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SUMMARY OF RESPONSE 

 Respondent/Cross-Appellant Emilia Garcia (“Emilia”) hereby responds to the 

Order to Show Cause issued by this Court and filed February 8, 2018.  This Court has 

ordered appellant/cross-respondent Jared Awerbach (“Jared”) to show cause why (i) 

Jared’s appeal should not be dismissed for lack of jurisdiction, and (ii) why Andrea’s 

cross-appeal should not be dismissed in part for lack of jurisdiction.   

Emilia admits that her cross-appeal is overbroad and should be dismissed in 

part for lack of jurisdiction, at least as to all issues related to her claims against Jared.  

Emilia also submits that the Court lacks jurisdiction over the broad notice of appeal 

filed by Jared, but suggests that the Court has jurisdiction over Jared’s notice of 

appeal to the extent he is challenging the final judgment in favor of Andrea on the 

issue of permissive use.  Emilia files this response in order to clarify the procedural 

posture of the case, and the portion of the appeal and cross-appeal over which she 

contends this Court has jurisdiction.  

I. RELEVANT FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 Emilia is the Plaintiff in this civil lawsuit arising out of a January 2, 2011 

motor vehicle crash (the “Crash”) in Las Vegas, Nevada.  Jared and Respondent 

Andrea Awerbach (“Andrea”) are the Defendants in the action.  Jared is Andrea’s son 

and was living in her household at the time of the Crash.   

/// 

/// 
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On the day of the Crash, Jared was driving his mother Andrea’s vehicle.  He 

was returning home from a drug deal
1
 after being observed “smoking out” with his 

customer before he got back behind the wheel.  He had no driver’s license and was at 

ten times the legal limit for marijuana metabolites in his blood (at a time when 

recreational use was illegal), when he failed to yield the right-of-way and crashed into 

the passenger side of Emilia’s approaching vehicle.  (See Amended Complaint 

(1/14/13), at ¶ 9, attached as Exhibit 1 (OSC APP 002-008)).  Before the jury trial, 

Jared was found to be impaired as a matter of law.  (Order Regarding Plaintiff’s 

Motion for Partial Summary Judgment on Impairment (1/28/15), attached as Exhibit 2 

(OSC APP 0010-013)).   

On March 25, 2011, Emilia filed a Complaint suing Jared for negligence and 

Andrea for negligent entrustment and joint liability pursuant to NRS 41.440, and 

asserted a claim for punitive damages against both Jared and Andrea.  (See Complaint 

(3/25/11), attached as Exhibit 3 (OSC APP 015-019); see also Amended Complaint 

(1/14/13), at ¶ 9, attached as Exhibit 1 (OSC APP 002-008)). It was established at trial 

that Andrea regularly entrusted her vehicle to Jared, despite knowledge that he was 

high on marijuana almost every day and had previously crashed into another car while 

                                                 
1
 The fact that Jared was a drug dealer and was returning home after a drug sale was 

excluded from evidence by Judge Weise.  Emilia includes a number of facts for 

background.  As a full Appendix has not yet been filed, no citations to the record are 

provided for facts not material to the determination of the court’s jurisdiction. 
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driving her vehicle without a license.  Andrea’s liability for the injuries caused by 

Jared hinged in part on the issue of permissive use. 

A. ANDREA’S ANSWER AND ADMISSION OF PERMISSIVE USE. 

On January 23, 2012, Andrea answered Emilia’s Complaint and admitted that 

she “did entrust the vehicle to the control of Defendant JARED AWERBACH.”  (See 

id. at ¶ 23; Defendants’ Answer to Complaint, at ¶ 2, attached as Exhibit 4 (OSC APP 

021-026)).  One year later, in response to Emilia’s Amended Complaint, Andrea 

flipped her answer.  (See Amended Complaint (1/14/13), at ¶ 23, attached as Exhibit 1 

(OSC APP 002-008); see also Answer to Amended Complaint (2/7/13), at ¶ 17, 

attached as Exhibit 5 (OSC APP 028-034)).    

B. ANDREA ADMITTED PERMISSIVE USE IN RESPONSE TO EMILIA’S 

REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION. 

 

On June 5, 2012, Andrea responded to Emilia’s Requests for Admissions in 

accord with her original Answer and once again admitted that she entrusted the 

operation of her vehicle to Jared with her “permission”.  (“Admit JARED 

AWEBACH was operating your vehicle on January 2, 2011, with your permission”.  

Response: “Admit”.  See Defendant Andrew Awerbach’s Responses to Request for 

Admissions, Req., No. 2, attached as Exhibit 6 (OSC APP 036-039)).  

C. JUDGE ALLF SANCTIONED ANDREA WITH A FINDING OF PERMISSIVE 
USE AS A RESULT OF ANDREA’S IMPROPER CONCEALMENT OF 
EVIDENCE. 

 
On December 2, 2014, Emilia filed a motion to strike Andrea’s Answer based 

on Andrea’s intentional concealment of admissions made to her insurance company.  
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(See Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Andrea Awerbach’s Answer, attached as Exhibit 7 

(OSC APP 041-065)).  On February 25, 2015, Judge Allf granted Emilia’s Motion in 

part and issued a written decision (drafted by Judge Allf, not counsel) providing in 

relevant part: 

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review the Court took Plaintiff’s 

Motion to Strike Defendant Andrea Awerbach’s Answer under 

submission on January 15, 2015.  Plaintiff moves to strike Defendant 

Andrea’s answer under NRCP 37(b)(C) for conduct in discovery relating 

to concealment of an entry on her insurance claim log. COURT 

FURTHER FINDS after review that striking the answer in [sic] 

inappropriate because Plaintiff became aware of the concealed entry 

during discovery and was able to conduct a deposition of the claims 

adjustor, but a lesser sanction is warranted.  COURT FURTHER FINDS 

after review Andrea gave her son permission to use the car and a 

finding of permissive use is appropriate because the claims note was 

concealed improperly, was relevant, and was willfully withheld by 

Defendant Andrea. 

 

(See Decision and Order, filed on February 25, 2015 (emphasis added), attached as 

Exhibit 8 (OSC APP 067-071)).   

On March 13, 2015, Andrea filed a Motion seeking reconsideration of Judge 

Allf’s Order.  (See Defendant Andrea Awerbach’s Motion for Relief from Final Court 

Order (3/13/15), attached as Exhibit 9 (OSC APP 073-084)). The Court denied 

Andrea’s Motion and issued a second written decision, again drafted by Judge Allf, 

not counsel: 

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that here the Court did consider 

the Ribeiro factors and did enter the less severe sanction of finding there 

was permissive use rather than striking Defendant Andrea’s answer as 

requested by Plaintiff’s Motion.  The finding of permissive use 

specifically relates to the content of the improperly withheld claims note, 
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which included a statement by Defendant Andrea that she had given 

Defendant Jared permission to use her car at the time of the accident.  

The finding of permissive use does not prevent adjudication on the 

merits because Plaintiff still maintains the burden of showing 

causation and damages.  The withholding of the note and the misleading 

privilege log was willful, and sanctions are necessary to “deter the both 

the parties and future litigants from similar abuses.”  Id.  Although the 

note was withheld by previous counsel, Defendant Andrea’s deposition 

testimony at both of her depositions was contrary to her statement to her 

insurance carrier.  The sanction was crafted to provide a fair result to 

both parties, given the severity of the issue. 

 

(See Decision and Order (4/27/15) (emphasis added), attached as Exhibit 10 (OSC 

APP 086-090)).   

On August 12, 2015, Andrea filed a Writ of Mandamus or Prohibition (Case 

No.: 68602) requesting that this Court vacate Judge Allf’s permissive use sanction.  

Andrea’s Petition was denied on September 11, 2015.   

The parties relied on Judge Allf’s permissive use sanction for the next year and 

prepared for trial believing the issue of permissive use was resolved and no longer an 

issue for trial.
2
  This governed the totality of the parties’ trial preparation, including 

drafting motions in limine and making crucial strategic decisions regarding witnesses, 

evidence, trial counsel, and trial presentation.   

D. JUDGE ALLF RECUSES HERSELF. 

On August 27, 2015, Judge Allf recused herself because of a conflict with 

Jared’s newly (and possibly strategically) associated counsel, Randall Tindall.  (See 

                                                 
2
 Weinberg, Wheeler, Hudgins, Gunn & Dial, LLC. first appeared for Emilia after the 

sanction was entered, and reasonable relied on the sanction finding permissive use in 
negotiating a contingency fee for the trial of the case. 
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Notice of Department Reassignment, attached as Exhibit 11 (OSC APP 092-094)).  

On September 8, 2015, Emilia requested Mr. Tindall be disqualified and the action re-

assigned to Judge Allf.  During the September 15, 2015, hearing on Emilia’s Motion, 

the District Court denied Emilia’s request to reassign the case back to Judge Allf, but 

made it clear: “I’m going to follow what her rulings were.”  (See Sep. 15, 2015 

Hearing Transcript, at 29:13-20, attached as Exhibit 12 (OSC APP 096-097)) 

(emphasis added).  On November 10, 2015, Emilia filed a Writ of Mandamus (Case 

No.: 69134) requesting that Jared’s Counsel, Randall Tindall, be disqualified and that 

the case be reassigned to Judge Allf’s Department.  Emilia’s Petition was denied. 

E. THE DISTRICT COURT SUA SPONTE REVERSES JUDGE ALLF’S 
PERMISSIVE USE SANCTION DURING VOIR DIRE. 

 
On February 8, 2016, approximately one year after Judge Allf issued her 

sanction order, approximately nine months after she reaffirmed that order, six months 

after she recused herself from the action based on the strategic retention of Mr. 

Tindall, and one-half day into voir dire, the District Court orally vacated and modified 

both of Judge Allf’s permissive use orders, sua sponte, apparently based on a 

conversation the District Court improperly had with Judge Allf regarding her 

intentions for the permissive use sanction: 

THE COURT: . . . We’re outside the presence of the jury.  I know that 

one of the things that you guys wanted me to tell you how we’re going to 

handle is this issue of permissive use.  So I talked to Judge Allf this 

morning to try to figure out what was her intention when she entered 

that order.  I don’t think she understood the difference between 

permissive use and auto negligent entrustment.  That being said, it was 
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her intention that her ruling would result in a rebuttable presumption, 

not a determination as a matter of law, even though that’s what the order 

says.  I’m not going to change from permissive use to negligent 

entrustment, even though I think that’s probably what she envisioned.  

But I am going to make it a rebuttal presumption as it relates to the 

permissive use.  So -- and that’s based upon what her intention was. 

 

(See Feb. 8, 2016, Trial Transcript, at 61:8-25 (emphasis added), attached as Exhibit  

13 (OSC APP 099-102)).  As indicated by Judge Weise, the reversal of Judge Allf’s 

permissive use sanction was based upon a discussion with Judge Allf (who had long 

ago recused herself due to a conflict) as to her recollection of her intention – an 

apparent recollection at odds with the plain language of her orders.  It is without 

dispute that the District Court’s reversal contradicts the plain language of both of the 

orders drafted by Judge Allf (not counsel) which the parties had relied upon in 

preparation for trial: 

MR. ROBERTS: -- I’m somewhat taken aback by this. We weren’t there 

at the time. So I’ve been mainly relying on the order in preparing to try 

the case. The order says nothing about rebuttable presumption. It says 

that permissive use is found as matter of law as a sanction. 

 

THE COURT: I know. 

 

(Id. at 63:11-17 (OSC APP 099-102)) (emphasis added).  Even Andrea’s counsel (the 

primary beneficiary of the reversal) recognized the parties’ inability to anticipate a 

reversal of the permissive use order in preparing for trial: 

MR. MAZZEO: But it does throw a wrench in the works because we 

didn’t anticipate as -- as we’re preparing for trial, I’m sure both sides 

were not looking at this case in terms of, okay, what evidence do we 

need now to rebut the ruling on permissive use. 
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(Id. at 62-63:20-1 (OSC APP 099-102)). 

F. EMILIA ASKS FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW ON PERMISSIVE 

USE. 

 

On March 7, 2016, once both sides had rested, Emilia’s Counsel requested 

Judgment as a Matter of Law on the issue of permissive use.  (See Trial Transcript 

(3/7/16), at 146:25-148:25) attached as Exhibit 14 (OSC APP 104-148)).  Counsel 

addressed the lack of “evidence from which a reasonable juror could find that 

[Andrea], indeed, met [her] burden of proof” as it related to the 2/12/16 Order 

establishing a rebuttable presumption of permissive use.  (See id. at 146:25-146:13 

(OSC APP 104-148)).  Counsel further stressed how Andrea’s permissive use 

“admission conclusively established permissive use as a matter of law” as set forth in 

NRCP 36(b), entitling plaintiff “to directed verdict [i.e., judgment as a matter of law] 

on that motion.”  (Id. at 147:15-20 (OSC APP 104-148)).  The District Court denied 

Emilia’s request.  (Id. at 148:25 (OSC APP 104-148)). 

G. JURY INSTRUCTION NO. 14 CORRECTLY REQUIRES THE JURY TO FIND 

THAT PERMISSIVE USE IS “CONCLUSIVELY PROVED.” 

  

On March 8, 2016, the jury received the Jury Instructions.  (See Jury 

Instruction No. 14 (3/8/16), attached as Exhibit 15 (OSC APP 109-110)).  Jury 

Instruction No. 14 read as follows: 

In this case, as permitted by law, Plaintiff, Emilia Garcia, served on the 

Defendant, Andrea Awerbach, a written request for the admission of the 

truth of certain matters of fact.  You will regard as being conclusively 

proved all such matters of fact which were expressly admitted by the 
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Defendant, Andrea Awerbach, or which Defendant, Andrea Awerbach 

failed to deny.  
 

(Id.).  Jury Instruction No. 14, consistent with NRCP 36(b), seemed to give the jury 

no choice but to find that permissive use had been conclusively established as a result 

of Andrea’s Response to Request for Admission Number 2, which the district court 

had refused to allow Andrea to amend.
3
     

Remarkably, Andrea’s counsel was improperly allowed to argue that 

permissive use was not conclusively established because she had not “failed to deny” 

the request for admission.  The alleged “denial” was in an interrogatory answer served 

after she had admitted permissive use in response to the request for admission.  This 

argument was improper.  Once admitted, the matter was conclusive established 

“unless the court on motion permits withdrawal or amendment of the admission”. 

NRCP Rule 36(b).  It is undisputed that the court never permitted withdrawal of the 

admission.  In fact, the Court specifically denied a request to amend the admission as 

untimely filed.  There was nothing for the jury to decide on the issue of permissive 

use and a finding of permissive use should have been directed as a matter of law.   

H. THE JURY RETURNS A VERDICT FINDING OF “NO PERMISSIVE USE.” 

 On March 10, 2016, the jury returned a verdict.  (See Jury Verdict (3/10/16), 

attached as Exhibit 16 (OSC APP 112-114)).  The jury awarded $824,846.01 in past 

                                                 
3
 This begs the question -- why not simply grant judgment as a matter of law on 

permissive use instead of inviting error by instructing the jury that Andrea was 
conclusively bound by her admission and then giving counsel leeway to argue 
inconsistently with the instruction? 
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damages and $2,000,000 in punitive damages against Jared.  No future damages were 

awarded.  The jury also found that Andrea did not give express or implied permission 

to Jared to use her vehicle on January 2, 2011, and did not negligently entrust her 

vehicle to Jared.  (See id. at p. 2 (OSC APP 113)).   

I. EMILIA FILES A MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

FOR ADDITUR. 

 

 On May 26, 2016, Emilia filed a motion for a new trial or, in the Alternative, 

for additur based on a number of reasons, including jury misconduct in performing an 

experiment with a juror having a similar spine condition which led the jury not to 

award any future damages. (See Plaintiff’s Motion for a New Trial or, in the 

Alternative, for Additur, attached as Exhibit 17 (OSC APP 116-145)).  On August 17, 

2016, the District Court granted Emilia’s motion for new trial and denied Emilia’s 

request for additur.  (See Notice of Entry of Order Re: Post-Trial Motions (8/17/16), 

attached as Exhibit 18 (OSC APP 147-158)).  The District Court awarded a new trial 

“on all issues”.  (Id.). 

J. EMILIA FILES A RENEWED MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF 

LAW ON THE ISSUE OF PERMISSIVE USE. 

 

 On May 26, 2016, Emilia filed Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion for Judgment as a 

Matter of Law on the issue of permissive use based on the conclusive effect of 

Andrea’s Response to Request for Admission Number 2, pursuant to NRCP 36(b), 

among other things.  (See Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion for Judgment as a Matter of 

Law, attached as Exhibit 19 (OSC APP 160-180)).  On August 22, 2016, the District 
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Court denied Emilia’s Renewed Motion for Judgment as a Matter of Law “based 

upon the same reasoning that the Motion was denied previously.”  (See Notice of 

Entry of Order Re: Minute Order of 8/22/16, attached as Exhibit 20 (OSC APP 182-

185)). 

K. JARED FILES A PREMATURE APPEAL BEFORE FINAL JUDGMENT. 

On September 23, 2016, Jared filed a Notice of Appeal and, as a result, the 

appeal was docketed in this Court on that day.  The parties participated in a settlement 

conference as ordered by this Court that failed. 

L. THE COURT ENTERS JUDGMENT ON THE JURY VERDICT, AS TO ANDREA 

ONLY. 

 

On August 18, 2017, after the failed settlement discussions and additional 

motion practice, the Court entered and filed the Judgment Upon Jury Verdict.  (See 

Judgment Upon Jury Verdict, attached as Exhibit 21 (OSC APP 187-188)).  The 

district court entered judgment against Jared and in favor of Emilia in the amount of 

$2,824,846.01.  The district court also entered final judgment against Emilia and in 

favor of Andrea on all issues based on the jury’s findings that Andrea did not give 

express or implied permission to Jared to use her vehicle on January 2, 2011, and did 

not negligently entrust her vehicle to Jared.  (See id. at 1-2:26-3) 

Three days later, pursuant to the order of August 12, 2016 granting Emilia a 

new trial, the district court filed an order vacating the judgment against Jared.  (See 

Order Vacating Judgment as to Jared Awerbach Only, filed August 21, 2017, attached 
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as Exhibit 22 (OSC APP 190-191)).  This order also denied Jared’s request for a new 

trial as moot, as a new trial had already been granted to Emilia and there was no need 

to reach Jared’s motion seeking the same relief. (Id.) 

M. THE TRIAL COURT CERTIFIES THE JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF ANDREA AS 

FINAL PURSUANT TO NRCP 54(B). 

 

Even though Andrea obtained a judgment in her favor on August 18, 2017, the 

subsequent “Order Vacating Judgment as to Jared Awerbach Only” meant that the 

judgment in her favor did not resolve all claims against all parties.  In order to enter a 

“final judgment” in favor of Andrea, the district court determined and certified: 

… that the August 18, 2017 “Judgment Upon Jury Verdict” constitutes a 

“final judgment” as to all claims between plaintiff and Andrea 

Awerbach.  There is no just reason to delay such finality. 

 

(See Order Vacating Judgment as to Jared Awerbach Only, filed August 21, 2017, 

attached as Exhibit 22 (OSC APP 190-191)). 

N. EMILIA FILES A TIMELY APPEAL OF THE FINAL JUDGMENT IN FAVOR 

OF ANDREA. 

 

Emilia filed a timely notice of appeal of the final judgment entered against her 

and in favor of Andrea, notice of entry of which was served on August 21, 2017.  (See 

Notice of Appeal, filed September 19, 2017, attached as Exhibit 23 (OSC APP 193-

195)).  Out of an abundance of caution, Emilia also broadly filed an appeal of “All 

judgments and orders in this case.”  

/// 

/// 
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II. JURISDICTION BEFORE THIS COURT. 

A. THIS COURT HAS JURISDICTION OVER EMILIA’S APPEAL OF THE FINAL 

JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF ANDREA AND ALL RELATED ORDERS. 

 

Nevada Rules of Appellate Procedure, Rule 3A(b)(1), provides that an appeal 

may be taken from a “final judgment entered in an action or proceeding commenced 

in the [district] court in which the judgment is rendered”.  As explained above, the 

district court entered final judgment against Emilia and in favor of Andrea on August 

18, 2017.  Although the district court subsequently vacated the judgment as to Jared, 

the district court properly certified the judgment in favor of Andrea as final and it 

remains appealable under NRAP Rule 3A(b)(1), together with all rulings and 

interlocutory orders made appealable by the entry of final judgment in favor of 

Andrea.   

Emilia concedes that her notice of appeal was overbroad, and it should be 

dismissed as premature as to all rulings and interlocutory orders related only to her 

claims against Jared. 

B. THIS COURT HAS JURISDICTION OVER PART OF JARED’S APPEAL.  

The court granted Emilia’s motion for new trial and therefore vacated her 

judgment against Jared.  While Jared also wanted a new trial, he is not aggrieved by 

the fact that the district court denied his motion as moot, because he gets a new trial 

based on the granting of Emilia’s motion for new trial.  There is no final judgment 
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against Jared, and at first blush there would appear to be no appealable order or 

judgment which would give this Court jurisdiction over his appeal. 

Nevertheless, Jared has also been aggrieved by the entry of final judgment in 

favor of Andrea on the issue of permissive use.  Jared has no insurance in his own 

name.  A finding of permissive use would make Andrea jointly and severally liable 

for the judgment entered against Jared and require Andrea’s insurance to indemnify 

Jared for any judgment ultimately rendered against him on retrial.
4
  To the extent that 

Jared limits his appeal to the entry of judgment in favor of Andrea, he is aggrieved 

and this Court has jurisdiction over his appeal pursuant to NRAP Rule 3A(b)(1). 

While Andrea’s insurance may yet have to answer for any judgment against Jared, 

regardless of a finding of permissive use pursuant to NRS 485.185, Jared still has an 

interest in eliminating any uncertainty through a finding of permissive use. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

                                                 
4
 Given the apparent conflict between Andrea’s insurance company and Jared, Emilia 

assumes that counsel of record for Jared are Cumis counsel with obligations only to 
Jared.  In light of Jared’s interest, it would be odd if he did not wish to appeal the 
final judgment in Andrea’s favor finding no permissive use. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

This Court has jurisdiction over the appeal of the final judgment in favor of 

Andrea Awerbach, which was properly certified pursuant to NRCP 54(b).  No other 

issues are currently ripe for appeal.    

 DATED this 26th day of March, 2018. 

  
WEINBERG, WHEELER, HUDGINS, GUNN & DIAL, 
LLC 
 
 
/s/ D. Lee Roberts _______________________ 
D. Lee Roberts, Jr., Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 8877 
Jeremy R. Alberts, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10497 
Marisa Rodriguez, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13234 
WEINBERG, WHEELER, HUDGINS, 
GUNN & DIAL, LLC 
6385 S. Rainbow Blvd., Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89118 
Telephone:  (702) 938-3838 
lroberts@wwhgd.com 
 
 
Corey M. Eschweiler, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 6635 
Craig A. Henderson, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10077 
GLEN J. LERNER & ASSOCIATES 
4795 South Durango Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89147 
Telephone:  (702) 877-1500 
ceschweiler@glenlerner.com 

mailto:ceschweiler@glenlerner.com
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

 I hereby certify that this response to order to show cause complies with the 

formatting requirements of NRAP 32(a)(4), the typeface requirements of NRAP 

32(a)(5), and the type style requirements of NRAP 32(a)(6) because this response to 

order to show cause has been prepared in a proportionally spaced typeface using 

Microsoft Word 2010 with 14 point, double-spaced, Times New Roman font. 

 I understand that I may be subject to sanctions in the event that the 

accompanying response to order to show cause is not in conformity with the 

requirements of the Nevada Rules of Appellate Procedure.  

 DATED this 26
th
 day of March, 2018. 

  
WEINBERG, WHEELER, HUDGINS, GUNN & DIAL, 
LLC. 
 
 
 
/s/ D. Lee Roberts         ___________________ 
D. Lee Roberts, Jr., Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 8877 
Jeremy R. Alberts, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 10497 
Marisa Rodriguez, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13234 
WEINBERG, WHEELER, HUDGINS, 
GUNN & DIAL, LLC 
6385 S. Rainbow Blvd., Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89118 
Telephone:  (702) 938-3838 
lroberts@wwhgd.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on March 26, 2018, a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing RESPONSE TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE was electronically filed 

and served on counsel through the Court’s electronic service system pursuant to 

Administrative Order 14-2 and N.E.F.C.R. 9, via the electronic mail addresses noted 

below:  

Roger W. Strassburg, Jr., Esq. 
rstrassburg@rlattorneys.com  
Randall Tindall, Esq. 
rtindall@rlattorneys.com 
RESNICK & LOUIS, P.C. 
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd. 
Las Vegas, NV  89118 
Attorneys for Defendant 
Jared Awerbach 
 
 
Daniel F. Polsenberg, Esq. 
DPolsenberg@LRRC.com 
Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP 
3993 Howard Hughes Pkwy, Ste 600 
Las Vegas, NV 89169 
Attorneys for Defendant 
Jared Awerbach 
 
 

Peter Mazzeo, Esq. 
pmazzeo@mazzeolawfirm.com 
MAZZEO LAW, LLC 
631 S. Tenth St. 
Las Vegas, NV  89101 
Attorney for Defendant 
Andrea Awerbach 

_____________________/s/ Miriam Alvarez__________________________ 
An employee of GLEN J. LERNER & ASSOCIATES 

 

mailto:rstrassburg@rlattorneys.com
mailto:rtindall@rlattorneys.com
mailto:DPolsenberg@LRRC.com
mailto:pmazzeo@mazzeolawfirm.com

