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counsel to this appeal) and each of the parties' attorneys executed the parenting plan that include 

"teenage discretion" language, and the agreement to appoint a Parenting Coordinator. In other words, 

even though he agreed, and his experienced counsel helped draft and form the language of the parentin 

plan and order from which he now appeals, he claims that the Court erred by enforcing the language i 

those orders. In Rivero v. Rivero, 125 Nev. 410, 216 P.3d 213 (2009), this Court held: 

Parties are free to contract, and the courts will enforce their contracts if they are not 
unconscionable, illegal, or in violation of public policy. See D.R. Horton. Inc. v. 
Green,120 Nev. 549, 558, 96 P.3d 1159, 1165 (2004) (citing unconscionablility as a 
limitation on enforceability of a contract); NAD, Inc. v. Dist. Ct., 115 Nev. 71, 77, 976 
P.2d 994, 997 (1999) (stating "parties are free to contract in any lawful matter"); Miller v. 
A & R Joint Venture, 97 Nev. 580, 582, 636 P.2d 277, 278 (1981) (discussing public 
policy as a limitation on enforceability of a contract). Therefore, parties are free to agree 
to child custody arrangements and those agreements are enforceable if they are not 
unconscionable, illegal, or in violation of public policy. 

Respondent submits that the district court did not err when it enforced the agreements the parties entere( 

in the form of a Stipulated Parenting Plan, filed July 8, 2013. At its core, this is a case that involves till 

simple enforcement of an agreement, and Respondent believes that this Court will so find after fast tracl 

briefing and a review of the record of the case. 

Appellant attempts to expand the issues to be addressed upon appeal by raising "public polic 

issues" regarding the language he and his counsel agreed to in the parenting plan. Indeed, he ostensibl 

wants this Court to find that the appointment of a Parenting Coordinator is unconstitutional, and tha 

allowing teenage discretion (even though NRS 125.480 specifically requires a district court to mak( 

specific findings regarding the preference of children of "sufficient age and maturity") is against public 

policy. These issues are not present in a case where a party agreed to the specific language in th( 

Court's order regarding the exercise of teenage discretion (that allows a right of review by the distric 

court of any exercise of discretion), and agreed to the appointment of a parenting coordinator. 



Contrary to appellant's contention, under the stipulated orders from which his appeal arises. 

neither a teenager (by exercise of the limited discretion granted under the agreed language), nor a 

parenting coordinator, can bind the district court to any determination. The district court has the ability 

to review any exercise of discretion and any recommendations of the parenting coordinator; the district 

court has final review of every decision. 

Respondent submits that Appellant has greatly overstated the issues that are present in this case, 

and that a grant of full briefing will deprive Respondent to forego the costs of the extended briefin 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

through the fast track process. Should the Court find through the fast track process that further briefing 

is necessary, it can so order. 
CC..A 

DATED this  0  day of March, 2015. 

RADFORD J. SMITH, CHARTERED 
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'  FORD J. SMITH, ESQ. 
ada State Bar No. 002791 

GARIMA VARSHNEY, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 011878 
2470 St. Rose Parkway, Suite 206 
Henderson, Nevada 89074 
Attorney for Respondent/Cross-Appellant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Radford J. Smith, Chartered ("the Firm"). I am ove 

the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. I am "readily familiar" with firm's practice o 

collection and processing correspondence for mailing. Under the Firm's practice, mail is to be deposite 

with the U.S. Postal Service on the same day as stated below, with postage thereon fully prepaid. 

I served the foregoing document described as "Other Opposition to Motion To Remove Appea 

From Fast Track Program; Opposition to Motion to Suspend Time for Fast Track Statement" on thi 

Aday  of March, 2015, to all interested parties as follows: 

El BY MAIL: Pursuant To NRCP 5(b), I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelop 
addressed as follows; 

n BY FACSIMILE: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the foregoing document thi 
date via telecopier to the facsimile number shown below; 

El BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the foregoin 
document this date via electronic mail to the electronic mail address shown below; 

111 BY CERTIFIED MAIL: I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope, r 
receipt requested, addressed as follows: 

Tom J. Standish, Esq. 
Standish Law Group 
1635 Village Center Circle, Suite 180 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 
tj s@standishlaw.com  

Edward L. Kainen, Esq. 
Kainen Law Group 
10091 Park Run Dr., #110 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 
ed@kainenlawgroup.com  

Robert L. Eisenberg, Esq. 
Lemons, Grundy & Eisenberg 
6005 Plumas Street, Suite 300 
Reno, Nevada 89519 
Attorneys for Kirk Harrison 
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