. Moore of the Future Construction Defect Claimants 

(the "Representative") appointed in the above-captioned case, desires to retain and employ Field 

Law as its counsel, pursuant to section 1103 of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 2014. 

Field Law has extensive experience and knowledge in the fields of corporate reorganization, 

bankruptcy law, and construction defect law in Nevada. 

5. I believe that Field Law is particularly well qualified for the type of representation 

which is required by the Representative. Field Law is a law firm with an extremely broad-based 

practice including substantial expertise in the many areas of the law that may generate issues in 

this case. Accordingly, Field Law possesses the requisite expertise and background to handle 

matters that are likely to arise in this bankruptcy case. 

6. Field Law contemplates that it will provide a full range of services required to 

represent the Representative in the course of this case, which may include: 

a. Assisting the Representative in the investigation and evaluation of the 

number and extent of potential claims that could be asserted against 

Debtor by the class of individuals that comprises the Future Construct 

Defect Claimants; 

b. Assisting the Representative in the employment of such experts or other 

professional persons as may be required in order to best determine such 

figures; 

c. Assisting the Representative in the filing of proofs of claim on behalf of 

such Future Construction Defect Claimants prior to the claims bar date, to 

be determine by this Court; 

d. Assisting the Representative in the negotiation on behalf of Future 

Page 2 of 6 
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Construction Defect Claimants in the formulation, finalization and 

confirmation of any pending or proposed plan of reorganization; 

e. Assisting the Representative in advocating the legal position of the Future 

Construction Defect Claimants in any proceeding before this Court or any 

appellate court; 

f. Assisting the Representative in the presentation, as necessary, of evidence 

on any issue affecting the Future Construction Defect Claimants; and 

8. Assisting the Representative in filing such pleadings in this Chapter 11 

Case as are necessary and appropriate on behalf of the Future Construction 

Defect Claimants. 

7. 

 

Subject to the Court's approval, Field Law will charge for its legal services on an 

hourly basis, billed in tenth-of-an-hour increments, in accordance with its hourly rates in effect 

on the date that such services are rendered. Field Law's billing rates for attorneys for the 2012 

calendar year range from approximately $375 per hour to $450 per hour. However, it is not 

anticipated that any professionals having day -to -day responsibility for this matter will charge 

over the rate of $375 per hour for the 2012 calendar year. Time devoted by paralegals for the 

2012 calendar year is charged at billing rates ranging from approximately $150 to $175 per hour. 

These hourly rates are subject to periodic adjustments to reflect economic and other conditions. 

8. Field Law will maintain detailed records of any actual and necessary costs 

incurred in connection with the aforementioned legal services. Field Law intends to apply to the 

Court for compensation and reimbursement of expenses in accordance with applicable provisions 

of the Bankruptcy Code, the Bankruptcy Rules, and the Local Rules of the United States 

Bankruptcy Court for the District of Nevada (the "Local Rules"), but, pending such applications, 

Field Law requests payment of its fees and expenses in accordance with any interim 

compensation procedures order approved by the Court. 

9. As Of Counsel, I am presently expected to be the primary person responsible at 

Field Law for providing services to the Representative at $375/hour. 

Page 3 of 6 
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10. In addition, from time to time, it will be necessary for other Field Law 

professionals to provide services to the Representative. Field Law will make every reasonable 

effort to have the Representative's legal work performed by the lowest costing professional with 

the necessary experience. 

11. To the best of my knowledge. neither the Firm nor any of its partners, of counsel, 

or associates has any connection with the Debtor, any creditors of the estate, any party in 

interest, their respective attorneys or accountants, the United States Trustee, or any person 

employed in the office of the United States Trustee, except as set forth herein. In addition, the 

Finn does not employ any person that is related to a judge of this Court or the United States 

Trustee for this region. 

12. To the best of my knowledge, neither the Firm nor any of its partners, of counsel, 

or associates represents any interest adverse to that of the Representative or the Debtor or of the I 

estate in the matters on which it is to be retained. 

13. 	To the best of my knowledge, neither the Firm nor any of its partners, of counsel, 

or associates is a creditor, equity security holder, or an "insider" of the Debtor as that term is 

defined in section 101(31) of the Bankruptcy Code. 

14. To the best of my knowledge neither the Firm nor any of its partners, of counsel, 

or associates is or was, within two years before the date of the filing of the petition, a director, 

officer, or employee of the Debtor. 

15. To the best of my knowledge, the Firm is a "disinterested person" within the 

meaning of section 101(14) of the Bankruptcy Code and the Firm does not hold any interest 

adverse to the estate. 

16. If, at any time during the course of this proceeding, the Firm learns of any 

representation, which may give rise to an additional disclosure, the Firm will promptly file with 

the Court and the United States Trustee, an amended declaration. 

17. There are no arrangements between the Firm and any other entity for the sharing 

of compensation to be received in connectil  on with this ease, except insofar as such compensation 
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may be shared among the partners, of counsel and associates of the Firm. 

18. Attached as Exhibit A hereto is a brief summary of my qualifications. 

19. For the reasons set forth above, 1 believe that Field Law is well qualified to act as 

counsel for the Representative. 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746,1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true 

and correct. 

Dated this 9th day of May, 2012. 

FIELD LAW LTD. 

By: /s/ Mitchell Stipp  
Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Road 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
[Proposed] Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 
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SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS 
MITCHELL STIPP 

CURRENT EMPLOYMENT 

Of Counsel 
tit) LAw LTD. 

1 0 1 20 W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 

PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE 

REAL ESTATE CONSULTING 

Managing Partner. Advised debtors concerning bankruptcy and workouts of real estate loans and other 
financing arrangements, restructuring of real estate joint ventures and partnerships, and the acquisition, 
sale, development, construction and leasing of distressed commercial, residential and mixed-use property. 
Provided additional consulting services in the areas of management, finance and litigation relating to the 
business of construction and real estate development. This work included advising general contractors on 
all aspects of construction defect litigation. 

DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION 
Chief Operating Officer and General Counsel. Directed the executive team responsible for managing the 
developer, general contractor, subcontractors (electrical, landscaping, excavation, grading and underground 
utilities), and special purpose real estate entities in connection with the acquisition, sale, financing. 
development, construction, leasing and property management of multiple real estate projects. 

LAW FIRM 

Member of real estate transactional practice group. Represented several of the largest residential and 
commercial developers, business operators, and regional and national lenders. This work included 
handling all legal aspects of commercial and residential projects, such as shopping centers, office buildings, 
cooperatives, condominiums, single-family subdivisions and master-planned communities. 

EDUCATION 

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON COLLEGE OF LAW, WASHINGTON, DC 
Juris Doctor, Cum Laude, 
Member, American University Administrative Law Review 

PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY, MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 
B.S. Business Administration, Summa Cum Laude 
B.A. Economics, Magna Cum Laude 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

Member, State Bar of Nevada 
Member, International Council of Shopping Centers 
Member, National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 

DISTINCTIONS 

Southern Nevada Real Estate Monthly. 2007 Emerging Leader Award, Developer of the Year 
In Business Las Vegas, Top 40 under 40 List of Las Vegas Business Leaders 
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

Case No: 	BK-S-12-12349-MKN 
Chapter: 	11 
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FIELD LAW LTD. 
MITCHELL STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Telephone: (702) 378-1907 
Facsimile: (702) 483-6283 
mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com  
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 

In Re: 

AMERICAN WEST DEVELOPMENT, INC., a 
Nevada corporation, 
fdba Castlebay 1, Inc. 
fdba Development Management, Inc. 
fdba Fairmont 1, Inc. 
fdba Glen Eagles 3, Inc. 
fdba Heritage 1, Inc. 
fdba Inverness 5, Inc. 
fdba Kensington 1, Inc. 
fdba Kingsbridge 1, Inc. 
fdba Promontory Estates, LLC 
fdba Promontory Point 4, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 1, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 2, Inc. 
fdba Tradition, Inc. 
fdba Windsor 1, Inc. 

Debtor.  

ORDER APPROVING FIRST INTERIM FEE  
APPLICATION OF FIELD LAW LTD.  

Hearing Date: August 23, 2012 
Hearing Time: 10:00 a.m. 

Page 1 of 3 
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This Court, having reviewed and considered (i) Field Law Ltd's First Interim Fee 

Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 filed on July 26, 2012 as Docket No. 487 

(the "Application"); (ii) the Declaration of Mitchell Stipp in Support of Field Law Ltd.'s First 

Interim Fee Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 filed on July 26, 2012 as Docket 

No. 488; and (iii) the Declaration of James L. Moore in Support of Field Law Ltd.'s First Interim 

Fee Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 filed on July 26, 2012 as Docket No. 

489; and with all other findings set forth in the record at the hearing noted above, which are 

incorporated herein, pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7052; and it appearing that this Court has 

jurisdiction to consider the Application pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1334; that venue is proper in this 

Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409; and it appearing that this matter is a core 

proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157; this Court hereby finds that notice of the Application 

was good and sufficient and good cause exists to approve the Application. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Application is GRANTED in all respects. 

2. Field Law Ltd. shall be allowed interim compensation of fees and expenses for 

the period ending on June 30, 2012 in the amount of $74,462.45. 

Dated this 29th day of August, 2012. 

Prepared and Submitted by: 

FIELD LAW LTD. 

By: /s/ Mitchell Stipp 
Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Road 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 
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CERTIFICATION OF COUNSEL PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 9021  

In accordance with Local Rule 9021, counsel submitting this document certifies as 
follows: 

O The Court has waived the requirement of approval in LR 9021(b)(1). 

El 	No party appeared at the hearing or filed an objection to the motion. 

o I have delivered a copy of this proposed order to all counsel who appeared at the 
hearing, any unrepresented parties who appeared at the hearing, and each has 
approved or disapproved the order, or failed to respond, as indicated below: 

O I certify that this is a case under Chapter 7 or 13, that I have served a copy of this 
order with the motion pursuant to LR 9014(g), and that no party has objected to 
the form or content of the order. 
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NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 
APPROVING FIRST INTERIM FEE  

APPLICATION OF FIELD LAW LTD.  

Hearing  Date: August 23, 2012 
Hearing  Time: 10:00 am 

Case 12-12349- 	Doc 630 Entered 09/06/12 13. .03 Page 1 of 5 

E-Filed: September 6,2012 FIELD LAW LTD. 
MITCHELL STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Telephone: (702) 378-1907 
Facsimile: (702) 483-6283 
mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com  
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 

In Re: 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

Case No: 	BK-S-12-12349-MKN 
Chapter: 	11 

AMERICAN WEST DEVELOPMENT, INC., a 
Nevada corporation, 
fdba Castlebay  1, Inc. 
fdba Development Mana gement, Inc. 
fdba Fairmont 1, Inc. 
fdba Glen Eagles 3, Inc. 
fdba Heritage 1, Inc. 
fdba Inverness 5, Inc. 
fdba Kensington 1, Inc. 
fdba Kingsbridge 1, Inc. 
fdba Promontory  Estates, LLC 
fdba Promontory  Point 4, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 1, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 2, Inc. 
fdba Tradition, Inc. 
fdba Windsor 1, Inc. 

Debtor. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on the 6th day of September 2012, the Court entered an 

Order Approving First Interim Fee Application of Field Law Ltd., a copy of which is attached. 
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DATED September 6, 2012. 

FIELD LAW LTD. 

By:  /s/ Mitchell Stipp 
Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Road 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

Case No: 	BK-S-12-12349-MICN 
Chapter: 	11 

ORDER APPROVING FIRST INTERIM FEE  
APPLICATION OF FIELD LAW LTD.  

Hearing Date: August 23, 2012 
Hearing Time: 10:00 a.m. 

Case 12-12349- ,n Doc 628 Entered 09/06/12 12:, .03 Page 3 of 9 

FIELD LAW LTD. 
MITCHELL STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Rd. 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Telephone: (702) 378-1907 
Facsimile: (702) 483-6283 
mitchell.stipp@yahoo.com  
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 

In Re: 

AMERICAN WEST DEVELOPMENT, INC., a 
Nevada corporation, 
fdba Castlebay 1, Inc. 
fdba Development Management, Inc. 
fdba Fairmont 1, Inc. 
fdba Glen Eagles 3, Inc. 
fdba Heritage 1, Inc. 
fdba Inverness 5, Inc. 
fdba Kensington 1, Inc. 
fdba Kingsbridge 1, Inc. 
fdba Promontory Estates, LLC 
fdba Promontory Point 4, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 1, Inc. 
fdba Silverado Springs 2, Inc. 
fdba Tradition, Inc. 
fdba Windsor 1, Inc. 

Debtor. 

Page 1 of 3 
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This Court, having reviewed and considered (i) Field Law Ltd's First Interim Fee 

Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 filed on July 26, 2012 as Docket No. 487 

(the "Application"); (ii) the Declaration of Mitchell Stipp in Support of Field Law Ltd.'s First 

Interim Fee Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 filed on July 26, 2012 as Docket 

No. 488; and (iii) the Declaration of James L. Moore in Support of Field Law Ltd.'s First Interim 

Fee Application for the Period Ending on June 30, 2012 filed on July 26, 2012 as Docket No. 

489; and with all other findings set forth in the record at the hearing noted above, which are 

incorporated herein, pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7052; and it appearing that this Court has 

jurisdiction to consider the Application pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1334; that venue is proper in this 

Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409; and it appearing that this matter is a core 

proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157; this Court hereby finds that notice of the Application 

was good and sufficient and good cause exists to approve the Application. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Application is GRANTED in all respects. 

2. Field Law Ltd. shall be allowed interim compensation of fees and expenses for 

the period ending on June 30, 2012 in the amount of $74,462.45. 

Dated this 29th day of August, 2012. 

Prepared and Submitted by: 

FIELD LAW LTD. 

By: /s/ Mitchell Stipp  
Mitchell Stipp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 7531 
10120 W. Flamingo Road 
Suite 4-124 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Counsel for Future Claims 
Representative, James L. Moore 
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CERTIFICATION OF COUNSEL PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 9021  

In accordance with Local Rule 9021, counsel submitting this document certifies as 
follows: 

0 	The Court has waived the requirement of approval in LR 9021(b)(1). 

No party appeared at the hearing or filed an objection to the motion. 

0 	I have delivered a copy of this proposed order to all counsel who appeared at the 
hearing, any unrepresented parties who appeared at the hearing, and each has 
approved or disapproved the order, or failed to respond, as indicated below: 

I certify that this is a case under Chapter 7 or 13, that I have served a copy of this 
order with the motion pursuant to LR 9014(g), and that no party has objected to 
the form or content of the order. 
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Case No.: 12-14724-LBR 
Chapter 7 

Order Granting Ex Parte Motion for Rule 
2004 Examination of Amy Stipp 

Case 12-14724-lbr Doc 146 Entered 09/13/12 07:56:24 Page 1 of 2 

tered on Docket 
Somber —144M 

LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
rjean@lionelsawyercorn 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
randersen@lionelsawyercorn 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702 383-8888 
Facsimile: 702 383-8845 

Attorneys for CML -NV ONE, LLC 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

In re: 	 ) 
) 

WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 	 ) 
) 

Debtor. 	 ) 
) 
) 
	) 

The Court, having read and considered the application of CML-NV ONE, LLC, with 

good cause appearing, HEREBY ORDERS as follows: 

IT IS ORDERED that Amy Stipp shall submit to oral examination before a notary 

public or some other person authorized to administer oaths on October 15, 2012, beginning at 

1:00 p.m., at the law offices of Lionel Sawyer & Collins, 300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1700, 

Las Vegas, Nevada, regarding: Matters that relate to the acts, conduct, or property of bankruptcy 

LIONEL SAWY9 
9 0 

8 COLLINS 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

1790 BANK OF AMERICA PU 
300 SOUTH FOURTH ST. 

LAS VEGAS, 
NEVADA 89101 
(702)383-8888 
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debtor William Walter Plise (the "Debtor"); Matters that relate to the liabilities and financial 

condition of the Debtor; or Any matter that may affect the administration of the above captioned 

bankruptcy estate or the Debtor's right to a discharge. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that oral examination may be continued from day to day 

until concluded. 

Respectfully submitted by: 
LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 

By: /s/ Ryan A. Andersen  
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas NV, 89101 
Telephone: 702-383-8888 
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Attorneys for CML-NV ONE, LLC 
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LIONEL SAWYER 
COLL1N$, 0  

ATTORNEYS A .1441/V 
1700 BANK OF AMERICA PLi. 

300 SOUTH FOURTH ST. 
LAS VEGAS. 

NEVADA 89101 
(702) 383-8888 
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tered on Docket 
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LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
rjean@lionelsawyer.corn 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
randersen@lionelsawyercom 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702 383-8888 
Facsimile: 702 383-8845 

Attorneys for CML -NV ONE. LLC 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

In re: 	 ) 
) 

WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 	 ) 
) 

Debtor. 	 ) 
) 
) 

Case No.: 12-14724-LBR 
Chapter 7 

Order Granting Ex Parte Motion for Rule 
2004 Examination of Christina C. Stipp 

	) 

The Court, having read and considered the application of CML-NV ONE, LLC, with 

good cause appearing, HEREBY ORDERS as follows: 

IT IS ORDERED that Christina C. Stipp shall submit to oral examination before a 

notary public or some other person authorized to administer oaths on October 15, 2012, 

beginning at 8:00 a.m., at the law offices of Lionel Sawyer & Collins, 300 South Fourth Street, 

Suite 1700, Las Vegas. Nevada, regarding: Matters that relate to the acts, conduct, or property of 

LIONEL SAME 
& COLLINS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
17W BANK Of AMERICA PU 

300 SOUTH FOURTH ST. 
LAS VEGAS, 

NEVADA 89101 
(702) 383-8888 
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bankruptcy debtor William Walter Plise (the "Debtor"); Matters that relate to the liabilities and 

financial condition of the Debtor; or Any matter that may affect the administration of the above 

captioned bankruptcy estate or the Debtor's right to a discharge. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that oral examination may be continued from day to day 

until concluded. 

Respectfully submitted by: 
LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 

By: /s/ Ryan A. Andersen  
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas NV, 89101 
Telephone: 702-383-8888 

12 
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Mary A. Schott 
Clerk of Court 

LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
rjean@lionelsawyer.coln 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
randersen@lionelsawyercorn 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702 383-8888 
Facsimile: 702 383-8845 

Attorneys for CML -NV ONE, LLC 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

Case No.: 12-14724-LBR 
Chapter 7 

Order Granting Ex Parte Motion for Rule 
2004 Examination of Jon E. Field 

Case 12-14724-lbr Doc 151 Entered 09/13/12 08:01:13 Page 1 of 2 

1 

2 

3 

4 
tered on Docket 
„ • 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

26 

27 

In re: 	 ) 

) 
WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 	 ) 

) 
Debtor. 	 ) 

) 
) 

The Court, having read and considered the application of CML-NV ONE, LLC, with 

good cause appearing, HEREBY ORDERS as follows: 

IT IS ORDERED that Jon E. Field shall submit to oral examination before a notary 

public or some other person authorized to administer oaths on October 31, 2012, beginning at 

9:00 a.m., at the law offices of Lionel Sawyer & Collins, 300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1700, 

Las Vegas, Nevada, regarding: Matters that relate to the acts, conduct, or property of bankruptcy 

LIONEL SAVVIE 
COLLINS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
1700 BANK OF AMERICA P 

300 SOUTH FOURTH ST. 
LAS VEGAS, 

NEVADA 89101 
(702) 383-8888 
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debtor William Walter Plise (the "Debtor"); Matters that relate to the liabilities and financial 

condition of the Debtor; or Any matter that may affect the administration of the above captioned 

bankruptcy estate or the Debtor's right to a discharge. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that oral examination may be continued from day to day 

until concluded. 

Respectfully submitted by: 
LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 

By: /s/ Ryan A. Andersen  
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas NV, 89101 
Telephone: 702-383-8888 
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Attorneys for CML-NV ONE, LLC 
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1700 BANK OF AMERICA PL.4 
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LAS VEGAS. 
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LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
rjean@lionelsawyer.corn 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
randersen@lionelsawyercom 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702 383-8888 
Facsimile: 702 383-8845 

Attorneys for CML-NV ONE, LLC 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

In re: 	 ) 
) 

WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 	 ) 
) 

Debtor. 	 ) 
) 
) 

	 )  

Case No.: 12-14724-LBR 
Chapter 7 

Order Granting Ex Parte Motion for Rule 
2004 Examination of Mitchell D. Stipp 

The Court, having read and considered the application of CML-NV ONE, LLC, with 

good cause appearing, HEREBY ORDERS as follows: 

IT IS ORDERED that Mitchell D. Stipp shall submit to oral examination before a notary 

public or some other person authorized to administer oaths on October 16, 2012, beginning at 

9:00 a.m., at the law offices of Lionel Sawyer & Collins, 300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1700, 

Las Vegas, Nevada, regarding: Matters that relate to the acts, conduct, or property of bankruptcy 

LIONEL SAWYt 
& COLLINS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
1700 BANK OF AMERICA PL 

300 SOUTH FOURTH ST. 
LAS VEGAS, 

NEVADA 89101 
(702) 383-8888 
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debtor William Walter Plise (the "Debtor"); Matters that relate to the liabilities and financial 

condition of the Debtor; or Any matter that may affect the administration of the above captioned 

bankruptcy estate or the Debtor's right to a discharge. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that oral examination may be continued from day to day 

until concluded. 

Respectfully submitted by: 
LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 

By: /s/ Ryan A. Andersen  
Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas NV, 89101 
Telephone: 702-383-8888 
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CLERK OF THE COURT 

VS. 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 

Defendant. 
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Electronically Filed 

09/25/2012 12:58:43 PM 

SUPPL 
PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 

FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 

CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT. NO.: M 

Date of Hearing: September 25, 2012 

Time of Hearing 1:30 p.m. 

AQEELEMENllt2 _TjQM.AbtaREL_)LY 

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, ("CHRISTINA"), by and through 

her attorney of record, PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. of the VACCARINO LAW OFFICE, and 

hereby submits her Supplemental papers which contains Exhibits in support other Motion and 

Reply and Opposition to Defendant's, MITCHELL DAVID STIPP ("IVIITCH") Opposition and 

Countermotion. Exhibits "3" and "4" were Ned on September 20,2012 in the Bankruptcy action 

in which CHRISTINA believes MITCH is considered a person of interest concerning fraudulent 

asset transfers over which he was involved and was the attorney of record. 

.• 
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CHRISTINA's Supplement is made and based upon the following Points and Authorities, 

the attached Exhibits, all pleadings and papers on file in this action, all financial disclosures to 

still be produce by MITCH and any oral argument to be submitted by the undersigned counsel at 

the hearing(s) upon CHRISTIN ' Motion. _ 

DATED this 	 ay of September, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

15ATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 

FACLIENTS1StipOsupplement.wpd 	 2 
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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES  

MITCH's REPLY MUST BE STRICKEN PURSUANT TO EDCR 2.20 

EDCR 2.20 states as follows: 

Motions; contents; responses and replies; calendaring a fully 
briefed matter. 
(a)Unless otherwise ordered by the court, papers submitted in 
support of pretrial and post-trial briefs shall be limited to 30 
pages, excluding exhibits. Where the court enters an order 
permitting a longer brief or points and authorities, the papers 
shall include a table of contents and table of authorities. 

(b)All motions must contain a notice of motion setting the same 
for hearing on a day when the district judge to whom the case 
is assigned is hearing civil motions in the ordinary course. The 
notice of motion must include the time, department, and 
location where the hearing will occur. 

(c)A party filing a motion must also serve and file with it a 
memorandum of points and authorities in support of each 
ground thereof. The absence of such memorandum may be 
construed as an admission that the motion is not meritorious, 
as cause for its denial or as a waiver of all grounds not so 
supported. 

(d)Within 5 days after service of the motion, a nonmoving party 
may file written joinder thereto, together with a memorandum 
of points and authorities and any supporting affidavits. If the 
motion becomes moot or is withdrawn by the movant, the 
joinder becomes its own stand-alone motion and the court 
shall consider its points and authorities in conjunction with 
those in the motion. 

(e)Within 10 days after the service of the motion, and 5 days 
after service of any joinder to the motion, the opposin9 party 
must serve and file written notice of nonopposition or 
opposition thereto, together with a memorandum of points and 
authorities and supporting affidavits, if any, stating facts 
showing why the motion and/or joinder should be denied. 
Failure of the opposing party to serve and file written 
opposition may be construed as an admission that the motion 
and/or joinder is meritorious and a consent to granting the 
same. 

(f)An opposition to a motion which contains a motion related to 
the same subject matter will be considered as a counter-
motion. A counter-motion will be heard and decided at the 
same time set for the hearing of the original motion and no 
separate notice of motion is required. 

(g)Whenever a motion is contested, a courtesy copy shall be 

FACLIENTMStipplsupplementwpd 
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delivered by the movant to the appropriate department at least 
5 judicial days prior to the date of the hearing, along with all 
related briefing, affidavits, and exhibits. 

(h)A moving party may file a reply memorandum of points 
and authorities not later than 5 days before the matter is 
set for hearing. A reply memorandum must not be filed 
within 5 days of the hearing or in open court unless court 
approval is first obtained. 

(i)A memorandum of points and authorities which consists of 
bare citations to statutes, rules, or case authority does not 
comply with this rule and the court may decline to consider it. 
Supplemental briefs will only be permitted if filed within the 
original time limitations of paragraphs (a), (b), or (d), or by 
order of the court. 

(j)If all the civil trial judges in this district are disqualified from 
hearing a case, a notice of motion must state: "Please take 
notice that the undersigned will bring the above motion on for 
hearing before a visiting or senior judge at such time as shall 
be prescribed by the court administrator." 

(k)If a petition, writ, application or motion has been fully briefed 
but is not calendared for argument and/or decision, the party 
seeking relief shall deliver to the chambers of the assigned 
department a Notice of Readiness and Request for Setting 
together with an Order Setting. 

This Court must strike MITCH's Reply which was untimely filed on September 21, 2012, 

just two, judicial days prior to the hearing in this matter. MITCH failed to receive approval from 

this Court to file his delinquent Reply. The "Reply" is truly a further Opposition, masked as an 

extremely late filing. Pursuant to NRCP 2.20, MITCH's Reply has been untimely filed. MITCH's 

"Reply" must be stricken from the record, and CHRISTINA's relevant Supplement must be 

carefully considered in ruling upon her Motion. 

If the Court is somehow not inclined to strike MITCH's Reply, certainly the Court should 

allow CHRISTINA to Supplement her papers with the attached, relevant information. The 

attached Exhibits reveal the claims and accusations contained in MITCH's Opposition and 

Countermotion and fugitive Reply lack merit. 

MITCH IS ASKING THE COURT TO IGNORE NEVADA LAW and IGNORE his true 

income and financial condition. The attached Exhibits support CHRISTINA's and her counsel's 

proper and diligent NRCP 11 investigation prior to and continuing after the filing of CHRISIINA's 

FAcLIENTmstiposupplement.wpd 	 4 
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Motion and Reply. MITCH and his co-counsel are feigning ignorance regarding his serious 

involvement in Mr. Plise's fraudulent transfer of assets. In fact, after CHRISTINA timely filed her 

Reply, more Bankruptcy documents were filed in the relevant Bankruptcy action referenced in 

CHRISTINA's and MITCH's papers. The attached Exhibits further reveal MITCH's deceit and 

dishonesty, especially concerning his current income and financial conditions post-divorce. 

Also, MITCH concedes in his filed papers that he has historically received additional 

income via car allowance, expenses and loans. The only way to discover such additional income 

would be through discovery of relevant corporate and banking records. 

THE ATTACHED OFFERS OF PROOF FURTHER SUPPORT GRANTING CHRISTINA'S  
MOTION AND DENYING MITCH'S COUNTERMOTION  

EXHIBIT 1  - Copy of Las Vegas Review Journal newspaper article published August 30, 2012 

by Tim O'Reilly concerning MITCH's previous employer, William Plise's, ("Plise"), 

suspect conduct in his bankruptcy action of "shifting" assets out of his name. The 

Bankruptcy Court and CHRISTINA believe some of Mr. Plise's assets were 

fraudulently "shifted" to and by MITCH. Such asset acquisition and MITCH's true 

financial condition j . M CHRISTINA'S IVIOTION IQ NEVADA LAW. 

EXHIBIT 2  - Excerpts from the United States Bankruptcy Court, District of Nevada, Case No. 12- 

14724-BR, Chapter 7, In re: William Walter Plise, Why William Plise Should not be 

Held in Contempt of Court filed by an unsecured creditor, CML-NV One, LLC. 

The papers allege "known fraudulent transfers by, between or facilitated by Plise..., 

Mitchell D. Stipp..." This filing reveals CHRISTINA's claims concerning MITCH's 

accumulation of wealth and financial condition post-divorce have true merit. 

EXHIBIT 3  - Excerpts from Shelly D. Krohn, Bankruptcy Trustee's Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction Freezing Certain Assets filed in United States Bankruptcy Court, District 

of Nevada, Case No. 12-14724-BR, Chapter 7, In re: William Walter Plise on 

September 20, 2012. 

EXHIBIT 4  - Excerpts from Shelly D. Krohn, Bankruptcy Trustee's Declaration of Shelly D. Krohn 

5 FLIENTS\StIpOsupplernent.wpd 
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and Exhibits in Support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction Freezing Certain Assets 

filed in United States Bankruptcy Court, District of Nevada, Case No. 12-14724-BR, 

Chapter 7, In re: William Walter Plise on September 20, 2012. 

Attached Exhibits "3" and "4" reveal that MITCH was, indeed, not only involved in Plise's 

issues by receiving assets, but was the attorney who prepared numerous documents for his boss, 

Plise. Such documents were prepared by MITCH in order to accomplish fraudulent transfers prior 

to Plise filing for Bankruptcy. The deposition transcripts of Plise's former wife, TenniIle, reveal that 

someone, upon information and belief, MITCH and/or his co-counsel, prepared "sham" (as the 

Bankruptcy documents term) divorce documents to transfer all of his assets to avoid paying 

Plise's creditors. See Exhibit "4". 

In addition, the escrow officer for Gracy Title, Holloway-Stein, notes that MITCH was the 

attorney who prepared the documents to transfer Plise's multi-million dollar property from his "ex-

wife" to an LLC. In fact, MITCH was noted as a "second lender" on the escrow documents at 

Gracy Title. See Exhibit "4". MITCH curiously represented the "buyer" and "seller earlier this 

year as a "consultant." MITCH, through MJSM, his consulting company, received a $70,000.00 

payment in or about March 2012 for the allegedly fraudulent transaction. MITCH never disclosed 

on his Financial Disclosure Form this large receipt of money which he had mailed to his parent's 

home. 

The attached Exhibits reveal that MITCH has, AGAIN, BLATANTLY LIED TO THIS  

COURT.  The Bankruptcy Court has indeed expressed concern with MITCH's acquisition of 

certain assets and his involvement in specific, fraudulent transactions. A Federal Bankruptcy 

Trustee is, indeed, investigating MITCH for his participation in fraudulent transactions, which 

apparently also provided him with income and assets relevant to these proceedings. If MITCH's 

acquisition of such wealth was not fraudulent, he should have zero apprehension with 

CHRISTINA's request for discovery. 

MITCH is being deposed in his former employer's, William Plise's, Chapter 7, Bankruptcy 

matter. CHRISTINA's counsel attached all of the Notices of 2004 examinations in the Bankruptcy 

case to her Reply as Exhibit "5", including the notice for CHRISTINA to testify, contrary to 

6 FACLIENTMStipp\supplementwpd 
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MITCH's false claim on that subject as well. The truth concerning MITCH's acquisition of wealth, 

post-divorce is quite evident from public records, and must carefully be considered by this Court. 

This Court can easily see that CHRISTINA is not seeking "omitted assets", as MITCH falsely 

claims in his papers. CHRISTINA's recently filed Motion to review MITCH's child support 

obligation is the first such Motion post-divorce. CHRISTINA's Motion is legally and factually 

warranted. 

CHRISTINA and her counsel diligently conducted their NRCP 11 investigation prior to and 

since filing CHRISTINA's Motion and Reply. There is zero conduct on CHRISTINA's or her 

counsel's part in this action that would warrant granting MITCH's frivolous request for attorney's 

fees and sanctions. Also, MITCH's Financial Disclosure Form claims he has paid zero attorney's 

fees post-divorce. Also, MITCH's claim that CHRISTINA and her counsel are somehow 

"attacking" Judge Sullivan and this Court by filing an appeal and her instant Motion la 

ENTIRELY RIDICULOUS.  Indeed, CHRISTINA has a legal right to appeal and file her current 

Motion, and cannot be faulted by this Court therefore. 

CHRISTINA has no real issue with the issuance of a Protective Order over MITCH's tax 

returns, bank and other records which need to be disclosed to properly and fully, assess 

CHRISTINA's request for a review of MITCH's child support obligation. However, the Bankruptcy 

Court could receive an Order listing such Order in the future. MITCH clearly has something to 

hide from the Bankruptcy Trustee, but the Bankruptcy Court is doing a fine job in conducting their 

own, independent investigation. If MITCH is willing to provide his 2011 tax returns, this Court 

must question  why MITCH will not offer to provide his 2009 and 2010 tax returns and other 

relevant documents which evidence or rebut his ludicrous, "zero income" claim. MITCH's false 

claims stated in his papers and Financial Disclosure Form certainly warrant discovery on such 

issues. 

In or about March 2012, MITCH received funds in the amount of $70,000.00 from Gracy 

Title Company when Mr. Plise's "ex-wife" transfer the title of the residence she received per a 

sham divorce, from her name into an LLC. See Exhibit "4", Exhibits attached to Declaration of 

Shelly D. Krohn in Support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction Freezing Certain Assets, pages 
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33 through 37. MITCH received a large "consulting" check which was curiously mailed to his 

parent's address, another residence MITCH purchased post-divorce. If MITCH received such 

a large amount of funds from this one transaction, it is likely he received like funds from other 

such transactions during his proclaimed "retirement". MITCH did not disclose to this Court the 

$70,000.00 in funds on his Financial Disclosure Form, although the funds were received only 

approximately five months ago. 

The Bankruptcy Trustee and Plise's creditors are doing a successful job in discovering 

MITCH's involvement in Mr. Plise's fraudulent transactions, MITCH's "smoke-screen" and 

baseless argument that M1TCH's problems with fraud and the Bankruptcy are CHRISTINA's fault 

MUST BE DISMISSED BY THIS COURT. 

MITCH's filed papers are replete with old and irrelevant facts and arguments. The 

continuing, wrongful attacks upon CHRISTINA and her counsel must be STOPPED by this Court. 

MITCH is merely attempting to distract this Court from purely simple, legal issues such as 

clear violations  of Court Orders by MITCH and a proper review of child support, to include a full 

understanding of MITCH's true income and "financial" condition as mandated by Nevada statutes 

and case law. MITCH is attempting to confuse this Court by ignoring the current law which does 

require a full analysis of NRS 1258.080(9)(1). Also, MITCH asks this Court to schedule an Order 

to Show Cause hearing. CHR1STINA's counsel will present the Order to Show Cause to the Court 

at the hearing on this matter. 

CHRISTINA only seeks to enforce valid Orders and protect the young children in this 

matter and ensure their current, proper and future financial support. CHRISTINA denies she 

seeks to ruin MITCH, as he falsely claims. CHRISTINA seeks to ensure the parties' children are 

properly supported as required by Nevada law. 

FACLIENTSIStipOsupplementwpd 	 8 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CONCLUSION  

Based upon the foregoing, CHRISTINA respectfully requests that the Court grant her 

Motion in its entirety. MITCH has admitted he is IN CONTEMPT. MITCH claims his conduct is 

"adequate." The Court cannot find MITCH's conduct "adequate" because he admitted  he has 

failed to comply with Court Orders which conduct must be deemed "inadequate." CHRISTINA 

also requests financial discovery and an award of all of her attorney's fees and costs incurred. 

Dated this  (,L) day  of September, 2012. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

FTRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON-STIPP 
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• 

• By Tim O'Reiley  
LAS VEGAS REVIEW-JOURNAL 

• Posted: Aug. 30, 2012 I 2:07 a.m. 

• Once-prominent developer William Plise faces rapidly escalating fines for ignoring U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court orders to answer questions from a creditor who suspects that he 
engineered an elaborate shell game with his assets. 

• After finding Plise in contempt on Wednesday, U.S. Bankruptcy Court Judge Linda 
Riegle imposed a fine schedule on him that starts at $75 a day for the first 10 days he 
continues to dodge creditor CML-NV One LLC. The fine doubles for the following 10 
days, triples for the 10 days after that and continues to escalate at that same pace until he 
complies. 

• Attorneys for CML-NV, a unit of home- building giant Lennar Corp. that buys up 
distressed debt, tried for two months to get Plise to face them in person and to produce 
documents about his financial affairs. Different dates were discussed or set, but he never 
appeared. 

• Plise filed his Chapter 7 case in April to wipe out debts totaling $506.5 million, almost 
all resulting from personal guarantees on projects loans before the real estate collapse. 
Almost half of the debt was tied to City Crossing, a $2 billion mixed-used project that 
Plise planned for Henderson but didn't build. 

• CML-NV paid $880,000 for a City Crossing loan originally made by the failed Silver 
State Bank, and last year won a U.S. District Court default judgment for $18.9 million. 

• CML-NV attorney Rodney Jean sketched a pattern of Plise shifting assets out of his 
name while retaining debts that can be erased through bankruptcy. For example, he 
described Plise's 2008 divorce from Tenille Plise as a "sham" that transferred cash and 
personal property to her, making them beyond creditors' reach. 

• "The only reason Tenille, Plise's ex-wife, would assist with this scheme is because her 
divorce from Plise was not bona fide and, at the very least, the transfer of property 
through the divorce was a fraudulent transfer," Jean wrote in court papers. 

• Jon Field, a former Plise associate general counsel who filed the bankruptcy and later 
withdrew, said in a July 11 email that Plise was avoiding appearing before CML-NV 
because it would be a burden to produce what could be thousands of pages of documents. 
Without the documents, Field wrote, "there is no point to an oral exam." 

• "Mr. Plise appreciates the bankruptcy process," Field continued. "He is aware of his 
obligations. He is not refusing to cooperate. If you take this matter to court, I'm sure the 
judge will see that your client is being unreasonable." 



• However, no one appeared for Plise at the hearing. 

• Plise associate Michael Halverson was also hit with the same fines for not facing CML-
NV about his role in the asset maneuvers. 

• Financial statements Plise filed with the court show $4,700 in assets and $30,555 in 
income the past two years, from gambling. He did not report any current housing 
expenses but spends $1,200 a month on a recreational vehicle where he keeps his 
belongings. 

• Contact reporter Tim O'Reiley at toreiley@reviewjournal.com  or 702-387-5290. 
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Las Vegas Tycoon Lists $500 Million in Debts in Bankruptcy 
Filing 

May 15, 2012 

By: John Clark 

Share this article 

Las Vegas developer Bill Plise is filing for bankruptcy in Nevada in order to shed debts 
worth more than $500 million, according to a report from the Las Vegas Sun. 

Sources say that Plise admitted to the bankruptcy court that he holds more than $506.5 
million in debt, and reportedly owns only $4,738 worth of assets. 

Plise had filed for Chapter 7 bankruptcy  a few weeks ago, but he made his first detailed 
financial disclosures to the bankruptcy court earlier this week. 

According to his filing, Plise is also involved In 12 different lawsuits, most of which are 
related to overdue loan payments. Interestingly, despite the fact that he Is unemployed, 
his living expenses are reportedly currently being paid by a credit facility in Las Vegas. 

A horde of creditors descended on Plise after he served as the guarantor for loans given 
to several unsuccessful real estate developments in the Las Vegas area. 

A few years ago, Plise attempted to develop a project in Henderson, Nevada worth 
roughly $2 billion, but the recession struck during the beginning stages of the 
development, and It never fully recovered. 

A significant portion of Plise's debt relates to this failed venture. Plise, however, was not 
always unsuccessful In business. Sources say he developed major Las Vegas projects like 
the Centennial Corporate Center and the Rainbow Sunset Pavilion, but his luck, like the 
luck of so many other people, ran short during the recession. 

The economic malaise that struck In 2008 had a particularly devastating effect on 
business In Las Vegas, which depends on a thriving tourism Industry to keep Its boom-or. 
bust economy afloat. 

And despite his past success as a developer, Plise was not immune from larger economic 
forces. Still, sources suggest that Plise's personal finances may have played a role In his 
debt woes, and his creditors will likely push the bankruptcy court to perform a thorough 
Investigation. 

Major creditors in the bankruptcy filing include three Nevada banks that failed during the 
recession, including Silver State Bank, First National Bank of Nevada, and Community 
Bank of Nevada. 

Other important creditors Include a wide range of financial institutions, including Bank of 
America, Wells Fargo Bank, U.S. Bank, and Aspen Financial Services. 

http://www.totalbankruptcy.com/bankruptcy-news/personal-bankruptcy/las-vegas-tycoon-.. . 9/24/201 2 
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1 Electronically filed August 15, 2012 
LIONEL SAWYER & COLLINS 

2 	Rodney M. Jean, NBN 1395 
rjean@lionelsawyer.corn 

3 

	

	Ryan A. Andersen, NBN 12321 
randersen@lionelscrwyercom 

4 	Phillip C. Thompson, NBN 12114 
pthompson@lionelsawyercorn 

5 

	

	300 S. 4th St., Ste. 1700 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

6 

	

	Telephone: 702 383-8888 
Facsimile: 702 383-8845 

7 
Attorneys for CML-NV ONE, LLC 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 
10 

hire: 	 ) 11 
) 

12 	WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 	 ) 
) 

13 	 Debtor. 	 ) 
) 

14 ) 

15 	 ) 
) 

16 	 ) 
) 

	

17   ) 

Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 105(a), Bankruptcy Rules 2004 and 9016, and Local Bankruptcy 

Rule 9016, CML-NV ONE, LLC ("CML") hereby files this Motion to Compel Production of 

Documents and for Entry of an Order to Show Cause Why William W. Plise Should Not Be Held 

in Contempt of Court (the "Motion"), seeking an order compelling William W. Plise ("Rise") to 

produce documents responsive to the subpoena duces tecum (the "Subpoena") served on him by 

CML and, additionally, seeking an order requiring Plise to appear and show cause why he should 

not be held in contempt of court pursuant to Rule 9016 for failing to appear or otherwise respond 

to the Subpoena and the Order Granting Ex Parte Motion for Rule 2004 Examination of William 

Walter Plise, (the "Rule 2004 Order"), ECF No. 43. 

UONEI. SAW 
& GOWNS 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
1700 BANK OF AMERICA PU 

300 SOUTH FOURTH ST. 
LAS VEGAS. 

NEVADA 89101 
(702) 383-8888 
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This Motion is supported by the accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 

the Omnibus Declaration of Ryan A. Andersen in Support of Motions Filed by CML-NV ONE, 

LLC (the "Declaration"), filed concurrently herewith, all of the pleadings and papers on file in 

this case, judicial notice of which is requested pursuant to Fed. R. Evid. 201, as well as any 

arguments of counsel offered in support of the motion at the hearing on this matter. 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

L Introduction  

Plise filed for bankruptcy on April 23, 2012 and has scheduled claims of over 

$500,000,000.00 against assets of only $4,738.00. Despite this astounding disparity between 

Plise's debts and assets, and in the face of known fraudulent transfers by, between, or facilitated 

by Plise, his ex-wife, Tennille Plise ("Tennille"), Michael D. Halverson ("Halverson"), Mitchell 

D. Stipp ("Stipp"), and Jon E. Field ("Field"), Plise has refused, without justification, to produce 

documents or be submit to examination as required by Rule 2004 and the Rule 2004 Order. As 

such, Plise should be compelled to produce the requested documents, to submit to examination, 

and further required to appear before the Court and explain why his actions do not constitute 

contempt of court. 

II. Background 

A. Plise's Refusal to Appear for the Rule 2004 Examination 

Prior to filing its Ex Parte Motion for Rule 2004 Examination of William Walter Plise, 

ECF No. 37, CML, through counsel, contacted Plises's then-counsel, Field, by telephone and 

electronic mail on June 20, 2012, in an effort to coordinate a mutually convenient date, time, and 

location to conduct its planned Rule 2004 Examination of Plise (the "Exam"). See Exhibit A to 

the Andersen Declaration. When Field failed to respond, CML filed its request for a Rule 2004 

Examination on June 21, 2012, and the Court entered the Rule 2004 Order on June 25, 1012. 

CML served Plise with the Rule 2004 Order, the Subpoena, and a Request to Produce 

2 
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Documents Pursuant to Subpoena ("Request for Documents") on June 27, 2012. See Exhibit B 

to the Andersen Declaration. Pursuant to both the Subpoena and the Rule 2004 Order, Plise was 

required to produce documents responsive to the Request for Documents on or before July 9, 

2012 at 5 p.m., and to appear for examination on July 11, 2012 at 8:30 a.m. See id. 

Shortly after the Rule 2004 Order was entered, on June 26, 2012, Field filed a Motion to 

Withdraw as Counsel for William W. Pulse, ECF No. 47, stating Plise no longer wished for Field 

to represent him for purposes of this bankruptcy case. Because of this allegedly unforeseen 

development, Field contacted CML's counsel on June 27, 2012 to discuss continuing the Exam. 

On July 3, 2012, after further discussions between counsel, as a professional courtesy to Field 

and to allow Plise time to seek replacement counsel, CML's counsel proposed dates in early 

August to conduct the Exam. See Exhibit C to the Andersen Declaration. On July 6, 2012, Field 

indicated he had contacted his client to see if any of the suggested dates were acceptable and that 

he expected a response from Plise by July 9, 2012, only two days prior to the Exam. See Exhibit 

D to the Andersen Declaration. 

In a separate email, on July 6, 2012, Field, for the first time, stated Plise would only agree 

to appear at a continued examination if CML would agree to allow the time for Plise to object to 

the Rule 2004 Order and the Subpoena to start over after Plise obtained new counsel. See 

Exhibit E to the Andersen Declaration. To be clear, approximately three days before documents 

were to be produced, Field, on behalf of Plise, attempted to place additional conditions on Plise's 

acceptance of a professional courtesy offered by CML, a courtesy which CML was under no 

obligation to extend in the first place. This new demand was nothing more than a transparent 

attempt to set up the next round of Plise's avoidance, and was rejected by CML's counsel as 

such. See Exhibit F to the Andersen Declaration. 

Despite repeated attempts on July 10, 2012 to contact Field through both telephone and 

email, id, it was not until the morning of July 11, 2012, less than one hour before the Exarn was 

to commence, that Field responded via email. See Exhibit G to the Andersen Declaration. For 
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the first time, on the morning of the Exam, Field grasped at another straw and claimed the reason 

Plise would not appear was because the Request for Production was overly burdensome, despite 

the fact that no motion to quash the Subpoena had been filed and the time for production of 

documents had passed. Id. This new excuse was also rejected by CML's counsel, and CML's 

counsel also stated Plise's failure to appear for the Exam would be placed on the record. Id. 

CML's counsel asked Field to have Plise or Plise's new counsel contact CML's counsel in the 

event Plise wanted to voluntarily comply with the Rule 2004 Order and Subpoena. Id. Field's 

condescending and legally incorrect response did not merit a reply, id, and Plise's failure to 

appear as required by the Rule 2004 Order and the Subpoena was placed on the record of the 

Exam. See Exhibit H to the Andersen Declaration. 

To date, CML's counsel has received no further communication from Plise, Field, or his 

replacement counsel, if any. The Court granted Field's motion to withdraw on August 6, 2012, 

and, despite representations to the contrary, there is no indication that Plise has obtained 

replacement counsel.' Plise has not provided or attempted to provide even a single document 

responsive to the Request for Documents, even though no objection to the Request for 

Documents has been filed. Plise is in direct violation of both a valid subpoena and an order of 

the Court. 

B. An Example of Pulse's Known Bad Acts 

Plise's failure to produce documents or appear was without any justification, but his 

desire to avoid answering for his prepetition acts is not surprising given what CML has learned 

through its own investigation. To summarize only one small facet of what has been learned, 

Plise and Tennille were divorced on or about October 24, 2008. See Exhibit Ito the Andersen 

While Plise appeared at the June 27, 2012 Section 341 Meeting of Creditors, he refused 
to answer any questions, offering his lack of assistance of counsel as an excuse. He, at that time, 
promised he would have replacement counsel by early or mid-July; however, Plise did nothave 
replacement counsel in time for the July 25, 2012 Section 341 Meeting of Creditors and failed to 
appear for this meeting as well. 
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1 	Declaration. Through the divorce, Plise transferred $1,850,000 in lump-sum child support, 

	

2 	$1,000,000 in lump-sum alimony, two Cadillac Escalades, approximately a dozen motorcycles 

	

3 	and ATVs, and various other personal property. Id. In return, Plise graciously agreed to retain 

	

4 	all debts. Id With the proceeds of this so-called-divorce, TenniIle promptly purchased, with 

	

5 	cash, a house located at 13413 Shore Vista Drive, in Austin Texas (the "House"), claiming a 

	

6 	homestead on the entire value of the House. See Exhibit J to the Andersen Declaration. It is 

	

7 	believed TenniIle paid approximately $1,700,000 for the House. At the time Plise filed for 

	

8 	bankruptcy, the divorce settlement between Plise and TenniIle was the subject of a fraudulent 

	

9 	transfer action brought by CML against TenniIle in Texas. See Exhibits K &t to the Andersen 

	

10 	Declaration. 

	

11 	The House is currently listed for sale for $1,899,900. See Exhibit M to the Andersen 

	

12 	Declaration. However, the seller is not Tennille. Instead, the seller is 13413 Shore Vista Drive, 

	

13 	LLC ("SVD LLC"), a Delaware LLC owned and managed by Plise's friend Halverson. 2  In 

	

14 	February and March of 2012, while CML's lawsuit against Tennille was pending, and just prior 

	

15 	to Plise filing for bankruptcy, Tennille transferred the House to SVD LLC for $2,000,000, with 

	

16 	SVD LLC encumbering the House with a deed of trust to secure a $900,000 note in the process. 

	

17 	See Exhibits N & 0 to the Andersen Declaration. This transfer, which itself contains far too 

	

18 	many irregularities to here delve into, was facilitated by Stipp, Plise's former chief operating 

	

19 	officer, and, soon after SVD LLC held title to the house, the House was listed for sale. The only 

	

20 	explanation for this sequence of events is that Plise, through Stipp, Halverson, and Tennile,was 

	

21 	seeking to move the funds associated with the purchase of the House beyond the reach of 

	

22 	creditors, by transferring the House to a friendly entity and eventually to a bona fide purchaser. 

	

23 	The only reason Tennille, Plise's ex-wife, would assist with this scheme is because her divorce 

24 

25 „ 
2  As will be made clear in the forthcoming motion to compel addressed to Halverson's 

26 0 failure to produce documents or appear for his Rule 2004 Examination, Halverson's involvenent 
is, in and of itself, a smoking gun. 
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from Plise was not bona fide, and, at the very least, the transfer of property through the divorce 

was a fraudulent transfer. 

Before Plise should be allowed the benefit of a bankruptcy discharge, he should, at a 

minimum, appear and answer for this and numerous other known transfers by, between, and 

among Plise, Halverson, Tennillle, Stipp, Field, and others. Furthermore, his bad faith 

motivation for failing to appear, coupled with the resistance faced by CML in obtaining 

discovery from Plise's associates, see Exhibits P, Q, & R to the Andersen Declaration, supports 

the conclusion that Plise is purposefully seeking to avoid explaining his actions, and this conduct 

warrants a finding of contempt. 3  

III. Argument 

Pursuant to Civil Rule 45(a), (d), and (e), made applicable here by Rule 9016, CML 

requests this Court enter an order compelling Plise to produce all documents responsive to the 

Request for Documents and also enter an order to show cause why Plise should not be held in 

contempt for failing to comply with the Subpoena and the Rule 2004 Order. 4  

3  Indeed, even Field's conduct in filing the motion to withdraw is suspect, as this is not 
the first time that Field, former associate general counsel for Plise's development companies, has 
withdrawn from representing Plise under circumstances suggesting the withdrawal was 
calculated to provide a litigation advantage to Plise. See Exhibits S & T to the Andersen 
Declaration. Plise has had other of his counsel employ this same tactic. See Exhibit U to the 
Andersen Declaration. Furthermore, as recently as March 30, 2012, Field sent a letter to MIX, 
as Tennille's attorney, in an effort to assist with the completion of the fraudulent transfer of the 
House. See Exhibit V to the Andersen Declaration. 

While it is unclear that Local Rule 7037 applies in this situation (as Rule 2004 refers 
only to Rule 9016, not to Rule 7032, and there is here no adversary proceeding or contested 
matter pending between CML & Plise), CML is mindful of the purpose of Local Rule 7037, and 
the requirement that parties to discovery motions attempt to communicate in good faith prior to 
the filing of any motion to compel discovery. CML's counsel has had no communication with 
Plise, Field, or his replacement attorney since July 11, 2012. Given the argumentative responses 
received from Field, Field's subsequent withdrawal from the bankruptcy case, Plise's badacts, 
and the inability for CML's counsel to contact Plise, such consultations here would serve no 
purpose and would only allow Plise the opportunity for further delay. 

6 
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Victoria L. Nelson, Esq. (SBN 5436) 
Email: vnelson®nevadafum.com  
COTTON, DIUGGS, WALCH, 
HOLLEY, WOLOSON & THOMPSON 
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702/791-0308 
Facsimile: 	702/791-1912 

Attorneys for Shelley D. Krohn, Chapter 7 Trustee 

Electronically Filed On 
September 20, 2012 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

In re: 

WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 
AKA BILL PLISE 

Debtor. 

SHELLEY D. KROHN, CHAPTER 7 
TRUSTEE, 

Plaintiff, 

V. 

WILLIAM WALTER PLISE; TENNILLE I. 
PLISE; and 13413 SHORE VISTA DRIVE, 
LLC, 

Defendants. 

Case No. BK-S-12-14724-LBR 
I Chapter 7 

I Adv. No. 12-01214 

I MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY  
I INJUNCTION FREEZING CERTAIN 

ASSETS 
t
i 

1 Date of Hearing: November 6, 2012 
I Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m. 
I Place: Courtroom No. 1, Third Floor 

Foley Federal Building 
300 Las Vegas Blvd., South 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Judge: Hon. Linda B. Riegle 

SHELLEY D. KROHN, Chapter 7 Trustee in the above-referenced bankruptcy case (the 

"Trustee"), by and through her counsel of record, Victoria L. Nelson, Esq., of the law firta of 

Cotton, Driggs, Walch, Holley, Woloson & Thompson, hereby moves this Court for an order 

issuing a preliminary injunction freezing certain assets of William Walter Plise (the "Debtor"), 

Tennille I. Plise ("Tennille"), and 13413 Shore Vista Drive, LLC ("Shore Vista") (collectively, 

the "Defendants") pending a determination on the merits (the "Motion"). 

09648-011947938 
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This Motion is brought on the following grounds and the following reasons: (1) the Ninth 

Circuit in the case In re Focus Media, Inc.,  387 F.3d 1077 (9th Cir. 2004) has held that 

bankruptcy courts have the authority to issue a prejudgment asset-freezing injunction in 

adversary proceedings for the recovery of fraudulent transfers; and (2) Plaintiff has met her 

burden in establishing that the issuance of a preliminary injunction is proper, as (i) she is likely 

to succeed on the merits, (ii) she will suffer irreparable injury if the preliminary injunction is not 

granted, (iii) a balance of the hardships favors Plaintiff, and (iv) an preliminary injunction is in 

the public interest. 

This Motion is based upon the accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 

the Declaration of Shelley D. Krohn in Support of the Motion for Preliminary Injunction 

Freezing Certain Assets (the "Trustee Declaration"),  the papers and pleadings on file in this case, 

and such other evidence that may be presented to the Court. 

Dated this 20 th  day of September, 2012. 

COTTON, DRIGGS, WALCH, 
HOLLEY, WOLOSON & THOMPSON 

/s/ Victoria L. Nelson 
Victoria L. Nelson, Esq. (SNB 5436) 
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone:702/791-0308 
Facsimile: 702/791-1912 
Attorneys for Shelley D. Krohn, Chapter 7 
Trustee 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES  

I. 	INTRODUCTION  

On September 19, 2012, Plaintiff commenced the above-referenced adversary proceeding 

against the Defendants to, among other things, recover significant real and personal property that 

have been transferred to multiple parties in order to delay, hinder, and defraud Debtor's 

creditors. In particular, the Debtor entered into a sham divorce decree with Tennille where he 

09648-01/947938 
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transferred numerous items of personal property and approximately $1,850,000.00 in "child 

support" to Tennille, while he assumed all of the marital debts. Shortly after receiving the 

$1,850,000.00 from the Debtor, Tennille purchased the real property located at 13413 Shore 

Vista Drive, Austin, Texas 78732 (the "Austin Property") for $1,700,000.00. Less than one (1) 

month prior to the Debtor's bankruptcy filing, Tennille transferred the Austin Property to 13414 

Shore Vista Drive, Austin, LLC ("Shore Vista"), a Delaware Limited Liability Company 

believed to be owned and managed by the Debtor's close friend and business associate Michael 

Halverson ("Halverson"). Tennille still resides at the Austin Property despite transferring it to 

Shore Vista. In addition, on the same day the Austin Property was transferred to Shore Vista, it 

was fully encumbered by first and second deeds of trust in an attempt to prevent Plaintiff from 

recovering any of its equity for the benefit of creditors. 

These multiple transfers have demonstrated that the Defendants are willing and able to 

transfer bankruptcy estate property in order to defraud creditors. As a result, Plaintiff seeks an 

order from the Court issuing a prejudgment asset-freezing injunction preventing the Defendants 

from transferring any of the personal property that was included in the Divorce Decree or the 

Austin Property until the case has been determined on the merits. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND  

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

1. The Debtor is/was a contractor and developer who built numerous projects in the 

Las Vegas area. One of the many entities in which Debtor was involved was the City Crossing 

1, LLC ("City Crossing"). City Crossing owned fifteen parcels of real estate located in 

Henderson, Nevada, the sum of which totaled one hundred twenty-six (126) net acres. See 

Trustee Declaration. 

THE DEBTOR'S SHAM DIVORCE 

2. Upon information and belief, on December 4, 2001, the Debtor and Tennille were 

married. See Trustee Declaration. 

09648-01/947938 
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3. On October 24, 2008, Nevada District Court, Family Division, of Clark County 

entered a Decree of Divorce (the "Divorce Decree")  between the Debtor and Tennille. The 

Divorce Decree was based on a voluntary Joint Petition for Divorce that was agreed to by the 

Debtor and Tennille without the benefit of legal counsel. A true and correct copy of the Divorce 

Decree is attached to the Trustee Declaration as Exhibit"!". 

4. The Divorce Decree provides that Tennille was to receive the following items of 

personal property: 

MAKE 	 TYPE 	 MODEL 	 VIN NUMBER 

2007 Cadillac 	Nicole Sales 	Escalade 	 10YFK63837R423289 

2008 Cadillac 	Tennille 	Escalade ESV 	1GYFK66878R122113 

2007 Sundowner 	Horse Trailer 	727 4H BP 	 13SVC212771VE0821 

2006 Bombardier 	Outlander 	Max XT 4X 800 G 	2BVEPSH106V000606 

2006 Yamaha 	Rhino 	 660CC 	 5Y4AM04Y26A020334 

2007 Bombardier 	Can-Am Outlander 	Max LTD 4X 800EFI 	2BVEPWH107V002686 

2007 Bombardier 	Can-Am Outlander 	Max XT 4X 800EFI 	2BVEPCH187V000120 

2007 Honda 	Motorcycle 	CRF 150R-Mason 	JH2KE0357K004809 

2007 KTM 	Motorcycle 	50 Mini Adventure- VBKMRA2357M020296 

Billy 

2007 Bombardier 	Can-Am Outlander 	MaxLTD 4X 800EFI 	2BVEPWH107V002770 

2007 Yamaha 	Rhino 	 660CC 	 5Y4AM08Y17A017369 

2008 Polaris 	Outlaw 90 	90 CC-Billy's Bike 	RF3ICA09AZ8T017883 

2008 Honda 	Motorcycle-Mason 	CRF ISORB 	JH2KE03C28K100916 

2007 Redline 	 Revolt 	 1RLRS750XH1110034 

2007 Redline 	 Revolt 	 1RLRS750XH1110040 

5. 	The Divorce Decree also provides that Tennille was to receive (a) a one-time 

lump-sum payment of child support in the amount of one million eight hundred fifty thousand 
09648-01/947938 
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dollars ($1,850,000.00); (b) a one-time lump-sum payment of alimony in the amount of one 

million dollars ($1,000,000.00); (c) all clothing, jewelry, artwork, furniture, and other personal 

effects currently in Tennille's possession; and (d) all horses, pets, exotic animals and livestock, 

including, all tack, saddles and equipment associated with the maintenance and care thereof. See 

Divorce Decree, Sections VI, VII, X, attached as Exhibit "1" to Trustee Declaration. All of the 

transfers to Tennille pursuant to the Divorce Decree shall collectively be referred to as the 

"Divorce Decree Transfers." 

6. The Divorce Decree further provides that the Debtor was to receive title in all real 

and personal property "not otherwise specifically enumerated below as [Tennille's] sole and 

separate property." The Debtor was also responsible for all debts that were incurred by either the 

Debtor or Tennille. See Divorce Decree Section VII & VIII, attached as Exhibit "1" to Trustee 

Declaration. 

7. Tennille testified at a deposition in a civil lawsuit brought by Eliot A. Alper 

("Alper"), one of the Debtor's creditors, against the Debtor (the "Deposition"), that the Debtor 

paid her the $1,850,000.00 child support during a period of time in which the Debtor contended 

that he did not have any assets. See Tennille Deposition, pgs. 29-30 attached as Exhibit "2" to 

Trustee Declaration. 

8. Upon information and belief, the $1,850,000.00 payment was then used to 

purchase the real property located at 13413 Shore Vista Drive, Austin, Texas 78732 (the "Austin 

Property") for $1,700,000.00. See Tennille Deposition, pgs. 38-39 attached as Exhibit "2" to 

Trustee Declaration. 

9. Tennille also testified that she was not represented by counsel, did not know the 

full extent of the Debtor's finances, and could not articulate the reason for why the parties agreed 

to a child support payment of $1,850,000.00 or an alimony payment of $1,000,000.00. See 

Tennille Deposition, pgs. 21-26, 31-32 attached as Exhibit "2" to Trustee Declaration. 

10. Tennille further testified that even though the Divorce Decree provides that the 

Debtor was to receive all real and personal property that was not otherwise mentioned in the 

09648-01/947938 
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Divorce Decree, TenniIle testified that she was not aware of any real or personal property that 

was not specified in the Divorce Decree. See TenniIle Deposition, pg. 32, 11. 15-22 attached as 

Exhibit "2" to Trustee Delcaration. In other words, the Divorce Decree resulted in a transfer of 

all the Debtor's known assets to TenniIle. 

11. The purpose of the Divorce Decree was to delay, hinder, and defraud the Debtor's 

creditors by transferring all of the Debtor's known assets to Tennille with the Debtor assuming 

all of the marital liabilities. See Trustee Declaration. 

12. As the Debtor's spouse, Tennille knew or should have known of the Debtor's 

financial condition and that he had defaulted as a guarantor on loans he guaranteed for his 

business entities. See Trustee Declaration. 

TRANSFER OF THE AUSTIN PROPERTY TO SHORE VISTA PRIOR TO THE DEBTOR'S 
BANKRUPTCY FILING 

13. On March 28, 2012, Tennile transferred her interest in the Austin Property to 

Shore Vista (the "Shore Vista Transfer"). See Trustee Declaration. 

14. Based on information and belief, Gracy Title — A Stewart Company ("Gracy  

Title") was the company that was the escrow agent for the transfer of the Austin Property to 

Shore Vista. See Trustee Declaration. 

15. On September 14, 2012, Debra Holloway ("Holloway"), the person most 

knowledgeable at Gracy Title and the escrow agent for the transfer of the Austin Property to 

Shore Vista, testified to the following facts: 

a. 	Tennille initially requested Gracy Title to assist in the 
transfer of the Austin Property to a limited liability 
company that was owned by Tennille so that it may be 
refinanced. However, the transfer documents that were 
provided to Gracy Title indicated that the Austin Property 
would be "sold" to Shore Vista; A true and correct copy of 
an official transcript of Holloway (the "Holloway  
Examination") is attached to the Trustee Declaration as 
Exhibit "3". See Holloway Examination, pgs. 68-71 

b. 	Holloway never met or spoke with Halverson, the 
managing member of Shore Vista, in person; See 
Holloway Examination, pgs. 13-14 attached as Exhibit 

09648-01/947938 
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"3" to the Trustee Declaration. 

c. There were no realtors involved in the transfer of the 
Austin Property and no earnest money was deposited by 
Shore Vista; See Holloway Examination, pgs. 82, 11. 2-23 
attached as Exhibit "3" to the Trustee Declaration. 

d. Mitchell Stipp, Debtor's former in-house counsel, made 
multiple representations on behalf of both Tennille and 
Shore Vista; See Holloway Examination, pgs. 63-66 
attached as Exhibit "3" to the Trustee Declaration. 

e. Tennille would continue to reside in the Austin Property 
following its transfer to Shore Vista. $ee Holloway 
Examination, pgs. 79- 81 attached as Exhibit "3" to the 
Trustee Declaration. 

16. Holloway also testified as the person most knowledgeable of Gracy Title that the 

Debtor attended the closing of the Transfer of the Austin Property from TenniIle to Shore Vista, 

despite the fact that he had been divorced from Tennille for over four years. $ee Holloway 

Examination, pgs. 12-13 attached as Exhibit "3" to the Trustee Declaration. 

17. Upon information and belief, Tennille still resides at the Austin Property. See 

Trustee Declaration. 

18. Upon information and belief, Halverson is the managing member of Shore Vista. 

See Trustee Declaration. 

19. Upon information and belief, Halverson is the Debtor's close friend and business 

partner and has engaged in multiple transactions with the Debtor, including the purchase of the 

Debtor's condominium located at 4381 West Flamingo, Unit 52322, Las Vegas, Nevada 89103. 

See Trustee Declaration. 

20. The purpose of the Shore Vista Transfer was to delay, hinder, and defraud the 

Debtor's creditors by transferring the Austin Property to a third party. See Trustee Declaration. 

21. Upon information and belief, Shore Vista retained a reattor and listed the Austin 

Property for sale following the transfer from TenniIle. See Trustee Declaration. 

09648-01/947938 
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Victoria L. Nelson, Esq. (SBN 5436) 
Email: vnelson@nevadafirm.com  
COTTON, DRIGGS, WALCH, 
HOLLEY, WOLOSON & THOMPSON 
400 South Fourth Street, Third Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: 702/791-0308 
Facsimile: 	702/791-1912 

Attorneys for Shelley D. Krohn, Chapter 7 Trustee 

Electronically Filed On 
September 20, 2012 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 

In re: 	 I Case No. BK-S-12-14724-LBR 
Chapter 7 

Debtor. 
i Adv. No. 12-01214 

SHELLEY D. KROHN, CHAPTER 7 
TRUSTEE, 	 DECLARATION OF SAELLEY D. 

ICROHN IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
Plaintiff, 	 PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION  

i FREEZING CERTAIN ASSETS 
V . 

Date of Hearing: November 6, 2012 
WILLIAM WALTER PLISE; TENNILLE I. 	1 Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m. 
PLISE; and 13413 SHORE VISTA DRIVE, 	l Place: Courtroom No. 1, Third Floor 
LLC, Foley Federal Building 

300 Las Vegas Blvd., South 
Defendants. Las Vegas, NV 89101 

I Judge: Hon. Linda B. Riegle 

I, Shelley D. Krohn, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am the Chapter 7 Trustee in the above-referenced bankruptcy case. 

2. I am over the age of 18 and am mentally competent. I have personal knowledge 

of the facts in this matter and if called upon to testify, could and would do so. 

3. I make this declaration in support of the Motion for Preliminary Injunction 

Freezing Certain Assets (the "Motion"). 

09648-011948672 

WILLIAM WALTER PLISE, 
AKA BILL PLISE 
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Property") for $1,700,000.00. See TenniIle Deposition, pgs. 38-39 attached as Exhibit "2". 

12. TenniIle also testified that she was not represented by counsel, did not know the 

full extent of the Debtor's finances, and could not articulate the reason for why the parties agreed 

to a child support payment of $1,850,000.00 or an alimony payment of $1,000,000.00. See 

Tennille Deposition, pgs. 21-26, 31-32 attached as Exhibit "2". 

13. Tennille further testified that even though the Divorce Decree provides that the 

Debtor was to receive all real and personal property that was not otherwise mentioned in the 

Divorce Decree, Tennille testified that she was not aware of any real or personal property that 

was not specified in the Divorce Decree. See Tennille Deposition, pg. 32, 11. 15-22 attached as 

Exhibit "2". In other words, the Divorce Decree resulted in a transfer of all the Debtor's known 

assets to Termille. 

14. The purpose of the Divorce Decree was to delay, hinder, and defraud the Debtor's 

creditors by transferring all of the Debtor's known assets to Tennille with the Debtor assuming 

all of the marital liabilities. 

15. As the Debtor's spouse, Tennille knew or should have known of the Debtor's 

financial condition and that he had defaulted as a guarantor on loans he guaranteed for his 

business entities. 

TRANSFER OF THE AUSTIN PROPERTY TO SHORE VISTA PRIOR TO THE DEBTOR'S 
BANKRUPTCY FILING 

16. On March 28, 2012, Tennile transferred her interest in the Austin Property to 

Shore Vista (the "Shore Vista Transfer"). 

17. Based on information and belief, Gracy Title — A Stewart Company ("Gracy  

Title") was the company that was the escrow agent for the transfer of the Austin Property to 

Shore Vista. 

18. On September 14, 2012, Debra Holloway ("Holloway"), the person most 

knowledgeable at Gracy Title and the escrow agent for the transfer of the Austin Property to 

Shore Vista, testified during a Rule 2004 Examination to the following facts: 

a. 	Tennille initially requested Gracy Title to assist in the 
09648-01/948612 
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transfer of the Austin Property to a limited liability 
company that was owned by Tennille so that it may be 
refinanced. However, the transfer documents that were 
provided to Gracy Title indicated that the Austin Property 
would be "sold" to Shore Vista; A true and correct copy of 
an official transcript of Holloway (the "Holloway 
Examination") is attached hereto as Exhibit "3". See 
Holloway Examination, pgs. 68-71 

b. 	Holloway never met or spoke with Halverson, the 
managing member of Shore Vista, in person; See 
Holloway Examination, pgs. 13-14 attached as Exhibit 
tfr .  

c. 	There were no realtors involved in the transfer of the 
Austin Property and no earnest money was deposited by 
Shore Vista; See Holloway Examination, pg. 82, 11. 2-23 
attached as Exhibit "3". 

d. 	Mitchell Stipp, Debtor's former in-house counsel, made 
multiple representations on behalf of both Tennille and 
Shore Vista; See Holloway Examination, pgs. 63-66 
attached as Exhibit "3". 

e. 	Tennille would continue to reside in the Austin Property 
following its transfer to Shore Vista. See Holloway 
Examination, pgs. 79- 81 attached as Exhibit "3". 

19. Holloway also testified as the person most knowledgeable of Gracy Title that the 

Debtor attended the closing of the Transfer of the Austin Property from Termille to Shore Vista, 

despite the fact that he had been divorced from Tennille for over four years. $ee Holloway 

Examination, pgs. 12-13 attached as Exhibit "3". 

20. Upon information and belief, Tennille still resides at the Austin Property. 

21. Upon information and belief, Halverson is the managing member of Shore Vista. 

22. Upon information and belief, Halverson is the Debtor's close friend and business 

partner and has engaged in multiple transactions with the Debtor, including the purchase of the 

Debtor's condominium located at 4381 West Flamingo, Unit 52322, Las Vegas, Nevada 89103. 

23. The purpose of the Shore Vista Transfer was to delay, hinder, and defraud the 

Debtor's creditors by transferring the Austin Property to a third party. 

09648-01/948672 
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DOES 1-19 
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

ELIOT A. ALPER, Trustee 	) Case No: 
of THE ELIOT A. ALPER 	) A-09-591861-C 
REVOCABLE TRUST dated 	) 
March 22, 1999; 	 ) Dept. No.: V 
SPACEFINDERS REALTY, 	) 
INC., a Nevada 	 ) 
Corporation; THE ALPER 	) 
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 	) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendants. 	) 

******************************************************** 

ORAL DEPOSITION OF 
TENNILLE ISABELL PLISE 

MARCH 26, 2010 

******************************************************** 

ORAL DEPOSITION OF TENNILLE ISABELL PLISE, produced 

as a witness at the instance of the Plaintiffs, and duly 

sworn, was taken in the above-styled and numbered cause 

on March 26, 2010, from 3:37 p.m. to 5:43 p.m., before 

Linda M. Hutchins, CSR in and for the State of Texas, 

reported by machine shorthand, at the Law Offices of 

Anderson M. Simmons, 702 Rio Grande, Austin, Texas, 

pursuant to the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the 

provisions stated on the record or attached hereto. 
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the objection there, but to the extent that you're going 

to ask her any information that might have been 

exchanged at that -- at any such meeting, I'm going to 

continue with my objection. 

MR. HANIGAN: Okay. No. I'm just asking 

whether she consulted with an attorney. 

Q. 	And, Ms. Plise, I understand that your counsel 

is not objecting to that question, so you can answer. 

A. 	No. 

Q. 	Do you know who prepared this decree of 

divorce? 

A. 	I don't remember. 

Q. 	Did you know at one time? 

A. 	Yes. 

Q. 	Was it an attorney that worked for one of 

Mr. Plise's companies? 

A. 	I don't remember. 

Q. 	If you could turn to page 224, please, and 

it's entitled "Joint Petition For Divorce," but it's 

actually an attachment to the decree of divorce. I'll 

make that representation to you. 

Did you consult with an attorney prior to 

signing the Joint Petition For Divorce? 

A. 	No. 

Q. 	Please turn now back to page 218 and look at 

GIVENS COURT REPORTING 
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10:24 1 	A. 	No. 

	

10:24 2 	Q. 	Did you speak with attorneys or agents or 

10:25 3 representatives for Mr. Halvorsen? 

	

10:25 4 	A. 	The attorney. 

	

10:25 5 	Q. 	Do you recall who the attorney was? 

	

10:25 6 	A. 	I'd have to look at my file. 

	

10:25 7 	Q. 	Did you ever talk to a Mr. Stipp, S-T-I-P-P? 

	

10:25 8 	A. 	Not that I remember. 

	

10:25 9 	Q. 	Do you know who he is? 

	

10:25 10 	A. 	I'd have to look at my file. He possibly is an 

10:25 11 attorney. I don't know. I do remember seeing that 

10:25 12 name, though, in my file. 

	

10:26 13 	Q. 	Are you familiar with MSMJ? DO you recall 

10:26 14 their involvement in the closing? 

	

10:26 15 	A. 	No. 

	

10:26 16 	Q. 	Did you -- other than the attorneys and the 

10:26 17 people that you've identified, do you remember anyone 

10:26 18 else that you had communications with regard to this 

10:26 19 closing? 

	

10:26 20 	A. 	No. 

	

10:26 21 	Q. 	There wasn't a realtor involved in the sale of 

10:26 22 this property, was there? 

	

10:26 23 	A. 	That is correct. 

	

10:26 24 	Q. 	Did you -- or is it your belief that you got 

10:26 25 this business because you had worked with Ms. Plise on 

UNPROOFREAD UNCORRECTED UNCERTIFIED ROUGH DRAFT 
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10:28 5 anyone else that you work with at Gracy Title? 

	

10:28 6 	A. 	Not that I recall. 

	

10:28 7 	Q. 	Would it surprise you if other people in the 

10:28 8 company smelled a rat with regard to this transaction? 

	

10:28 9 	A. 	Would it surprise me? 

	

10:28 10 	Q. 	Yes. 

	

10:28 11 	A. 	NO. 

	

10:28 12 	Q. 	Did you talk to anyone in your legal department 

10:28 13 about this at the time? 

	

10:28 14 	A. 	Yes. 

	

10:28 15 	Q. 	who did you talk to? 

	

10:28 16 	A. 	Bill Bradshaw and Latra Szal. 

	

10:28 17 	Q. 	I'm sorry, the second name? 

	

10:28 18 	A. 	Latra, L-A-T-R-A, S-Z-A-L. 

	

10:28 19 	Q. 	And did you express any concerns to them? 

	

10:28 20 	A. 	I needed guidance on how to handle part of the 

10:29 21 transaction. 

	

10:29 22 	Q. 	Which part? 

	

10:29 23 	A. 	The part when it came to the very end of the 

10:29 24 transaction with Tennille remaining in the property. 

	

10:29 25 	Q. 	And what was your specific question with regard 
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10:29 1 to that? 

	

10:29 2 	A. 	It struck me as odd that she was going to 

10:29 3 remain in the property since I did not see a lease 

10:29 4 agreement, a leaseback. 

	

10:29 5 	Q. 	That was another one of the questions that 

10:29 6 had when I reviewed the documents. I believe it was the 
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10:34 15 	A. 	No. 

1034 16 	Q. 	How were you informed that the amount changed? 

10:34 17 	A. 	E-mail from Rob Barney, to the best of my 

10:34 18 knowledge. 

10:34 19 	Q. 	Who is Rob Barney? 

10:34 20 	A. 	He's the person I spoke to from the lender, 

10:34 21 from DHLC. 

10:34 22 	Q. 	So you think the initial loan amount was 

10:34 23 850,000? 

10:34 24 	A. 	correct. 

10:34 25 	Q. 	If you go down to the -- kind of the middle 

UN PROOFREAD UNCORRECTED UNCERTIFIED ROUGH DRAFT 
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10:34 1 section there, it identifies DHLC as the mortgage broker 

10:34 2 and it does have Rob Barney's e-mail address at DHLC as 

10:34 3 your contact? 

	

10:34 4 	A. 	correct. 

	

10:34 5 	Q. 	Below that it identifies Mitchell Stipp at MSJM 

10:35 6 Advisors as the second lender? 

	

10:35 7 	A. 	It'S my opinion that my assistant put that in 

10:35 8 that spot just because it was information regarding the 

10:35 9 lender -- I mean regarding the lender itself. I truly 

10:35 10 don't know if that was the second lender. 

	

10:35 11 	Q. 	Okay. well, where would that information have 

10:35 12 come from? 

	

10:35 13 	A. 	Some conversation or some note to the file. 

10:35 14 This writing is in my assistant's handwriting. 

	

10:35 15 	Q. 	What's your assistant's name? 

	

10:35 16 	A. 	Kristy Killinger. 
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10:35 17 	Q. 	And what was Mitchell Stipp's involvement with 

10:35 18 this transaction? 

	

10:35 19 	A. 	I don't recall. 

	

10:35 20 	Q. 	what about MSJM Advisors? 

	

10:35 21 	A. 	I don't recall. 

	

10:35 22 	Q. 	Below that there's a notation that there are no 

10:35 23 liens? 

	

10:35 24 	A. 	Correct. 

	

10:35 25 	Q. 	Tell me what that means. 
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10:35 1 	A. 	There are no liens of record found on our title 

10:35 2 commitment or title research. 

	

10:35 3 	Q. 	So in other words, that property is paid for? 

	

10:36 4 	A. 	Correct. 

	

10:36 5 	Q. 	Do you recall from when Ms. Plise originally 

10:36 6 purchased the property how it was paid for? 

	

10:36 7 	A. 	She paid cash for that property. 

	

10:36 8 	 (Exhibit No. 4 marked.) 

	

10:36 9 	Q. 	I'll hand you what's been marked as Exhibit 

10:36 10 No. 4 and I'll just represent to you that that's a 

10:36 11 collection of e-mails, but if you want to take a minute 

10:36 12 to see if you recognize it. 

	

10:37 13 	A. 	Yes, I do recognize it. 

	

10:37 14 	Q. 	okay. If you go back to page 3, that should be 

10:37 15 the first e-mail in the chain and it's from -- is it 

10:37 16 Andrea Bennett? 

	

10:37 17 	A. 	Andrea Bennett. 

	

10:37 18 	Q. 	Is that your assistant? 

	

10:37 19 	A. 	No, she's the one who does the title policies. 
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10:58 21 I mean the actual invoice to determine that. 

	

10:58 22 	Q. 	Is that in your file? 

	

10:58 23 	A. 	It should be, yes. 

	

10:58 24 	Q. 	Okay. Can you take a look at it? Because I 

10:58 25 looked for it and I couldn't find it. 
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10:59 1 	 MR. BRADSHAW: While she's doing that, can 

10:59 2 we take five minutes? 

	

10:59 3 	 MS. SCOTT: Sure. 

	

10:59 4 	 (Recess taken from 10:59 a.m. to 

11:10 5 11:10 a.m.) 

	

11:10 6 	Q. 	(By Ms. Scott) Just before the break we were 

11:10 7 talking about a $70,000 payment that was made to MSJM 

11:10 8 Advisors, and during the break you were looking for that 

11:10 9 invoice. Did you locate that? 

	

11:10 10 	A. 	I didn't find the physical invoice. I'm going 

11:10 11 to have to -- it evidently is not in my file, but this 

11:10 12 is the e-mail that I had received from mitchell stipp 

11:10 13 regarding the 70,000. 

	

11:10 14 	Q. 	Okay. And I don't believe that I've seen this 

11:10 15 document so I'll get a copy of it before I leave so that 

11:11 16 we can mark it as an exhibit. But what this document 

11:11 17 says is, "I will forward my invoice separately. $70,000 

11:11 18 is due and payable to MSJM Advisors, Lt.C. This amount 

11:11 19 is due from 13413 Shore vista Drive, LLC, but will be 

11:11 20 charged to Tennille Plise on the closing statement." Do 

11:11 21 you have any recollection what the $70,000 was for? 

	

11:11 22 	A. 	No. 
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11:11 23 	Q. 	Was this the only communication that you had 

11:11 24 with Mitchell Stipp -- or Stipp? 

	

11:11 25 	A. 	I'm sure you'll see in my file, I'm sure 
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11:11 1 there's other e-mail correspondence from him. 

	

11:11 2 	Q. 	And did he ever give you any indication what 

11:11 3 services he provided? 

	

11:11 4 	A. 	No. 

	

11:11 5 	Q. 	Is this typical that you in a closing make a 

11:11 6 payment through the closing to someone who you don't 

11:12 7 know what they've done? 

	

11:12 8 	A. 	If somebody provides me an invoice and 

11:12 9 instructs me to put it on the closing statement, yes, 

	

11:12 10 	put it on there. 

	

11:12 11 	Q. 	Well, currently we don't have an invoice? 

	

11:12 12 	A. 	That is correct. I cannot find it. 

	

11:12 13 	Q. 	I thought that the buyer paid all of the 

11:12 14 closing costs. 

	

11:12 15 	A. 	On -- 

	

11:12 16 	Q. 	On this transaction. 

	

11:12 17 	A. 	I'd have to look at my closing statement to 

11:12 18 determine that. No, it appears that the seller paid the 

11:12 19 closing costs. 

	

11:12 20 	Q. 	She paid all of it? 

	

11:12 21 	A. 	That is correct. 

	

11:12 22 	Q. 	And you believe that an invoice exists from 

11:12 23 MSJM Advisors? 

	

11:12 24 	A. 	Yes. 

	

11:12 25 	Q. 	Did you ever ask Mr. Stipp if he was an 
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11:12 1 associate of Bill Plise? 

	

11:12 2 	A. 	No. 

	

11:12 3 	Q. 	Did he ever give you any indication that he 

11:13 4 was? 

	

11:13 5 	A. 	No. 

	

11:13 6 	Q. 	Did Bill Plise give you an indication that he 

11:13 7 was? 

	

11:13 8 	A. 	NO. 

	

11:13 9 	Q. 	Did you ever ask what MSJM Advisors -- what 

11:13 10 their company did? 

	

11:13 11 	A. 	No. 

	

11:13 12 	Q. 	Did you know what everyone else here on this 

11:13 13 ledger, what they performed, what their reason for being 

11:13 14 on there was? 

	

11:13 15 	A. 	what their -- I usually don't question when 

11:13 16 someone furnishes me a letter of instruction what their 

11:13 17 function in the transaction is. 

	

11:13 18 	Q. 	Why not? 

	

11:13 19 	A. 	I just do not. 

	

11:13 20 	Q. 	what was the Caslano Homeowners Association due 

11:14 21 $2,175 for? 

	

11:14 22 	A. 	Past homeowners association dues. 

	

11:14 23 	Q. 	what about the law office of mike Lary? 

	

11:14 24 	A. 	That actually was voided out. He was going to 

11:14 25 prepare the warranty deed and he did not. 
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11:14 1 	Q. 	Travis County Tax Collector? 

	

11:14 2 	A. 	Outstanding property taxes. 

	

11:14 3 	Q. 	The Lonergan Law Firm, $2,000? 

	

11:14 4 	A. 	Per an invoice with the escrow agreement. 

	

11:14 5 	Q. 	Farmers Insurance? 

	

11:14 6 	A. 	Homeowners insurance. 

	

11:14 7 	Q. 	Direct Federal Mortgage, Inc.? 

	

11:14 8 	A. 	If I'm not mistaken, there's an escrow 

11:14 9 agreement that requested the monies to be collected on 

11:14 10 that. 

	

11:14 11 	Q. 	SO the only either debit or credit on this 

11:14 12 ledger that you don't recognize is the $70,000 to MSJM 

11:14 13 Advisors? 

	

11:14 14 	A. 	It appears I do not have an invoice in my file 

11:14 15 for that. 

	

11:14 16 	Q. 	Well, that's not what I asked you. I asked you 

11:14 17 every other name or reason identified on Bates label NO. 

11:15 18 106 and you could identify all of them based on your 

11:15 19 recollection except for the $70,000 that was paid to 

11:15 20 MSJM Advisors. 

	

11:15 21 	A. 	That is correct. 

	

11:15 22 	Q. 	And you said that you wouldn't question that or 

11:15 23 ask what it was for if you had an invoice? 

	

11:15 24 	A. 	That is correct. 

	

11:15 25 	Q. 	But we don't have an invoice? 
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11:15 2 	Q. 	Any guess what that could have been for? 

	

11:15 3 	A. 	No. 

	

11:15 4 	Q. 	who would know other than you? 

	

11:15 5 	A. 	In my company? 

	

11:15 6 	Q. 	In general. i mean, is there anybody else in 

11:15 7 your company that would know what that was for? 

	

11:15 8 	A. 	No. 

	

11:15 9 	Q. 	Is there anybody outside your company that 

11:15 10 would know what it was for? 

	

11:15 11 	A. 	Possibly the individual we sent the check to. 

	

11:15 12 	Q. 	Mr. Stipp? 

	

11:15 13 	A. 	correct. 

	

11:15 14 	Q. 	would there be any other -- besides the e-mail 

11:16 15 that we looked at and the invoice, any other backup 

11:16 16 documentation for that $70,000? 

	

11:16 17 	A. 	Not to my knowledge. 

	

11:16 18 	 (Exhibit No. 10 marked.) 

	

11:16 19 	Q. 	Let me hand you what's been marked Exhibit 

11:16 20 NO. 10. Can you identify the document that's labeled 

11:16 21 No. 111. 

	

11:16 22 	A. 	It's a checklist that Gracy Title requires to 

11:16 23 be in all their files. 

	

11:1624 	Q. 	It's a fraud prevention checklist, isn't it? 

	

11:16 25 	A. 	Correct. 
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11:16 1 	Q. 	was this not completed? 

	

11:16 2 	A. 	It appears not, no. 

	

11:16 3 	Q. 	Why would that have not been completed? 
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11:17 4 	A. 	I don't have an answer for that. 

	

11:17 5 	Q. 	All right. Well, let's go down the items that 

11:17 6 are on this -- is it typical to complete this or not 

11:17 7 complete it? 

	

11:17 8 	A. 	Complete it. It's an audit requirement for 

11:17 9 Gracy Title. 

	

11:17 10 	Q. 	And you have no idea why it wasn't completed in 

11:17 11 this transaction? 

	

11:17 12 	A. 	That is correct. 

	

11:17 13 	Q. 	Who would have completed it? 

	

11:17 14 	A. 	my assistant. 

	

11:17 15 	Q. 	Did you ask her why she didn't complete it? 

	

11:17 16 	A. 	This is the first I've seen that it has not 

11:17 17 been completed. 

	

11:17 18 	Q. 	Okay. And you said it's an audit requirement. 

11:17 19 From who? 

	

11:17 20 	A. 	Latra is the person who audits our files. 

	

11:17 21 	Q. 	Does it go to any governmental entity? Is it 

11:17 22 required reporting to anyone? 

	

11:17 23 	A. 	I don't have an answer for that. 

	

11:17 24 	Q. 	So to your knowledge, this is an internal 

11:17 25 document only? 
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11:17 1 	A. 	Yes. 

	

11:17 2 	Q. 	And what's its purpose other than to check 

11:17 3 things off? 

	

11:17 4 	A. 	To make sure that we are actually reviewing the 

11:18 5 information that comes in to make sure that there is not 

11:18 6 an unknown potential for anything slipping through the 
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11:18 7 cracks such as unverified cashier's checks, et cetera. 

11:18 8 Q. okay. well, let's start at the beginning here. 

11:18 9 It says source of funds remitted by borrower. In that 

11:18 10 instance this would have been Michael Halverson and the 

11:18 11 Shore Vista, LLC? 

	

11:18 12 	A. 	Correct. 

	

11:18 13 	Q. 	Remitter name, what should have gone there? 

	

11:18 14 	A. 	The 13413 Shore vista. 

	

11:18 15 	Q. 	And the following items have been checked. All 

11:18 16 incoming wires, what items would those have been? 

	

11:18 17 	A. 	On this transaction, none. We received no 

11:18 18 monies from him. 

	

11:18 19 	Q. 	All funds received from closing? 

	

11:19 20 	A. 	we received nothing from him. 

	

11:19 21 	Q. 	And all earnest money funds? 

	

11:19 22 	A. 	There was no earnest money. 

	

11:19 23 	Q. 	Okay. And underneath that it says, 

11:19 24 "Instructions: Physically check all of the money that 

11:19 25 has been received from the buyer/borrower." And you say 
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11:19 1 there's none, but because this isn't checked you don't 

11:19 2 know if it was actually physically checked or not? 

	

11:19 3 	A. 	There were no funds per the disbursement -- I 

11:19 4 mean per the closing statement received from the 

11:19 5 borrower in this transaction. 

	

11:19 6 	Q. 	The next items are source of funds. "Source of 

11:19 7 Funds Disclosure sent to lender including all funds 

11:19 8 received with copies of supporting documents." what 
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11:19 9 would that have been? 

	

11:19 10 	A. 	Borrower's down payment, et cetera, earnest 

11:19 11 money. 

	

11:20 12 	Q. 	Was there any of that? 

	

11:20 13 	A. 	No. 

	

11:20 14 	Q. 	The "Tax Certificate Disclosure sent to lender 

11:20 15 with tax certificates"? 

	

11:20 16 	A. 	That was done initially at the time the order 

11:20 17 is requested -- or the title is requested from the 

11:20 18 lender. 

	

11:20 19 	Q. 	And you say that this was sent? 

	

11:20 20 	A. 	I have no knowledge. It should have been, but 

11:20 21 I cannot guarantee that. 

	

11:20 22 	Q. 	"All disbursements shown on HUD," what's that? 

	

11:20 23 	A. All the disbursements that were on Exhibit 9 

11:20 24 are reflected in the closing statement, that there's no 

11:20 25 other outstanding disbursements made that are not shown 
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11:20 1 on the closing statement. 

	

11:20 2 	Q. 	"All team members are responsible for making 

11:20 3 sure that all checks being issued are accurately 

11:20 4 reflected on the HUD." What does it mean accurately 

11:21 5 reflected? 

	

11:21 6 	A. 	That the names -- the disbursements that we're 

11:21 7 showing on the closing statement are actually the 

11:21 8 disbursements that are actually being made at the end. 

	

11:21 9 	Q. 	And do you check to see if there are invoices 

11:21 10 for those? 

	

11:21 11 	A. 	Yes. 
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11:21 12 	Q. 	But you don't know if that happened in this 

11:21 13 instance? 

	

11:21 14 	A. 	That's correct, i do not see the invoice for 

11:21 15 the 70,000. 

	

11:21 16 	Q. 	Nor was that box checked on the fraud 

11:21 17 prevention checklist? 

	

11:21 18 	A. 	That is correct. This document is not 

11:21 19 complete. 

	

11:21 20 	Q. 	So it says, "Check should not be signed until 

11:21 21 this step has been completed"; is that correct? 

	

11:21 22 	A. 	That's what it says, yes. 

	

11:21 23 	Q. 	And we do know that a check was issued to MS7M 

11:21 24 Advisors, correct? 

	

11:21 25 	A. 	That is correct. 
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11:21 1 	Q. 	Were there any cashier's checks issued in 

11:21 2 excess of $10,000? 

	

11:21 3 	A. 	No. 

	

11:21 4 	Q. 	And then there's a verification? 

	

11:21 5 	A. 	That has to do with a received cashier's check 

11:22 6 from a borrower or seller, if necessary, and that's -- 

11:22 7 we have to verify every cashier's check over 10,000. 

	

11:22 8 	Q. 	And there's a place for the escrow assistant's 

11:22 9 signature? 

	

11:22 10 	A. 	That's correct. 

	

11:22 11 	Q. 	Who would that have been? 

	

11:22 12 	A. 	Kristy Killinger. 

	

11:22 13 	Q. 	And then you would have been the escrow 
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ATTACHMENT (0 TO 26 



Electronically Filed 
08/29/2012 11:59:39 AM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

IN THE FAMILY DIVISION 
OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CLARK, STATE OF NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 	 Case No. D-389203 
Plaintiff, 	 Dept No. M 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 
Defendant. 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE FORM 

Financial Statement of: 	Christine alderon Stipp  

Occupation: 	Stay-at4horne caretaker  

Employed by  N/A 	 From. 	To: 'Present  

Previously Employed by:  Stipp Jaw Group 	From:  2005 	To 2008  

Age & Date of Birth:  37 	2/5/7$  

Level of Education:. 	J.D.  

Level of Disability, if Any:  N/A  

Marriage bate, If Applicaele: 	Ally 18. 1997  

Present Home Address: 	11757 Feinberg Place. Las Vegas. NV 89138  

How many adults (over 18) live with you? 	0  

HoW much do you receive from each of them each month? 	 

I have paid my attorney a retainer of $140,085.33  and her hourly rate le  $400.00 her hour 

I am the  X Plaintiff/Petitioner 	Defendant/Responclentin the above action. I swear under Penalty 
of perjury, that the contents of this Financial Disclosure Declaration are true to the best of my knowledge 
as of this date. I understand that by my signature I verify the material accuracy of the contents. I also 
understand that any willful misstatements may be contemptuous and could result in my punishment by the 
Court. 1 understand I have a duty to supplement this form upon.discovering additional assets Or debts or 
upon charmed circumstances withjillEALvastgliDsgaym. 

I declare under penalty of peljury that the foregoing and following are true and correct. 

- 
Executed on V ill if  / 	Signature 	  

I paid :my previous attorney, Donn Prokopius a flat fee of $15,000.00 in or about December 2009. I paid my current 
attorney atotal of 5140,005.33 for work completed on my behalf in this and appellatilactions commencing May 
2010. 



Cape: No. 0489203 	 Dept NI 
Page 2 

PERSONAL INCOME SCHEDULE 
IF SELF-EMPLOYED OR BUSINESS OWNER PLEASE FILL IN THE BUSINESS INCOME/EXPENSE 
SCHEDULE 

YOUR OWN INCOME( If paid weekly,. multiply by 62 and divide by 12. If paid every twoweeks, multiply by 26 
and divide by 12) Note: Attach copies of your three most recent pay stubs. 

Average Gross Monthly Income frorri Employment (all employment Income 
Including salary $ 	 , bonuses $ 	overtime, 

I 	$ 	 tips and $ 	 other 	 $ 	0.00 

2 	Average Monthly Paycheck !Deduction _Income Taxes 

3 	Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction -Social Security 	
_ 

4 	Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction -Medieare 

5 	Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction -Health Insurance 

6 	Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction -Retirement Plan or 401(k)  

7 	Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction -Savings Account 

8 	Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction(s)-:Other 

9 	Total Paycheck Deductions Per Month (Add lines 2.8 above) 

10 	Average Net Monthly Income from Employment (Subtract line 9 from One 1) 	 0.00 

11 	Monthly Spousal SupportAwarded bya Court 

12 	Monthly Court-ordered or other/voluntary child support 	 $. 	2,000.00 

13 	Investment Income (Dividends, Interest and capital gains) 	 $ 	231-00 

14 	Rental Income (Enter the Amount or Depreciation Claimed In Computing Rental Income) 	$ 	377.00 

16 	Retirement income Including Defined-Benefit Distilbutions,401(k) DistributiOns, 
Military Retirement 

16 	Social Security Retirement 
	........ 

17. Social Security Disability/Militely Disability 

18. Suppleinental Security income (SSI) 	..... 

19. Unemployment Benefits 

20. WorkersCompensation Payments ---...,  	- 

21. Other Source of Income (Describe such as direct contribution from roommates, 
indirect payments from expenses) ....--... 	  

22. Total Other Income Per Month (Add lines 11-21) 	 $ 	208,00 

23. TOTAL INCOME' PER MONTH (Add lines 10 and 22) 	 $ 	2,608.00 



Case No. 0-389201 
Page 3 

Dept Rt 

PERSONAL EXPENSE SCHEDULE' (NOTE:. ALL EXPENSES LiSTED sEt-ow SHOULO BE ON AN AVERAGE MONTHLY BASIS (annual 
payments divided by 12,.:terniannual DtVITIOntS divided .bv C. and nuarterbrimmenti. divided by. 

Mortgage or Rent 1st Mtg. $1,788.00 	taxes $299.00 	+ Insurance $46.00 	 $ 213100 
1 	+ 2nd Mtg, $ 	 + line of credit $ 

Utilities: Gas/OH $53.00 	+Electricity $217.00 +1V/Cable $22100 +Water $104.00 +Garbage 	$ 	634.00 
$34.00 

3 	Telephone; lend line Sind, 	+cellular $175:00 * Internet Sind. 	+ fax $ 	+other $ 	 $ 	175.00 

4 	Food, Groceries A Incidentals (not Including entertainment or dining out) $1,000.0 	 $ 11,000.00 

Transportr3tion: monthly. payment/lease $587.00 +gas and oil $278.00 	 $ 1,209.00 
+repairs and maintenance $100.00 	+fires:$ + insurance $180.00 +license/registration $64.00* 

5 	+ parking $ 	+ public transportation $ 	+ other $ 

House Maintenance : housekeeping $346..00 	+ garden/lawn care $20100 	+ snow 	 $ 	730.00 
removal:A 	+ repairs & maintenance $50,09 	+ other $134.00 

Entertainment dining out $700.00 	* movies, shows $200.00 + music/videos $20.00 +other 	$ 	920 -00  

Dues, Memberships Fees: Professional $100.00: + memberships (health Club, country club) 	 $ 	140.00 
8 	$beloyy 	4. homeowners  $40.00 	fMtenlEki $ 	+business 	$ +other $ 

9 	HarelthAptercise;. clothing/Shoes $30.00 + fees/passes (heairth clubs. etc.) $142.00 tether $20.00 	$ 	192.00 , 

10 	Clothing: Self $300.00 	t Children  $600.00 	+ cleaning $3000 	 $ 930;,00 

11 	Vacations $ 	 $ 1,100.00 

12 	Pet: rood $20.00 	+ boarding $ 	4' healthcare $30.00 + grooming $ +other $20.00 	$ 	7000 

Healthcare: Insurance $583.00 	-+ unrelmbursed; medical $100 :00 	 $ 	848.00 
+ dental $2100 	*orthodontic $ 	+ medications $4100 

13 	+ counseling $10004 	+physical therapy $ 	 tchiropradtic$ 	+Other $  

Appearance: hair $247.00 	+ nails $65.00 	+ facials/massage $160.00 	 $ 	572.00 
14 	+ cosmetics $ 	 + other $ 

15 	tnsiganCe Life $210.00 	+ disability $ 	+ Other $ 	 $ 	210.00 i  

16 	Books $ 	+ Newspapers $ 	 +Magailnes $ 	 $ 	50.00 

17 	Church/Charitable $ 	 $ 	80.00 

18 	Accounting & Tax Preparation 	 $ 	70.00 

Support of Others: Ordered:child support $ 	 + voluntary child 
19 	support $ 	Ordered spousal support $ 	+ elder care $ 

Miscellaneous 	Gifts $600.00 	+storage $ 	+flowers $2100 	 $ 5,620.00 
20 	+savlOgs $ 	+lawyer fees ys $5,200.00 (1/10 - 8112) . 	+other $ 

Education: Tuition, Books and Fees $37500 +extracurricular $413.00 	 $ 1,036.00 
21 	sports $19500 	+music ;a.or■ 	+other  $  

22 	Childcare; daycare $ 	 + preschool $ 	+other $ 

Minimum charge card payments and other consumer/installment debt: 	 $ 	588.00 
Credit card #T $ 	+credit card #2 $ 	+credit card # 3 $ 

23 	+Credit card #4 $ 	+credit:card #55 	+other $588..00 

24 	TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES (Add lines 1-.23 above) 	 $18,547.00 

#21. Ifl add the amounts I paid to previous attorneys. for post4divorce litigation, the monthly average expense for fees 
and costs is 47,000.00 per month and a total of $251000.00 paid to attorneys after reaching an °uncontested° divorce 
agreement with Mitch. 



Case NO 11.389203. 
Page 4 

Dept WI 

INCOME/EXPENSE SUMMARY SCHEDULE  

Total Monthly Income from Personal Income 	i 	2,608.00 
Schedule Line 23  

Add: Total average Net Monthly Income from Self 
Employment or Business Schedule Line 30 

Less Total Monthly Expenses from Personal 	 $(18,507.00) 
Expense Schedule Line 24  

Net Monthly Income or (Loss) 	 $(15,899.00) 



Case No D-389203 	 Dept. M 
Page 6 

ASSET AND DEBT SCHEDULE 
NOTE Please use additional asset and debt schedules 	 Note l in genera, Separate Property Is defined as that 
Corry totals to this schedule If you need to list additional 	 acquired before marriage or after marriage by 
Assets and debts beyond the lines provided on this schedule 	 Inheritance•or gift. 

PROPERTY VALUE.(LIST ALL ASSETS AND DEETSAT  CURRENTVALUE)  

ASSETS 	 Total 	.Comm. 	Separate 	Separate 

Husband 	Wife 

CASH: 	Include lest four numbers of the 
account and the name and location including 
brand of the Institution including el)s- ,  

*I 	Wells Fargo Elank 5901 	 $116,797.00 

2 	Bank of America 7563 	 $ 20,919.0.0 

.3 

4 	Subtotal 	 $137,716.00 

INVESTMENTS: Include mutual funds, stocks, 
bonds 	brokerage 	abo0Unta 	and 	other 
Investments apOtintiii. Provide the last four 
numbers of the account, and the name and 
iocelion including the branch of the institution. 

6 

s 

7 

9 	Subtotal 

BUSINESS INTERESTS If you own an or part 	See below. 
include indicate percentage of ownership 
here. 

9 	CAE Properties tip (rental 
income/depreciation listed above 
at 1.14, page 2)„ Owned by Trust 

•10 

: 11 
	Subtotal 

RECEIVABLES & DEPOSITS  

12 
.- 	  

43 	Subtotal 
i 	 4-  

REAL PROPERTY: Provide common address 
1,fKI .. type of ProPerfy, 	e.g. 	condominium 
toWnhouee, single-family residence, commercial 
or retail . 

, 	  
14 	1005 Hickory Park St., Las Vegas, 	$175,000.00 

NV 89138 (Single tangly 
residence) 



Case No 0-389203 
Page 6 

Dept. M 

ASSETS 	 Total 	 Comm. 	Separate 	Separate 

Husband 	Wife 

15 	913 Hickory Park St., Las Vegas, 	$200,000.00 
NV 89139 (Single family 
residence) (both properties 
owned by dIVIE Properties, Series 
1 and 2, LIG, respectively, which 
is 0111itlad by Trust) 

ie 	11757 Feinberg Place, Las Vegas, 	$275,000.00 
NV 89138 

17 

ift 	Subtotal 	 $850;000.00 

AUTOS & RECREATIONAL VEHICLES: 
Provide make, model, mileage, and vehicle 
idenliftcation number. 

19 	2010 Acura NIOX (30,000 miles) 	Lease 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 	Subtotal 	 $0.00 

PERSONAL 	PROPERTY: 	Provide 
information on furniture, electronics household 
good, toots computers, artwork, precious 
metals and JewekY having value Of $500 or 
greater. 

Household goods, computer, 	$10,000.00 
Jewelry 

26 

27 

30 

31 

32 

33 

35 	Subtotal 	 $10,000.00 	 J , 



Case No. D-389203 
Page? 

Dept. M 

.. 
ASSETS 	 Total 	 Coninn. 	Separate 	Separate 

Husband 	Wife 

CASH VALUE OF LIFE: INSURANCE: 
Provide Information on any loans against 
the cash Value of a life inSwOnCe policy, 

36 

37 

38 

39 	Subtotal 

RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS Provide the 
name of the account, account number. an  
administrator. Provide any information on 
loans against retirement assets. 

39 	401k 	 $70,134.00 

40 

41 

42 

43 	Subtotal 	 $70,134.00 

44 	TOTAL ASSETS (add lines 4, 8, 11, 	$867,850.00 
12, 10, 24, 26, 38•and 43 

DEBT 

LONG 	TERM 	DEBT, 	Provide 	TOTAL 	 COMM. 	Separate 	Separate 
information and mortgages, notes & 	 Husband 	iMfe 
deeds ortrust, home equity loans and 
lines 	Of 	credit. 	and 	autornobile, 
recreational vehicle loans and leases 

45 	Wells Fargo Bank Mortgage 	 $312000.00  

46 	Acura MDX Lease ($567.26 x 	$ 	4,696.00 
eight months left) 

47 	konda Finandal 	 Lease 

48 

49 

Subtotal 	 $316,696.00 	 _ 



Case No. 0489203: 
PAge,  

Dept, M 

OTHER DEBT Charge accounts, credit cards, medical debts, and other short- term debts- Provide the name of the lender, and the last four numbers of the account. 
0111111111111=1111 

111111111111 	  
1:11 	 IIIIIIIIII 	 ME 
ell 
56 	 111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 

12111111111111111111.1111111 
58  IIIIIIIIIIMIIIIIIIIBIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 	111111111 

Subtotal 	 11111111111111111111111111 	Ma 
IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 

60 	TOTAL DEBT (add lines 50 and 59) 	$31669600 	IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIMIIII 
IIIIIIIIIIIINIIIIIIIIIIII 

61 	NET WORTH (TOTAL ASSETS, line 	$515,154-00 	
MI 44 MINUS TOTAL DEBT, line 60) 



Casa No. D-369293 	 Dept: NI 
Page 9 

BUSINESS INCOME/EXPENSE SCHEDULE 
(Skip this schedule if your not self-employed or do not own a business) 

AMOUNT PER MONTH 

Aver.age Monthly Gross Receipts from Self-Employment, Business or Businesses 	 OME Properties, 
LLC (see 11.14- 
18., page 8, and 
1.14, page 2 owns 
rental properties) 

'Cost of Sales orCost Of GOods Sold (if applicable) 
... 	  

Gross Profit (Subtract Line Z and Line 1) 	 . 	  

4 	Advertising 	
„ 	  

Car and Truck 	 ,  

Commissions and fees 

Decluotible inealo 

Depletion 
 

Depreciation and 'section 179 
	 , 

10 	Ernployee benefit progratriS 

11 	Entertainment 
	 , 

_ 12 	Insurance (otherthen health) 
	 , 

13, 	Interest . 	 , 	 1 

14 	Legal and professional 

10 	Mortgage on building or office space (paid to banks, etc.) 

le 	Office expense 

17 	Other 

18 	Pension and profit-sharing plans 

19 	Rent 

20 	Repairs and maintenance 

21 	Supplies 

22 	Taxes and licenses 

:23 	Travel 

24 	Meals  

25 	Utilities 

26 	:Wages 

27 	Total Business Expenses per Month including  Cott of Sales (Add  Lines 4 -26)  

28 	Average Gross:Monti-lb/Income from Self-Employment or Business (Subteact Una 27 frOin Line 3) 

29 	Avemge Estimated Tax Payments on . , a MOnthly Basis.(Estimated Tax Payments are made 
on a quarterly basit, As a result, the required quarterly payment would be diVidedby three to 
calculate the average monthly estimated tax payment). 

30 	Average Net Monthly Income from Self7Employrnent Or Business (Subtract Line  29 from Line 
.18) 



Case No. D-389203 	 Dept. M 
Page 10 



ATTACHMENT (g) TO 26 



Dept. No. 	  

Case No.  D-°8-38E-af7onically  Filed 

m 09/14/2012 09:40:45 AM 
Plaintiff or Petitioner 

Mitchell David Stipp 

Defendant or Respondent 

Page 1 o17 

Nevada Supreme Court 
Revised: October 18, 2007 

ADKT 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 16.2 
Financial Disclosure Form 

CODE:  FDF  
Radford J. Smith, Esq.  

Nevada Bar No. 002781  

Radford J. Smith, Chtd.  
64 N. Pecos Rd., 8700, Henderson, NV 89074 

Attorney For  Mitchell  D. Stir* 

IN THE FAMILY DIVISION 
OF THE  Eighth 	 JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF  Clark 	 , STATE OF NEVADA 

Christina Calderon Stipp 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE FORM 

	

Mitchell 	David 	 Sfipp Financial Statement of: 	 0 	0 	 0 

	

First name 	Middle 	Last name 

Occupation:  Attorney  

Field Law, Ltd. (Of Counsel/independent Contractor) 

	

4/12 	
To: 

 Present 
Employed by: 	 From: 	

 

LLC 
Previously Employed by:  MSJM Advisors, 

	
'From:  7/08 	To:  4/12 

Age & Date of Birth: 
 37; April  1, 1975 

Level of Education: Juris Doctor 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

Level of Disability, if Any:  None 

Marriage Date, If Applicable:  10.08.08 to Amy Stipp  

Present Home Address: 	7 Moming Sky Lane, Las Vegas, Nevada 89135 

How many adults (over 18) live with you?  1 

How much do you receive from each of them each month? 	  

I have paid my attorney a retainer of $ 0 	 ; and his/her hourly rate is $ 400.00 

I am the 	Plaintiff/Petitioner X 	Defendant/Respondent in the above action. I swear under 
penalty of perjury, that the contents of this Financial Disclosure Declaration are true to the best of my 
knowledge as of this date. I understand that by my signature I verify the material accuracy of the 
contents. I also understand that any willful misstatements may be contemptuous and could result in my 
punishment by the Court. I understand I have a duty to supplement this form upon discovering 
additional assets or debts or upon changed circumstances within 10 days of discovery.  

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing and following are true and correct. 

9/11/2012 
Executed on 	 Signature 



D483892032 
Case No. 
Dept. No. m 

Average Gross Monthly Income from Employment (all employment income including salary 
	+ bonuses $ 	+ overtime $ 	+ commissions $ 	+ tips 
	+ other $ 	 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction — Income Taxes 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction — Social Security 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction — Medicare 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction — Health Insurance j 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction — Retirement Plan Or 401(k) 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction — Savings Accountl, 
1 

Average Monthly Paycheck Deduction(s) — Other 

Total Paycheck Deductions Per Month (Add lines 2-8 aboe 

15041=111 

0 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 0 

Nevada Supreme Court 
Revised: October 18,2007 

Page 2 of 7 

PERSONAL INCOME SCHEDULE 
IF SELF-EMPLOYED 4V BUSINESS OWNER.BLEASE FILL IN THE 
BUSINESS INCOME/EXPENSE SCHEDULE 
YOUR OWN INCOME 

EMPLOYMENT INCOMEaif paid byeelfiiimultiply by 52 and divide by 
12 if paid every two weeks multipIrby 26 and divide by 12) 

111111i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
ERN 

9 

Average Net Monthly Income from Employment (Subtract line 9 from line 1 10 

AMOUNT 
NOTE; ATTACH COPIES 
OF YOUR THREE MOST 
RECENT PAY STUBS 

0 
LOME 

0 

_ 
OTHER 1NCONIE 
Monthly Spousal Support/Alimony Awarded by a Court 

Monthly Child Support: court ordered $ 	+ otherlvolUntary child support 

Investment Income (Dividends, interest and capital gains) 

Rental Income (Enter the Amount of Depreciation Claimed in Computing Rental Income 
Here: $ 	) 

Retirement Income Including Defined-Benefit Distributions, 401(k) Distributions, 
military retirement 

Social Security Retirement 

Social Security Disability/military disability 

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 

Unemployment Benefits 

Workers Compensation Payments 

Other Sources of Income (Describe: such as direct contributions from roommates or 
indirect payment of expenses by roommates) 

Total Other Income Per Month (Add lines 11-21) 

911311326101 

TOTAL INCOME PER MONTH (Add lines 10 and!22) 

ADKT 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 16.2 
Financial Disclosure Form 

ifPArt -Rw?!;,Fle,peaq4.4x4At01, 41Mr''1:46TgAgni:WfinP:W01114:gAn46g5t=0: 
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ADKT 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 16.2 
Financial Disclosure Form 

Nevada Supreme Court 
Revised: October 18, 2007 

1>08 309203 Z 
Case No. 

PE.RSONAL EXPENSE SCHEDULE (NOTE: ALL EXPENSES LISTED BELOW, SHOULD 
BE ON AN AVERAGE MONTHLY BASIS annual payments divided by 12, , semiannUal , ‘ 

	

• 	payments divided by 6, and quarterly payments divided by 3) 	. 	 TOTAL AMOUNT 

	

1 	Mortgage or Rent 1st Mtg. $  0  	+ 2nd Mtg. $  0 	+ line of credit $  0  
taxes  $  o 	+  insurance  o 	= 	 0 

	

2 	Utilities: Gas/Oil $  204-42 	+ electricity $  777-75 	+ TV/cable $  345,30 	+ 
water &  1 661 5 	+ garbage  21.74 	. 	 $1,515.40 

	

3 	Telephone: landline $  see  Twcabie + cellular $  248 82 	+ Internet $  58e TV/Cable   + 
fax $  See PfiCable   + other  $ 0  	= 	 $248.82 

	

4 	Food, Groceries & Incidentals  (not including entertainment or dining out) 	 $800.00  

	

5 	Transportation: monthly payment/lease $  0  	+ gas and oil  $100.00 	+ repairs and 
maintenance, tires $  0 	+ insurance $  575 - 19  	+ license/registration $  195.42 	+ 
parking $  0 	+ public transportation $o 	+ other $ 0 	 $870.61 

	

6 	House Maintenance: housekeeping $0 	+ garden/lawn care $  300 -00  	+ snow 
removal $0 	+ repairs & maintenance $ 0  	+ other $ 165.00 	 $465.00  

	

7 	Entertainment: dining out $  250 .00  	+ movies, shows $  0 	+ music/videos 
$  o 	+ other  $  o 	= 	 $250.00  

	

8 	Dues, Memberships, Fees: Professional $4137 	+ memberships (health club, country 
club) $  324.35 	homeowners $  o 	fraternal $  0  	+ business $0 	+ 
other $o 	= 	 $366.02 

	

9 	Health/exercise: clothing/shoes $  0 	+ fees/passes (health clubs etc.) $0 	+ 
other $  0 	= 	 $0.00  

	

10 	Clothing: self $ so.00 	+ children $  150.00 	+ cleaning $  0 	 $200.00 

	

11 	Vacations 	 $1,000.00 

	

12 	Pets: Food $0 	+ boarding $0 	+ healthcare $0 	+ grooming 
$  0 	+ other $  o 	= 	 $0.00  

	

13 	Healthcare: Insurance $  814.00 	+ unreimbursed; medical $  50.00 	+ dental 
$  75.00 	+ orthodontic $  o 	+ medications $  150.00 	+ counseling $  0 	+ 
physical therapy $  o 	+  chiropractic $ o 	+ other  $  0 	= 	 $889.00  

	

14 	Appearance: hair $  12.00 	+ nails $ 	o 	+ facials/massage $0 	+ 
cosmetics $  o 	+ other $_o 	= 	 $12.00 

	

15 	Insurance: life $ 89 -33  	+  disability $ 0  	+  other $  0 	= 	 $8933 

	

16 	Books, Newspapers & Magazines 	 $0.00  

	

17 	Church/Charitable 	 $0.00  

	

18 	Accounting  & Tax Preparation 	 $0.00  

	

19 	Support of Others: Ordered Child Support $  2.000-00 	+ voluntary child support 
$  0 	+ court-ordered spousal support $ 0  	+ eldercare $  o 	= 	 $2,000.00 

	 _ 
20' Miscellaneous: Gifts $  0 	+ storage $  0  	+ flowers $  0 	+ savings 

$ 0  	+ Lawyers fees $89.93 	+ Other $  o 	= 	 $89.93  

	

21 	Education: Tuition, Books & Fees $  250 .00  	+ extracurricular $  200.00 	+ sports 
$200.00 	+ Music  $  50.00 	+ other $  o 	= 	 $700.00  

	

22 	Childcare: day care $0 	+ preschool $  557.50 	+ other $  0 	= 	 $587.50 

	

23 	Minimum Charge Card Payments and other consumer/installment debt credit card #1 
$  o 	+ credit card #2 $  0  	+ credit card #3 $  0  	+ credit card #4 
$  o 	+ other debt $  744.64 	= 	 $744.64 

	

 
24 	

TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES (Add lines 1-23 above) 	 $10,828.25 



INCOME/EXPENSE SUMMARY SCHEDULE 

Net Monthly Income or (Loss] 
($4,994.92) 

Page 4 of 7 

Nevada Supreme Court 
Revised: October 18,2007 

ADKT 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 16.2 
Financial Disclosure Form 

D-0111-389203.Z 

Case No. _ 
Dept No. m 

Total Monthly Income from Personal Income Schedule Line 23 

Add: Total Average Net Monthly Income from Self-Employment 
or Business Schedule Line 30 5,833.33 

Less: Total Monthly Expenses from Personal Expense 
Schedule line 24 

$10,828.25 



0-08.389203-Z 

Case No. 
Dept. No. m 

PROPERTY VALUE (List all assets and debts @ current values) 

COMMUNITY SEPARATE 

ASSETS 
CASH !.^54440,0*  last four numbers artfle. .at.io9Ont;:end the narneindlOCaticin 
Including the,branchlof the InstItUtion;lncluding CDS'. 	 :•• 

Wells Fargo, N.k (89089)4..as Vegas, Nevada 2 $500.02 

Subtotal $45,899.63 $500.02 

3 

1 

TOTAL HUSBNt WIFE 

Wells Fargo, N.A. (88434)/Las Vegas, Nevada $45,899.63 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

$2,745.58 

$2,745.58 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Subtotal 

PERSONAL 
 , . 

PROPERTY. Provide intor-fratle
,
n on ;funstor"o,, olootroocs hou0lc

i6tooisconputent artwork precious metals and Jewelry  having 
value of 6500 &great er..  

Jewelry 

24 

25 $10,000.00 
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AOKI 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 162 
Financial Disclosure Form 

0404,' 17:ASSET AND DEBT SCHEDULES 
NOTE: PLEASE USE ADDITIONAL ASSET AND DEBT SCHEDULES, AND CARRY TOTALS TO THIS 
SCHEDULE IF YOU NEED TO UST ADDITIONAL ASSETS AND DEBTS BEYOND THE UNES PROVIDED ON 
THIS SCHEDULE. 

Note: In general, Separate Property is defined as that acquired before marriage, 
or after marriage by gift or Inheritance. 

INVESTMENTS Include midget binds ,'stocks bonds :brokerage accounts and ". 
lotherinyestrnentaccounts:..provtdethe last four numbers Of the at:Count, and the 
name and location Including the branch  Of the institution;  '  ' 

5 

7 

8 

'..131j§INE§tilqiiEFt...i. ..11..ji.Oo own alt or Part include. Indicate percentage of 
...ovinership•here.. . 

9 

10 

11 

- RECEIVABLES 4:DEPO'SITS .: 

Subtotal 

Subtotal 

Christina Calderon-Stipp (53,742.58 less $897.00) 

Subtotal 

REALK.pPgFay.;',Proside Ortrrinten addreas,Anittype of property, e.g.. , 
condominium, townhouse, 	 residence, commercial Or 'Matt  

Subtotal 
. • 	 .„. 	 : 	 , 	 . 	. 	. 	 „ 	. 	. 	. 	........ 
.ritLIT.i.2§.'.4 . ft0tEATIONAL.VEHIPLEp.: , .Proyide .  make, Model; mileage, arid
betticleidentifieation:number 	• •••••::•••••••••':—:' 	.• 	•••••• 	••••• "."•••• ••••••• •".•' ••••-•••• . 	 . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	 • 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

32 

34 

35 Subtotal $10,000.00 



D-06-369203.Z 
Case No. 
Dept No. IA 

PRO4'ER7Y VALUE (List all assets and debts a current values) 

COMMUNITY. I 	SEPARATE 

TOTAL HUSBAND wire 

36 

37 

36 Subtotal 

39 

40 

41 

42 

Wells Fargo, N.A. (#0965) 

43 Subtotal 

44 TOTAL ASSETS (add Lines 4,8,11,13,18,24,35,38 and 43) 

. 	. 
,LONG TERM 1-,1047r: Provide Information on mortgagei, notes 8i deeds Of trust, 
home equity loans and lines of credit and automobile, recreational vehicle loans 

Lines of Credit 

Subtotal 

OTHER DEBT. Charge accounts, credit cards', medical debts, and other short 
term debts Provide the name of the lender, and the last four numbers of the 
account • 

Subtotal 

TOTAL DEBT (add lines 50 and 59) 

$197,761.65 

$197,761.65 

61 

Page 6 of 7 

45 

46 

47 

48 
49 

so 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

1.20.1 

1 $45,899.63 	I ($45,955.74) NET WORTH (TOTAL ASSETS, line 44 MINUS TOTAL DEBT, line 60) 

Nevada Supreme Court 
Revised: October 18, 2007 

ADKT 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 16.2 
Financial Disclosure Form 

ASSET AAIDDEBT SCHEDULE 
NOTE PLEASE USE ADDITIONAL ASSET AND DEBT SCHEDULES. AND CARRY TOTALS TO THIS 
SCHEDULE IF YOU NEED TO UST ADDITIONAL ASSETS AND DEBTS BEYOND THE LINES PROVIDED ON 
THIS SCHEDULE. 

Note: In general, Separate Property is defined as that acquired before marriage, 
or after marriage by gift or inheritance. 

. 	 . .,..q.,..,...,.00 ,v4t4:00 ...Lko*au.R4.Neg:zfrOVidetifOrmsitiorfii n tOk.loant against 
Ile cashrounder.valüe of a lire insurance policy. 	- -- 

	

• 	•••-•:•••••.•.; 	.:••••••••:. • 

RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS. Providettle:nPme of  the =Wet account number; 
an administrator. Provide any inforMation,on,loens against  retirement assets. 

DEBT 
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Nevada Supreme Court 
Revised: October 18, 2007 

ADKT 388 Exhibit A 
NRCP 16.2 
Financial Disclosure Form 

D  Case No.  4'84' 92' 32  
Dept No. 	 

. BUSINESS INCOME/EXPENSE SCHEDULE 
(Skip this schedule if you are not self-employed or do not own 	 ' 
a business) 	' 	 AMOUNT PER MONTH 
Average Monthly Gross Receipts from Self-Employment, Business or 

$5, 

	

1 	Businesses 	 833.33  

	

2 	Cost of Sales or Cost of Goods Sold (if applicable) 

	

3 	Gross Profit (Subtract Line 2 from Line 1) 	 $5,833.33 

	

, 	
. 	.,. 

	

4 	Advertising 

	

5 	Car and truck 

	

6 	Commissions and fees 

	

7 	Deductible meals 

	

8 	Depletion 

	

9 	Depreciation and section 179 

10 	Employee benefit programs 

	

11 	Entertainment 

12 	Insurance (other than health) 

13 	Interest 

	

14 	Legal and professional 

15 	Mortgage on building or office space (paid to banks, etc.) 

	

16 	Office expense 

	

17 	Other 

	

18 	Pension and profit-sharing plans 

	

19 	Rent 

	

20 	Repairs and maintenance 

	

21 	Supplies 

	

22 	Taxes and licenses 

	

23 	Travel 

	

24 	Meals 

	

25 	Utilities 

	

26 	Wages 

	

27 	Total Business Expenses Per Month Including Cost of Sales (Add Lines 4-26) 	0 

Average Gross Monthly Income from Self-Employment or Business (Subtract Line 

	

28 	27 from Line 3) 	 $5,833.33 

Average Estimated Tax Payments on a Monthly Basis (Estimated Tax Payments 
are made on a quarterly basis. As a result, the required quarterly payment would 

	

29 	be divided by three to calculate the average monthly estimated tax payment.) 	0 

Average Net Monthly Income from Self-Employment or Business (Subtract Line 29 

	

30 	from Line 28) 	 $5,833.33 



ATTACHMENT (h) TO 26 
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14 
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16 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
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NEOJ 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
T: (702) 990-6448 
F: (702) 990-6456 
rsmith@radfordsmith.com  

MITCHELL D. STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 007531 
7 Morning Sky Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89135 
T: (702) 378-1907 
F: (702) 483-6283 
Mitchell.Stipp@yahoo.com  

Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP, 

DEPT NO.: M 

vs. 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, 

Defendant. 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

DATE OF HEARING: September 25, 2012 

TIME OF HEARING: 1:30 p.m. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on the 9 th  day of November, 2012, the Honorable William S. 

CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 

Plaintiff, 

FAMILY DIVISION 



V 

iizAAnn5.0 
FORD J. SMITH, ESQ 

ada Bar No. 002791 
N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorney for Defendant 

t18 
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23 

24 
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26 

27 

28 

Potter entered an ORDER FROM HEARING ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ORDER TO SHOW 

CAUSE AND BE ENFORCED AGAINST DEFENDANT, COMPEL DEFENDANT'S COMPLIANCE 

WITH COURT ORDERS, REDUCE ARREARS DUE BY DEFENDANT TO JUDGMENT, REVIEW 

DEFENDANT'S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION, AND FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES; 

DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITION AND COUNTERMOTION FOR MEDIATION OF PARENTING 

ISSUES, A RESTRAINING ORDER TO PREVENT DISCLOSURE TO THIRD-PARTIES OF 

FINANCIAL DATA RELATED TO CHILD SUPPORT REVIEW, AND FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES 

AND SANCTIONS, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

Dated this  j  day of November, 2012. 

RADFORD J: SMITH, CHARTERED 

2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered ("the Firm"). I am over the 

age of 18 and not a party to the within action. I am "readily familiar" with the Firm's practice of 

collection and processing correspondence for mailing. Under the Firm's practice, mail is to be deposited 

with the U.S. Postal Service on the same day as stated below, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

fr,  
I served the foregoing document described as "NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER" on this 	"day of 

November, 2012, to all interested parties as follows: 

E BY MAIL: Pursuant To NRCP 5(b), I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope 
addressed as follows; 

111 BY FACSIMILE: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the foregoing document this 
date via telecopier to the facsimile number shown below; 

El BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the foregoing 
document this date via electronic mail to the electronic mail address shown below; 

0 BY CERTIFIED MAIL: I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope, return receipt 
requested, addressed as follows: 

Patricia L. Vaccarino, Esq. 
8861 West Sahara Avenue, #210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

An employee of Radford rSinith, Chartered 

3 



Electronically Filed 

11/0912012 12:58:59 PM 

)t. 
CLERK OF THE COURT 

Plaintiff, 

V. 

MITCHELL STIPP, 

Defendant. 

'Von-Trial Disomitions:  
Settled/Withdrawn: 

Want of Prosecution tJ Without Judicial Conf/Hrg 
(Statutory) Dismissal 	IP With Judicial Conf/Hrg 
gment 	 0 Sy ADR 

IdeLlaiwattloat 
0 Disposed After Trial Start 	0 Judgment Potted by Trial 

0 Other 
o Dismisse 
o involunta 
0 Default 
0 Transferrd  
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ORDR 
RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road, Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
T: (702) 990-6448 
F: (702) 990-6456 
rsmith@radfordsmith.com  

MITCHELL D. STIPP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 007531 
7 Morning Sky Lane 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89135 
T: (702) 378-1907 
F: (702) 483-6283 
Email: Mitchell.Stipp@yahoo.com  

Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CHRISTINA STIPP, 
CASE NO.: D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT NO.: M 

FAMILY DIVISION 

DATE OF HEARING: September 25, 2012 
TIME OF HEARING: 1:30 p.m. 

ORDER FROM HEARING ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
AND BE ENFORCED AGAINST DEFENDANT, COMPEL DEFENDANT'S COMPLIANCE 
WITH COURT ORDERS, REDUCE ARREARS DUE BY DEFENDANT TO JUDGMENT, 

REVIEW DEFENDANT'S CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATION, AND FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES; 
DEFENDANT'S OPPOSITION AND COUNTERMOTION FOR MEDIATION OF 

PARENTING ISSUES, A RESTRAINING ORDER TO PREVENT DISCLOSURE TO THIRD- 
PARTIES OF FINANCIAL DATA RELATED TO CHILD SUPPORT REVIEW, AND FOR 

ATTORNEY'S FEES AND SANCTIONS 

RECOMD 
OCT 3 1 201 
DEPT M 
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This matter coming regularly on for hearing on the motions of Plaintiff Christina Calderon-Stip 

("Christina") and countermotions of Defendant Mitchell Stipp ("Mitchell") as referenced above; 

Christina, being present and represented by Patricia Vaccarino, Esq. of Vaccarino Law Office, an 

Mitchell, being present and represented by Radford Smith, Esq. of Radford J. Smith, Chartered; thi 

Court, having reviewed the pleadings on file, having heard the arguments of counsel, and being full 

advised in the premises, and good cause appearing therefor, FINDS AND ORDERS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Christina has requested that this Court issue an Order to Show Cause against Mitchel 

based upon her allegations that he has violated this Court's orders. While Mitchell concedes in hi 

pleadings, based on the reasons set forth therein, to failing to facilitate daily telephonic communicatio 

with the children, failing always to provide 15 days advance written notice for out of state travel, an 

failing to pay health insurance premiums because of alleged offsets due to him, this Court (and prio 

courts) have previously addressed these matters, and Mitchell alleges that Christina has also failed t 

comply with these same orders. Based on the foregoing, this Court is not going to entertain the Order t 

Show Cause or set the matter for an Evidentiary hearing. Therefore, Christina's motion for an Order t 

Show Cause is DENIED. The Court, however, admonishes the parties regarding violations of th 

Court's orders, stipulations and orders, and their Decree (which includes the parties' marital settlemen 

agreement), and both parties are directed to abide and comply with all orders issued by this Court an 

prior courts. Such compliance should include following all prior orders including, but not limited to 

contact, advanced notice of vacations, providing an itinerary for out-of-town travel, and especially thos 

provisions in the orders regarding telephonic communication. 

2. Christina's motion for judgment against Mitchell for unpaid medical premiums i 

GRANTED. The Court shall reduce to judgment the sum of $970.00 as and for medical premiu 

arrears subject to interest and penalties. Mitchell shall also pay his portion of the medical insuranc 

premiums, currently $97.00 per month, on or before the last day of each month. Christina shall not b 

-2- 
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required to provide Mitchell a bill for his share of the medical insurance premiums; however, she shal 

notify him in writing within thirty (30) days of any changes to the amount due. For all other unpai 

healthcare expenses for the care of the minor children, the party incurring such cost shall provide th 

receipt or other documentation showing evidence of payment of such expense within thirty (30) days o 

incurring such expense to the other party. The party receiving such notice shall have thirty (30) day 

from the date of the receipt of such notice to reimburse the other party for one-half of the unreimburse 

healthcare costs. 

3. Mitchell's request for mediation of the remaining issues raised by the parties in theii 

motions through the Family Mediation Center (FMC) is DENIED. Furthermore, Mitchell's request t 

offset amounts owed to Christina for healthcare expenses with amounts Mitchell previously allege 

Christina owed him is DENIED. 

4. On the issues of child support raised by the parties' pleadings, the Court directs th 

parties to file an action through the Family Support Division of the Office of the District Attome 

(DAFS). Either party may file the appropriate objections to the findings of DAFS regarding the revie 

of child support if unsatisfied with the result. 

5. Christina's request to access Mitchell's gated community for child custody exchanges i 

DENIED. The parties stipulated at the hearing and the Court hereby orders Mitchell to pick up and dro 

off the children at Christina's residence for all such child custody exchanges utilizing the "HONK AN 

SEATBELT RULE." When exchanging the children at Christina's residence, Christina shall remain i 

the residence, and Mitchell shall remain in his vehicle with his seatbelt fastened. Mitchell shall noti 

Christina that he has arrived at the residence by honking the horn on his vehicle. Christina shall releas 

the children from her home to Mitchell's vehicle, or Mitchell shall release the children from his vehicl 

to Christina's home, as applicable. 

-3- 
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6. Each party shall bear their own attorney's fees and costs related to the motions an 

countermotions before the Court. 

7. The parties, and each of them, are hereby placed on notice that pursuant to NRS 125.450 

a parent responsible for paying child support is subject to NRS 31A.010 through NRS 31A.340 

inclusive, and Sections 2 and 3 of Chapter 31A of the Nevada Revised Statutes, regarding th 

withholding of wages and commissions for the delinquent payment of support, that these statutes an 

provisions require that, if a parent responsible for paying child support is delinquent in paying th 

support of a child that such person has been ordered to pay, then that person's wages or commission 

shall immediately be subject to wage assignment and garnishment, pursuant to the provisions of th 

above-referenced statutes. 



DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

Approved as to form and content( 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICES 

PATRICIA L. VACCARINO 
Nevada State Bar No.005157 
8861 W. Sahara Avenue, #210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

-5- 

Submitted by: 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 

( 

RADF ■k_.' _tD ,I. SMITH, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 002791 
64 N. Pecos Road - Suite 700 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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8. 	The parties acknowledge, pursuant to NRS 125B.145, that an order for the support of 

child must, upon the filing of a request for review by: 

(a) The welfare division of the department of human resources, its designate 
representative or the district attorney, if the welfare division or the district attorne 
has jurisdiction in the case; or, 

(b) a parent or legal guardian of the child, 

shall be reviewed by the court at least every 3 years pursuant to this section to determine whether th 

order should be modified or adjusted. Further, if either of the parties is subject to an order of chil 

support, that party may request a review pursuant the terms of NRS 125B.145. An order for the suppo 

of a child may be reviewed at any time on the basis of changed circumstances. 

IT IS SO ORDERED this 	day of  NOV 06 20122012. 



ORDR 

CHRISTINA STIPP, 

Plaintiff; 

v.uut 
PAGE 02/21 

SHARON 
AA op:me/lime 	nuv-uu-culutinu, 

11/04/2010 16:54 	4551338 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

• 14 

15 

16 

- 17 

18 

• 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

• 25 

26 

27 

28 
RANK R SULLIVAN 

DRITRICT JUDGE 

FILED 
Noy 1.1 	3g Pm 

DISTRICT . COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CASE NO. D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT. NO. 0 

vs. 

MITCHELL STIPP, 

Defendant. 

NO ICE OF ENTRY OF ORDEg 

To: 

Patricia Vaecarino, Esq. 
8861 W. Sahara Ave. #210 
Las Vegas, NV 89117 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order from the May 6, 2010 hearing was 

duly entered in the above-referenced case on the 4th day of November, 2010. 

Dated this 4th day of November, 2010. 

Randall Forman, Esq. 
Law Clerk 
Department 0 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

J 

Radford Smith, Esq. 
64 N. Pecos Rd. #700 
Henderson, NV 89074 

. 40:11:1WMPOYM0 
AS VEGAS NV 8P101 
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CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

CASE NO. D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT. NO. 0 

MITCHELL STIPP, 

Defendant. 	 ) 

• Date of Hearing: 	May  6, 2010 
Time of Hearing: 	1000 a.m. 

This matter having  come before this Court on Ma y  6, 2010, on Defendant's 
St 

Motion to Confirm Parties as Joint Physical Custodians and to Modif y  Timeshare 

Arrangement; and Plaintiffs Countermotion to set Aside Au gust 7, 2009 Stipulation, 
18 

19 	
Grant Discovery, Partition Undisclosed Marital Assets, and for Sanctions; with 

11 

20 	Christina C. Stipp, Plaintiff, appearing and bein g  represented by Donn W. Prokopius, 

21 	Esq .;  and Mitchell D. Stipp, Defendant, appearin g  and represented by  Radford J. 

22 	Smith, Esq .; and the Court being  duly  advised in the premises, baying  reviewed 

23 	Plaintiffs Motion, Defendant's Opposition and Countermotion, Plaintiffs' Opposition 

24 ., to Countermotinn, Plaintiffs Supplement to Motion, Defendant's Supplement to 

Countermotion, and havin g  heard oral argument, and good cause bein g  shown, 

• IRANK la SULLIVAN 
010'0910T JUDOS 

• IMMYMMMON.MWTO 
- • LAS VEGAS NV 89101 
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THE COURT HEREBY FINDS that the parties have two children in 

common, Mia, born on October 19, 2004, and Ethan, born on March 24, 2007. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 20, 2008, the parties 

entered into a Marital Settlement Agreement (MSA) that provided that they shall have 

Joint legal and physical custody of the children. 

IRE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the MSA provided that Defendant 

(husband) would have the children on Fridays from 6:00 p.m. until Sundays at 6:00 

p.m., however, the Plaintiff (wife) would have the right to have the children on the 

first weekend of every month upon three (3) days prior written notice. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the MSA further provided holiday 

visitation as follows: 

(a)artMbl Weekend: MLK Day is to be 
celebrated on the third Monday in January with the weekend 
commencing at 6:00 p.m. on the Friday before the holiday and ending 
at 6:00 p.m on the holiday. Plaintiff is to have the children in even-
numbered years and Defendant in odd-numbered years. 

(b) President's Day Weekend: President's Day: President's Day is to 
be celebrated on the third Monday in February with the weekend 
commencing at 6:00 p.m. on the Friday before the holiday and ending 
at 6:00 p.m on the holiday. Plaintiff is to have the children in odd-
numbered years and the Defendant in even-numbercd years. 

(c) Easter Day: Easter Day is to be celebrated on Sunday with the 
Defendant having the children on Easter Sunday until 2:00 p.m. and 
Plaintiff having the children after 2:00 p.m. 

(d) Memorial Day 'Weekend: Memorial Day is to be celebrated on the 
last Monday in May with the weekend commencing at 6:00 p.m. on 
the Friday before the holiday and ending at 6:00 p.m. on the holiday. 
Plaintiff is to have the children in even-numbered years and Defendant 
in odd-numbered years. 

IANR R SULLIVAN 
DISTRICT JUDGE 

• 11t v 	s  y2IVISION. 069%oPri  0 04   
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AN R SULLIVAN 

. DISTRICT -IIJOGE 

(e) Father's Day/Mother's Day: Defendant is to have the children on 
Father's Day from 9:00 a.m. until 6:00 p.m. and Plaintiff is to have 
children on Mother's Day from 9:00 a.m. until 6:00 p.m. 

(0 Independence Day:  Independence Day is to commence at 6:00 
p.m. on the day before the holiday and end at 9:00 a.m. on the day 
after the holiday. Plaintiff is to have the children in even-numbered 
years and Defendant in odd-numbered years. 

(g) Labor Day Weekend: Labor Day is to be celebrated on the first 
Monday in September with the weekend commencing at 6:00 p.m. on 
the Friday before the holiday and ending at 6:00 p.m. on the holiday. 
Defendant is to have the children in even-numbered years and Plaintiff 
in odd-numbered years. 

(h) HalloweenLNight: Halloween. night will commence at 3:00 p.m. on 

the holiday and end at 8:30 p.m. on the holiday. Plaintiff is to have the 
children in even-numbered years and Defendant in odd-numbered 
years. 

(i) Veterans Day: Veterans Day is to be observed on November 11 th 
with visitation commencing at 6:00 p.m on the day inunediately 
preceding the holiday and ending at 6:00 p.m. on the holiday. 

(j) Thanksgiyjpa Weekend: The Thanksgiving holiday is to be divided 
, into two periods, with Period One commencing at 4:00 p.m. on 

Thanksgiving Day and ending at 6:00 p.m. on the Saturday 
immediately following Thanksgiving Day. Period Two is to 
commence at 6:00 p.m. on the Saturday following Thanksgiving Day 
and ending at 6:00 p.m. on the Sunday immediately following 
Thanksgiving Day. Defendant is to have the children during Period 
One and Plaintiff Period Two in all years. 

(k) Christmas Holiday: The Christmas holiday is to be divided into 
two periods, with Period One commencing at 9:00 a.m. on December 
24th  and ending at 9:00 a.m. on December 25 th. Period Two is to 
commence at 9:00 a.m. on December 25 th  and end at 6:00 p.m. on the 
25th • Plaintiff is to have the children during Period One and Defendant 
during Period Two in all years. 

(I) New Year's Day.: New Year's Day is to he celebrated on January 
a  with holiday visitation commencing at 6:00 p.m. on the day 

immediately preceding the holiday and ending at 6:00 p.m. on the 
• holiday. Defendant is to have the children in even-numbered years and 
Plaintiff in odd-numbered years. 

NELYONISMKOMO 
LAS VEGAS NV 89101 
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(nn) Children's Birthdays: Plaintiff, upon three (3) days prior written 
notice, is to have the children on the Saturday immediately proceeding 
a child's birthday, in which ease, Defendant will have his normal 
visitation from 9:00 a.m. until 6:00 p.m. on Sunday. 

(n) Parents' Birthdays: Each party, upon three (3) days prior written 
notice, is to have the children form 9:00 a.m. until 6:00 p.m. on their 
respective birthdays. 

(o) VacationVisitatio_n: Each party is permitted to have the children 
for two (2) consecutive weeks for the purpose of taking a vacation. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the panics filed a Joint Petition for 

Divorce on February 28, 2008, 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on March 6, 2008, a Decree of 

Divorce was granted which fully incorporated the Marital Settlement Agreement into 

such Decree. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on December 17, 2008, Plaintiff filed 

a Motion to Confirm Plaintiff as the De lure Primary Physical Custodian, for 

Modification of the Divorce Decree Regarding Child Custody, Visitation and Other 

Parent/Child Issues, for Defendant's Reimbursement of One-Half of the Children's 

Medical Costs, for Mediation Regarding Dispute Over Dividing the Minor Children's 

Education and Other Costs, and for Attorney's Fees and Costs. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 9, 2009, Defendant filed 

an Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Confirm Plaintiff as the De lure Primary 

Physical Custodian and a Countennotion to Strike Inadmissible Evidence from 

Plaintiff's Motion, to Resolve Parent/Child Issues, for a Temporary Protective Order 

Addressing Plaintiffs Harassment of Defendant, and for Sanctions and Attorney's 

Fees. 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 11,2009, Plaintiff filed 

a Reply to Defendant's Opposition and Defendant's Countermotion. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 24,2009, the Court 

heard oral argument on all pending Motions and Counterrnotions. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that by Order dated April 3, 2009, the 

Court denied all pending Motions and Countermotions, but Ordered Defendant to 

reimburse Plaintiff the sum of three hundred twenty-six dollars and forty-five cents 

($326A5) as and for unreimbursed medical expenses incurred on behalf of the 

children. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on April 27, 2009, Defendant filed a 

motion for Reconsideration, Motion for Rehearing; Or in the Alternative, Motion to 

Modify Joint Timeshare. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 3, 2009, Plaintiff filed an 

Opposition to Defendant's Motion for Reconsideration, Motion for Rehearing and, in 

the Alternative, Motion to ModitY Joint Timeshare. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 4, 2009, the Court heard oral 

argument on Defendant's Motion and Plaintiffs Opposition to the Motion an 

Ordered the parties to the Family Mediation Center for confidential mediation an 

scheduled an Evidentiary Hearing for October 27, 2009. 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 9, 2009, Plaintiff filed a 

Motion for Leave to Take the Depositions of Mitchell Stipp (Defendant) and William 

Misc. 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 18, 2009, Defendant filed a 

Motion for an Order to Show Cause alleging that the Plaintiff had violated the 

custodial agreement by keeping the children from Defendant on his visitation day of 

Friday, June 12, 2009. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on July 23, 2009, the parties 

submitted a Stipulation and Order Resolving Defendant's Motion for an Order to 

Show Cause resolving the matter by awarding Defendant an additional nine (9) hours 

of visitation on Friday June 26, 2009, with Defendant receiving the children at 9:00 

a.m. Instead of 6:00 p.m. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on August 7, 2009, the parties 

submitted a Stipulation and Order which didn't change the joint legal and physical 

custody designation included in the Marital Settlement Agreement, but modified the 

timeshare arrangement provided for in the MSA as follows: 

(a) Defendant is to have the children on the first, third and fifth (When 
there is a fifth weekend in the month) weekends of each month from 
Friday 6:00 p.m. until Sunday at 6:00 p.m., however, the Plaintiff, 
upon three (3) days prior written notice, is entitled to have the children 
on the first weekend of each month. In the event that Plaintiff 
exercises her right to have the children on the first weekend of the 
month, then Defendant will have the children commencing at 6:00 
p.m, on the Wednesday preceding the first weekend of the month until 
6:00 p.m. on the Friday preceding the first weekend of the month. 

(b) Defendant is to have the children on the second and fourth 
,weekends of the month from Thursday at 6:00 p.m. until Sunday at 
6:00 p.m. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to the Stipulation and Order 

filed on August 7,2009, the Court dismissed Defendant's pending Motion for 
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Reconsideration and Rehearing and vacated the Evidentiary Hearing set for October 

27,2009. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on October 29, 2009, Defendant filed 

a Motion to Confirm Parties as Joint Physical Custodians and to Modify Timeshare 

Arrangement. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Defendant's Motion to Confirm 

Parties as Joint Custodians and to Modify Timeshare Arrangement essentially alleged 

that the parties' daughter, Mia, was being emotionally abused by Plaintiff by her 

continued attempts to alienate the children from Defendant by making disparaging 

remarks about Defendant and his current wife, Amy, (Defendant is a cheater, Amy 

stole Defendant away from Plaintiff, Amy is married to someone other than 

Defendant, and Plaintiff hates Amy) which has caused Mia to have severe mood 

swings, significant anger management issues, and frequent emotional outbursts. 

TILE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on November 30, 2009, Plaintiff filed 

an Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Confirm Parties as Joint Custodians and to 

Modi6,  Timeshare Arrangement and filed a Countennotion to Set Aside August 7, 

2009, Stipulation and Order Due to Defendant's Fraud upon the Court, to Grant 

Discovery, to Partition Undisclosed Marital Assets, and for Sanctions. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Plaintiff's Opposition and 

Countermotion and Countennotion to Set Aside August 7, 2009, Stipulation and 

Order, and to Grant Discovery and Partition Undisclosed Marital Assets essentially 

alleged that Defendant is blatantly attempting to re-litigate the custodial arrangement 

which is barred by res judicata, failed to disclose his post-divorce arrest for DUI and 
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subsequent conviction for Reckless Driving which evidences that Defendant abuses 

alcohol, and fraudulently concealed significant marital assets and/or post divorce 

distributions. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on December 7, 2009, Defendant 

filed a Reply to Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Confirm Parties as Joint 

Custodians and Opposition to Plaintiffs Countennotion to Set Aside August 7, 2009, 

Stipulation and Order. 

COURT FURTHER FINDS that on December 8, 2009, the Court 

heard oral argument on the pending Motions and Countermotions and based upon the 

allegations raised by each party, directed that a Child Custody Evaluation be 

performed by Dr. John Paglini. 

THE COURT FURTH.ER FINDS that on December 18, 2009, Defendant 

Stipulation and Order. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on January 28, 2010, Plaintiff filed a 

Motion to Stay Discovery concerning the ongoing child custody dispute, specifically 

seeking to Stay Discovery regarding Dr. Melissa Kalodner, Dr. Joel Mishalow, 

School Records, and Plaintiffs deposition. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 2,2010, Defendant filed 

an Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Stay Discovery alleging that such discovery 

was necessary to completely and fairly conduct the child custody evaluation. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that a Hearing was held on February 3, 

2010, at which time the Court Ordered that Discovery may be conducted on a limited 

THE 

filed a Supplement to Opposition to Countermotion to Set Aside August 7, 2009, Opposition to Countermotion to Set Aside August 7, 2009, 
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basis to obtain school records, obtain records from Dr. Mishalow and Dr. Koladner, 

and depose Dr. Mishalow as some of his records were illegible. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on February 16, 2010, Plaintiff filed 

a Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of December 8, 2009, and/or to Clarify 

the Court's Rulings from that Hearing requesting that the Court rehear or reconsider 

its Order for an Outsource Evaluation to be conducted by Dr. Paglini as there was no 

evidence that Mia had been emotionally abused. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on March 8, 2010, Defendant filed an 

Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of December 8, 

2009, and Countermotion for Sanctions. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on April 12,2010 Plaintiff filed a 

Reply to Defendant's Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the 

Hearing of December 8, 2009. 

• THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on April 13,2010, the Court heard 

oral argument on Plaintiff's Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of December 

8,2009, and denied Plaintiffs request for rehearing and reconsideration and refused 

to modify its Order for an Outsource Evaluation and refused to otherwise limit the 

scope of Dr. Paglini's assessment Such Order of the Court was submitted on May 24, 

2010. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to the direction of the Court, 

Dr. John Paglini performed a Child Custody Evaluation dated April 29, 2010. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on April 30, 2010, Plaintiff filed a 

Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of February 3, 2010, alleging that the Order 

FRANK R SULLiVAAT 
DISTRICT JUDGE 

4MILY DIVISION, DEPT. 0 
LAS VEGAS NV 89101 
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submitted by Defendant's counsel for the Hearing held on February 3 rd  included 

conclusions not found by the Court, that Plaintiffs counsel was not afforded an 

opportunity to review the Order prior to its submittal, and that Defendant had 

admitted to non-disclosure of marital assets in Dr. Paglini's Child Custody Evaluation 

by stating that he had received a $5 million dollar payment from the end of 2004 

through the middle of 2007. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on May 3, 20)0, Defendant filed a 

Supplement to Motion to Confirm Parties as Joint Physical Custodians and to Modify 

Timeshare Arrangement 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on May 5, 2010, Plaintiff filed a 

Supplement to Countermotion to Set Aside August 7, 2009, Stipulation and Order and 

Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Confirm Parties as Joint Custodians. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on May 6, 2010, the Court heard oral 

argument on all pending Motions and Countermotion and, based upon Dr. Paglini's 

recommendation, the Court determined that there was not a need to conduct an 

Evidentiary Hearing. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 3, 2010, Defendant filed an 

Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of February 3, 

2010, and Countermotion for Sanctions alleging that Plaintiff's Motion was filed 

merely to harass Defendant and Plaintiff Wa3 well aware of Defendant's financial 

compensation at the time of divorce as she received a settlement of $2.2 million, 

including $1.8 million in cash. 

l 0 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 15, 2010, Plaintiff filed a 

Reply in Support of Plaintiff's Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of February 

3, 2010, and Opposition to Defendant's Countermotion for Sanctions. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 18, 2010, Defendant filed a 

Reply to Opposition to Countermotion for Sanctions. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on June 22, 2010, the Court held a 

hearing on Plaintiff's Motion to Rehear/Reconsider the Hearing of February 3, 2010 

and Defendant's Countermotion for Sanctions and heard argument regarding the 

language included in the Order from the February 3, 2010 hearing, the need for 

discovery as to alleged non-disclosed mantel assets, Defendant's retirement stiatus, 

the Wells Fargo loan, Section 5 of the divorce Decree, the Aquila Investment 

business, the business tax returns, and attorney fees. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that after entertaining oral argument on 

June 22, 2010, the Court denied Plaintiff's request to modify the Order from the 

hearing held on February 3,2010, allowed Plaintiff to hire a forensic accountant to 

review Aquila Investments tax returns for the 2007 and 2008 tax years; found no 

proof of fraud being perpetrated upon the Court; denied Defendant's request for 

sanctions; but awarded Defendant attorney fees as the prevailing party. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that after Plaintiff contacted Dr. Melissa 

Kalodner and decided not to have Mia treated by Dr. Kalodner, Defendant brought 

Mia to Dr. Kalodner for psychological treatment on or about September 11 , 2009, 

without Plaintiff's knowledge or permission. 

?PAM P. SULLIVAN 
041RICT JUDGE 

4140' OnisVON. DEPT. 
LAD VEGAS NV WW1 

11 



1 
SHARON 

F.1.1111 

PAGE 14/21 Kx UdLU, line 	nuv-ua-culutinu) ia:ut 

11/04/2010 16:54 	4551338 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
IRAN* R SULLIVAN 

cusTRIcT JUDGE 

%NEW ohnsion. ovr. o 
' LAS VEGAS NV 811101 

TIIE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Defendant sought treatment for Mia 

with Dr. Kalodner to address the re-manifestation (Mia's issues as to clothing had 

commenced in December of 2008) of Mia's issues with clothing (insisting that 

clothing was too tight, demanding that her clothing be stretched out, refusing to wear 

clothing unless it was many sizes too big, refusing to wear underwear, refusing to 

wear her school uniform) and behavior issues relating to Mia's defiant behavior when 

made to wear clothing, anger outbursts and emotional meltdowns. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Dr. Kalodner noted, in a letter dated 

December 4, 2009, that Mia made spontaneous statements during treatment sessions, 

such as: 

a) "I want to spend more time with my dad, but mommy says we can't 
change the rules". 

b) "I want to spend more time with my dad, but the judge won't let 
me" 

c) "Mommy does not like Amy" (stepmother). 

d) "Mommy says Amy is bad, but I like her". 

COURT FURTHER FINDS that with the knowledge and permission 

of each parent, Mia was being treated for her clothing and behavior issues by Dr. Joel 

Mishalow from September 25, 2009, through December of 2009, however, Defendant 

tailed to advise Dr. Mishalow that Mia was also being treated by Dr. Kalodner. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that after being advised of the fact that 

Mia was being treated by Dr. Kalodner, Dr. Mishalow decided that he no longer 

wanted to treat Mia given all of the psychological treatment that she had already 

undergone and due to the many dynamics going on within the family. 

TUE 

I 2 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Kalodner consulted with Dr. Beasley 

pertaining to Mia's treatment issues and Dr. Beasley recommended a referral to the 

Achievement Therapy Center for assessment as to possible sensory deficit disorder. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that on November 17, 2009, Defendant, 

without the knowledge or permission of Plaintiff, brought Mia to Dr. Stegen-Hansen, 

a pediatric occupational therapist, for evaluation as to possible sensory 

disorder. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Mia has been receiving treatment at 

the Achievement Therapy Center since January 2010 and is making excellent 

progress in treating her clothing and behavioral issues. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that based upon concerns raised by 

Plaintiff regarding Defendant having an ongoing problem with alcohol abuse, Mr. 

Stipp was referred to Dr. Michael Levy for an assessment as to alcohol dependence 

and substance abuse. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that after subjecting Defendant to a 

comprehensive metabolic panel, complete blood count, and a CUTP (a very sensitive 

test to detect recent use of alcohol), Dr. Levy opined the following: 

a) That the results of the laboratory data recorded no biological 
markers associated with recent or chronic use of alcohol. 

b) That based upon the DSM IV criteria for alcohol abuse, tbere is no 
data to support that Mr. Stipp currently has a substance abuse problem, 
or at any time throughout his drinking history, met the clinical criteria 
for alcohol dependence. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Dr. Paglini's Child Custody 

Evaluation, which was based upon extensive clinical interviews, review of discovery 

'Amy olvistoN. DEPT. 0 
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documentation, extensive collateral interviews of family and fiiends, psychological 

testing of both parents, brief interviews of Mia, home visits and family observations, 

concluded the following: 

a) That based upon the spontaneous comments made by Mia to Dr. 
Kalodner, Mia is either hearing negative comments directly from her 
mother, or overhearing negative comments in her environment and 
interpreting impressions from her parents, but that such comments, 
while inappropriate, do not reach the level of emotional abuse or 
alienation as alleged by Defendant. 

b) That although alcohol usage by Mr. Stipp was a significant relevant 
issue during the course of then marriage, based upon the evaluation of 
Dr. Levy and numerous collateral interviews, alcohol usage by Mr. 
Stipp is not currently a problem as alleged by Plaintiff. 

c) That the children are very bonded with Plaintiff, Defendant and 
Any Stipp. 

d) That both parents provide excellent care for the children, excellent 
homes for the children, and are very involved in the children's lives. 

e) That the children are surrounded by a lot of love, despite an 
acrimonious post-divorce relationship between the parents. 

I) That unresolved issues tend to re-emerge during day-to-day 
communications between the parents and if they are unable to resolve 
their issues, it is likely that their children will be emotionally affected 
in the future. in the future. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that Dr. Paglini's report noted that 
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eventually will request to relocate to Texas to join his former business partner and 

take the children with him. 

THE COURT FURTHER RINDS that based upon Plaintiffs expressed fear 

about Defendant's possible relocation in the future, it appears that Plaintiff's 

opposition to maintaining the joint physical custodian designation at this time is based 

upon a potential relocation issue and not based upon a concern for best interest of the 

children. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that based upon Dr. Paglini's Child 

Custody Evaluation in which he found that the children are very bonded with each 

parent, that both parents provide excellent care for the children, that both parents 

provide excellent homes for the children, that both parents are very involved in the 

children's lives, and that the children are surrounded by lots of love in each parental 

household, it is apparent that joint legal and physical custody is in the best interest of 

the children. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the fact that the parcnts have agreed 

to an award ofjoint legal and physical custody on two separate occasions as 

evidenced by the Marital Settlement Agreement (February 20, 2008) and subsequent 

Stipulation and Order (August 7, 2009), further supports the finding that joint legal 

and physical custody is in the best interest of the children. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to Rivero v. River°, 216 

P.3d 213 (Nev. 2009): 

a) This Court "should calculate the time during which a party has 
physical custody of a child over one calendar year." 

1 5 
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b) That "in calculating the time during which a party has physical 
custody of the child, the district court should look at the number of 
days during which a party provided supervision of the child, thc child 
resided with the party, and during which the party made day-to-day 
decisions regarding the child." 

c) That a determination of joint physical custody can only be made 
when each parent has physical custody of the child for at least 40% of 
the year, which equals 146 days. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that pursuant to the Marital Settlement 

Agreement entered into by the parties on February 20, 2008, and the Stipulation and 

Order filed on August 7, 2009, the time-share arrangement leads to the following 

calculation of time over a calendar 

a) That depending on whether it is an even or odd year, what day of 
the week the year starts on, and whether or not it is a leap year, 
Defendant always has between 131 and 134 custodial days per year. 

b) That depending on whether or not Christian Stipp foregoes her 
visitation for Martin Luther King Day, President's Day, Memorial Day 
and/or Labor Day, and whether it is an even or odd year, Defendant 
may have an additional 8 days of custody per year. 

c) That depending on whether Plainiff's and Defendant's birthday fall 
on one of their custodial days, and whether they request to have 
custody of the children on their birthday, Defendant may have an 
additional day of custody per year. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that bascd upon the current time-share 

agreement, Defendant has a minimum of 131 days of physical custody per year with a 

maximum amount of 143 days per year depending upon whether Plaintiff dccides to 

forego her holiday visitations (MLK Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, and/or 

Labor Day), which would fall a few days short of the 40% time-share requirement 

mandated by Rivera. 

.11411-Y DIVISION. DEPT. 
LAS VEGAS NV 89101 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that assuming that a joint physical 

custody arrangement does not currently exist, the following facts evidence a 

substantial change in circumstances affecting the welfare of the children supporting a 

change in custody to joint physical custody: 

a) Mia's re-manifestation of issues with clothing; namely, insisting 
that clothing was too tight, demanding that her clothing be stretched 
out, refusing to wear clothing unless it was many sizes too big, 
refusing to wear underwear, refusing to wear her school uniform; 
behavior issues relating to her defiant behavior when made to wear 
clothing, anger outbursts and emotional meltdowns. 

b) The need for Mia to undergo extensive psychological treatment 
from Dr. Kalodner, Dr. Mishalow, Dr. Stegen-Hansen, and the 
ongoing serAsory deficit processing treatment being provided by the 
Achievement Therapy Center. 

c) The spontaneous statements made by Mia to Dr. Kalodncr 
indicating that she wanted to spend more time with her dad but her 
mommy or the judge wouldn't let her. 

d) The parties' extremely litigious nature resulting in the children 
becoming embroiled in the proceedings as evidenced by Mi a' s 
spontaneous statements to Dr. Kalodner indicating that Plaintiff 
doesn't like Amy and that Amy is bad. 

e) Dr. Paglinrs report reflecting that the parents have unresolved 
issues that tend to re-emerge and that if they are unable to resolve their 
issues, it is likely that their children will be emotionally affected in the 
future. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that in the best interest of the children, 

Defendant should be awarded additional time-share consisting of the Friday 

proceeding the third weekend of each month, commencing at 9:00 a.m instead of 

6:00 p.m. as currently provided for in the Stipulation and Order filed on August 7, 

2009. 
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that awarding the Defendant the 

additional custodial time equates to an additional 12 days of custody per year as the 

Defendant will have the responsibility of making the day-to-day decisions for the 

children on the Fridays preceding the third weekend of each month. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that after being awarded an additional 12 

days of custody per year, the Defendant will have between 143 and 146 days of 

custody every year and may have up to155 days of custody per year depending upon 

whether Plaintiff decides to forego her holiday visitations. 

THE COURT FURTRER FINDS that under the applicable law in River°, 

these parties have been motivated to calculate the physical custodial days of the year 

instead of "calculating" a custodial time-share that is best interest of their minor 

children. 

THE COURT FURTHER FINDS that the parties are very intelligent, highly 

educated lawyers whose children would be better served by the parties resolving their 

issues between themselves without the need for legal and/or therapeutic intervention. 

// 

// 

// 

// 
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// 
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THEREFORE, FT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant is awarded 

additional time-share consisting of the Friday proceeding every third weekend of each 

month commencing at 9:00 a.m. instead of at 6:00 p.m. as currently provided for in 

the Stipulation and Order filed on August 7, 2009. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the parties will continue to be designated 

as joint legal and joint physical custodians. 

LANK R SULLIVA14 
oisTrocr JUDGE 
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1 NEOJ 
PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 

2 Nevada Bar No. 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

3 8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
' Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 

4 (702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

5 

6 . 	 DISTRICT COURT 

7 t 	 FAMILY DIVISION 

8 	 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

9 CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP,.  

10 	 Plaintiff, 	CASE NO : D-08-389203-Z 

1  

DEPT. NO.: M 
11 

II 	 i 	DATE OF HEARING: December 1, 2010 
12 

13 

14 

15 	 NCITIgE OF ENTRY OF ORDER  

16 I TO MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, Defendant; and, 

17 , TO RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ., Attorney for Defendant 

18 I 	Please take notice that an Order was entered in the above-reference matter on the 25th  

19 

"ay cif January 2011. 

VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 

1 

Nevada Bar No. 006167 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, NV 89117 
Attorney for Plaintiff, 
CHRISTINA CALDERON STIPP 

MITCHELL DAVID STIPP, TIME OF HEARING: 2:00 p.m. 

Defendant 
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day of January 2011, a copy of which is a 

Dated this A 
ed hereto. 
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2 	I hereby certify that I am an employee of the VACCARINO LAW OFFICE and that on the 

3 9-4  day of January 2011, I deposited in the U.S. Mail, at Las Vegas, Nevada, in a sealed 

4 j envelope with postage fully pre-paid thereon, a true and correct copy of the following document: 

5 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER and ORDER addressed to: 

Radford J. Smith, Esq. 
64 N. Pecos Rd., #700 
Henderson, NV 89074 

Matt Layli6n, an employee of the 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
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P4PTISRA rConvilawasitan 

CALDE.RON-STIPP, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

MITCHELL ONVID STIPP, 

CASE NO. : D-08-389203-Z 
DEPT. NO M 

DATE OF HEARING: December 1, 2010 
TIME OF HEARING: 2:00 p.m. 

CHRISTINA 

1 

Electronically Filed 
01125/2011 12:49:13 PM 

ORDR 
PATRICIA L. VACCARINO, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 005157 
VACCARINO LAW OFFICE 
8861 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada B0117 
(702) 258-8007 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
CHRISTINA CALDERON-STIPP 

DISTRICT COURT 

FAMILY DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Defendant 

THIS matter having come before the Court upon Plaintiff 's, CHRISTINA CALDERON 

STIPP eCHRISTINAl; Motion for A New Trial, to Amend Findings and/or Stay of Order Filed on 

October 13, 2010, and allowing Plaintiff Immediate Access to Defendant 's Tax Records As 

Previously Ordered, and to Compel Defendant to Cooperate in Commencing Sessions with the 

Parenting Coordlnatory and For Attorney's Fees and Costs and upon Defendant's MITCHELL 

DAVID STIPP MITCH" Opposition and Countermotion fo an Award of Attorney's Fees and 

Costs and Sanctions; CHRISTINA appearing in person and through her attorney of record 

PATRICIA L VACCARINO, ESQ. of the VACCARINO LAW OFFICE; MITCH appearing in peison 

• and through his attorney of record, RADFORD J. SMITH, ESQ.; upon the Court's inquiry, both 

counsel having confirmed that they have reviewed Judge Sullivan 's orders from the May6, 2010 

and the June 22, 2010 hearings; the Court being fully apprized in the premise and good cause 

appearing; 

actlelr~oleatnia.pd 
RECEIVED 
JAN 1 $ 2011 
riPPT. 



I 	Now therefor, 

2 	IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Court reiterates Its Order 

1 3 that the Parenting Coordinator, Dr. Gary Lenkeit, has not been appointed as a Master. To clarify 

4 the Court's Order from the October 6. 2010 hearing, if Dr. Lenkeit requests any pleadings and/or 

5 reports (rem parties and counsel, his requests will be granted. Both counsel shall provide Dr. 

Lenkeit with any requested information and documentation. The Court reserves jurisdiction to 

7 address any objections any party may make to any documentation or information requested by 

8 Dr. Lenkeit, 	 . 

91 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CHRISTINA's requests 

0 it  for an award of attorney's fees from the October 6, 2010 hearing and today's hearing are denied. 

1 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the previous attorney's 

2 fees award in the amount of $4,590.00, granted to MITCH by Judge Sullivan Is reduced to 

3 judgment. This judgment Is collectable by all legal means if not paid in full whin sixty (60) days 

• , of Judge Sullivan's order. 

5 ' 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CHRISTINA's request for 

healthcare for the minor child, MIA, is deferred, The parties are directed to attempt to resolve this 

r istue with the assistance of Dr. Lenkelt, the Parenting Coordinator. The Court will not entertain 

it another Motion on this Issue until 90 days of the date of this hearing. 

) 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the no contact* request 

) for CODY is hereby denied. 

I 	IT IS PURIFIER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the request for an °Kier 

t for counseling for the minor child ETHAN is denied. 

I 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the request for a new trIal 

I 24 is denied. 

25 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the request to amend 

26 findings Is denied. 

1 27 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the request for rescission 

28 reconsideration, modification and/or stay of order filed October 13, 2010 is denied. 
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i  1 	
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CHRISTINA's request to 

2 I access MITCH's tax records as previously ordered is granted. 	 I .  

311 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as for the tax records of the 

1 4 Aquila, a business entity which is no longer in business, it appears that Judge Sullivan Intended 

5 that tax returns from the years 2007 and 2008 for this business to be reviewed by a tax expert. 

511  IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CHRISTINA, her chosen 

expert and Ms. Vaccarino shall provide the expert's name to MITCH and Mr. Smith. The selected 

expert, Ms. Vaccarino and CHRISTINA must also execute a Confidentiality Agreement 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CHRISTINA and her 

counsel are granted the authorization to receive the ordered documents from Aquila through 

discovery for only the years 2007 and 2008. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that CHRISTINA's counsel can 

file an Ex Parte Order to amend the order from the October 8, 2010 hearing if they believe the 

are portions of the order that need correction. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that if the Court finds the next 

Motion filed by either party is not legally or factually warranted, the Court will sanction a party and 

award attorney's fees. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED the return date previous 

scheduled for January 11,2011 for status check Ofl outsou reed evaluation is vacated. 



DIS1RICT COURT JUDGE' 

1 	IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED if problems arise, counsel are 

2 directed to file a Motion. 

3 	Based upon the foregoing. 
.143. e 	!On 4 . 	IT IS SO ORDERED this 	day of 	 2010, 
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Respectfully submitted by: 
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