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IN TIIE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF'NEVADA

MARGARtsT RAWSON. Supreme Court Case Case No.:

Petitioner,

VS.

III{E NINTH JI'DICIAL DISTRICT
COURT OF TFIE STATE
NEVADA IN AND FOR
COI-INTY OF DOUGLAS; and
HONORAT}LE MICFIAEL
GIBBONS. DISTRICT JUDGE.

District Court Case No.: 1I-CV-0296

Dept. No" II

T'HE

Respondent

PEGGY CAIN, JEFFREY CAIN ANd

IfiLI OPS INTERNATINOAL. LLC.

Real Parties in Interest

pErrrroN FoR wRrr oF MANpAMILS OR.-IIUIILE
ALTERTIATTVE. FOR WRrT OEIILOHTBITTON

(NOT Fresumptively Assigned to the Court o I Appeals pursuant to NRAP
17(b))

From the Ninth Judicial District Court, Douglas County, Nevada

The Honorable Michael P. Gibbons, I)epartment II

Peter Dubowsky, Esq.
l\evada Xlar No. 4972
DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD.
300 South Fourth Street
Suite 1020

Electronically Filed
Oct 21 2016 11:26 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 71548   Document 2016-33038
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TO: The Honorable Michael P. Gibbons, Ninth Judicial District Court
Judge, Department II, 1038 Buckeye Road, P"O. Box 218, Minddn,
Nevada 89423

TO: Michael L. Matuska, Esq., Matuska Law Offices,937 Mica Drirle,
Suite 16,4., Carson City, Nevada 89705

YOU AND EACH OF YOU WILL PLEASII TAIG NOTICE the

Petition for Writ of Mandamus/Prohibition will be brought before th

entitled Court.

Respectfully submitted this day of October 2016.

Duhovrskv

e above-

Margaret Rawson

-2

Feter , Esq.
.Neva 4972
.300 South Fourth Street
Suite 1020
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(The following documents are attached pursuant to N.R.A.P. zl(a)(D)

Tab # Document Descriptiorn Dafe
I Second Amended Cornplaint rU27l12
2 Default Judgment slLAl13
3 Response to Claim of Exernption, Rr:quest for

Hearing AND Reqr.lest for Issuance rcf Summons
9tl2sl13

4 Margaret Rawson's Opposition to and Motion to
Quash the Summons to Add Her Name to the
Current Jludgment Punsuant to NIIS 17.060; and
Affidavit

TII'7113

3 Response to Margaret Rawson's Opposition to and
Motion to Quash Summons

r2lI0l13

6 Order Granting Motion to Clarifr and to Set Aside
Default and Setting Flearing for Iiinal Determination
on Rawson's Claim of Exernption, Etc., and
Margaret Rawson's Motion to Quash Sumrurons on
January 2,2014 at 10:00 A.M.

2lrU13

7 Notice of Entry of Order Denying Rawson's Claim
of Exemption and Denying Motion to Quash
Summons

2lran4

-3
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n.

excess of $29,000,000.00, entered against a non-pa.rtylthird-party non-fesirlent

who was not named in the pleadings, Petitioner Margaret Rawson ("Mhrgaret"

or "Petitioner"). The Petitioner brings this Writ because the statute has treen

misinterpreted and misapplied, resultin

her as a result of a show cause hearin

$17.030 is strongly needed in this case

commenting as recently as 2014, has

rinterpreting N.R.S. $17.030.2 The District Court's erroneous view of N.JR.S.

$17.030 et" seq. resulting in a $29,00

(after a motion to quash hearing where no Answer was filed) dernonstr[tes that

this issue of law needs clarification, and granting this writ would sbrve the

'N.R.S. $17.030 states in pertinent part:

When a judgment is recovered against one or more of severbl
persons jointly indebted upon an obligation . . . those who wele
not originally s did not appear to tlle
action may be Ly they should not be
bound by the j r as though they h4d

z Ins, torp., 753 F-.3d 819,826

-A

(9th Cir. 2014)
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public policy of explaining the proper

statutory scheme.

Margaret was named in neither the Sec,ond Amended Complaint

("SAC"XAppendix Exhibit "l"), n

(Appendix Exhibit $2") against DR

Court summarily awarded a $29,000,0

non-party/third pafiy, after a "Moti

hearings purportedly based on N.R.S. $

The District Court did not

imposing the $29,000,000.00 Margare

properly interpret the statute before

hearing on the Motion to Quash Sum

5 The DistriLct Court's February I0,2014 Margaret Judgment states in part:

The court finds fMargaret] Rawson has failed to show cause why
she should not be added to the fin excess of $29,000,000.00
defaultl judgment and be bound by the Default Judgment in dll
respects and as if she had been named in ttre original complailrt

-5

3 Margaret and DR are spouses.

a According to the District Court's

Rawson's Claim of Exemption and

("Margaret Judgment"), the original

$29,000,000.00" (Page 2 line 25-26).

and the Default Judement.
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due

her.

process to Answer or contest the merits of'the independent claini against

Margaret was not originally served

original matter. The District Court's elroneous view of N.lt"S. 17.030 ("those

who were not originally served with

Judgment to Margaret, who was neve

The Nevada Statute, N.R.S. 917

of Civil Procedure $9896. The C

interpreted the "not originally sumrno

6 According to the Legislative History,

the Civil Practice Act of 1911 ($301),

its language is taken from California C

7 California Code of Civil Procedure 989:

When a judgment is recovered
persons, jointly indebted upon
provided in Section 410.70, thos
with the summons. and did n
summoned to appear before the court in which such judgment is
entered to show c e why they should nLot be bound by the
judgment, in the sam manner as though they had been originalfy

-6

served with the summons.
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to mean that the unsummoned party was at least named in the original rnatter.8

If the party was not named in the previous pleadings a,s joint debtor, that party

is entitled to an order quashing the joint debtor summons. The California

Court stated, "An alleged joint debtor wholras-not

order quashing the joint debtor summons."e

Further, N.R.S. $17.030 applies only to "persons jointly indebtod upon

an obligation." Margaret was not 'Jointly indebted" on any obligation with

DR as alleged in either the Second Amendr:d Corarplaint or the Defbult

Jludgment. The Default Judgment against DR was based on the Second

Amended Complaint ("SAC"). Tlhe Second Annended Cornplaint alleged

causes of action for breach of a Settlement Agreement and Ilelease of A11

Claims ("settlement Agreement"), to which Margaret was not a coaJracting

party. As to the other allegations, suoh as fraud and civil conspiracy, tlre SAC

makes no reference to or allegations about Margaret. The fact that S$.C does

8 Meller & Snyder v. R & T PROPERTIES. NC-,73 Cal Rptr. 2d740) 62 CaI.

App. 4th1303 (Cal. Ct. App. 1998) (emphasis added) citing McRae v.Visnose

Ambulatorium, 16 Cal.Rptr. 565,557 (1961) (Post-Judgment Motion tb Quash

affirmed in favor of the 'Joint debtor" under CCP $989 where the alleged

"joint debtor" was not made aparty to the origirran rlction).

, Id.

-1

inst whom no ioint liabilit is entitk
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not mention Margaret means that it was an effoneous view of the law arld the

District Court's summary imposition of a $29,000,000.00 j

Margaret based on the SAC was an improper exercise ofjurisdiotion.

In fact, N.R.S. $17.040 states that, "It shalll not be necessary to file a

new complaint." In other words, in

allegation of joint indebtedness in the

those against the joint debtor in the $ 17.030 action. That was not the c[se Jhere

as Margaret is not named in the SAC.

The Petitioner seeks a Writ of Mandamus cornpelling the Distribt Coun

to vacate and set aside the Margaret Judgrnernt because it irs

effoneous view of the Nevada statutorv scheme"

In the alternative. the Petitioner seeks a W:rit of Prohibition.

the Distnict Court from enforcing the Marg;aret Judgrnent, becaqse it

without, or in excess of, the District Court's jurisdir;tion.

II. ISSUES PRESENTED

Was it a manifest abuse of discretion, an arbitrary or capricious bxercise

of discretion, or an improper exercise of jurisdiction based on an e4'roneous

view of the law for the istrict Court to enter a $29,000,00C!.00 Jqdgment,

purportedly based on N.R.S. 17.030, where:

-8

ng

is
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1) Margaret was never named in the action, and therefore doep not

quali$/ as a joint debtor " not originally served with the summo4s"rr;

2) Margaret was not given an opporturrity to Answer as proyided in

N.R.S. $$17.06012 and 17.07013;

M. FACTS NECESSARY TO UNDER|]TMJES
PRESENTED BY THE, PETITION

A11 relevant parts of the Record are inclurled in tnre Appendix,la omilting

filings lhat are unnecessary to the issues raised in this Writ.15

1. On November 27,2012, Real lParties in Interest filed a Second

Amended Complaint, or SAC (Appendix Exhibit "1") against Deferldants in

this action including DR. The SAC alleged causes of action for 1) Brdach of a

11 Quoting N.R.S. $17.030.

12 N.R.S. $17.060 states in pertinerfi part that "Upon

defendant may answer. . ."

13 N.R.S. $17.070 states in pertinent part, "If the defendant,

answer, deny the judgment, or set up Bny defenste. . ."

-9

such summpns, the

in his or her
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Settlement Agreement and Release of ClairnLs; 2) Fraud; 3) Civil Corlspiracy;

4) Negligence; 5) Conversion; and 5) Constructive Trust.r6

Margaret was not named in the Second Arnended Complaint.

2. On May 14, 2013, Default JudgrnenLt (Appendix Exhipit q2")

was entered against DR and other Defendants on the SAC in the principal

amount of $20,000,000.00.

Margaret was not named in the Default Judgment.

3. On September 25,2013, Reall Parties in lnterest filed Requestt for

Issuance of Summons ("Request") (Appendix Exhibit (3") puqport,edly

pursuant to N.R.S. $$17.030 and 17.040. The Request stated that the lteal

Parties in Interest "did not have the benefit of Rawson's bank records furpon

filing the SAC]."r7 The Request alleged that Margaret was a bank accounTt

4. Margaret's Opposition and Affidavit (Appendix Exhibit ,.4'')

showed evidence, inter alia, that she is not a proper party to the lawsuit

because Margaret was never involved in the day to day activities.l8

16 The SAC labeled "Constructive Trust" as the "Eighth Claim

however, it was the sixth and final claim for relief. (SAC Page 9)

17 Request for Summons page 3 lines 23-24.

18 Opposition Page 3 lines 2-3.

for Relief';

-10
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employee of Coast Cadillac in Long Beach, Calif,ornia. The Opposition

argued that Margaret should be allowed the opportunity to file an Answer

Margaret's Affidavit stated that during the relevant period she was a full'']time

pursuant to N.R.S. $17.060.

5. On December ll, 2AI3, the District Court entered a4 Order

(Appendix Exhibit $6") setting the Motion to Quash Summons f,or hearing

Jlanuary 2,2014.

6. Following the hearing, the District Court entered an Order

Denying Rawson's Claim of Exemption eurd t)enying Motion to Quash

Summons (Appendix Exhibit "7"). The Order states in pertinent part:

The court finds Rawson has failed to show cause why she shoufd
not be added to the judgment and he bouncl by its terms. NRS
17.030. Her motion to quash iLs therefore DENIED" Rawson shall
be bound by the Default Judgment in all respects and as if she

had been named in the original complaint an<l Default Judgment;

7. Margaret filed bankruptcy in California on February 1t3,2015

(8:15-bk-10719-ES C.D. Cal.), staying the enforrcement.2O The Jr]rdgrnent

Denying Discharge was entered on Augrust 18,2016. T'he Iteal Parties [n

Interest have commenced enforcement of the iMar:garet Judgment by serving

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^2 t^+i ^ - +L2 ^ trI I-:+post-j udgrrLent discovery, necessitating this Writ.

20 11 u.s.c. 9362(a).

- 11
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IV. REASONS WHy TIrE WRIT',SHOUL,Df,S.1LIE

The circumstances of this case and the irrteqprertsfisn of N.R.S. $17.030

in general "reveal urgency or strong necessity"2l fiJr this Court's interyention.

The interpretation and application of N.R.S. 17.030 ories out for this Court's

guidance because of cases like this where the statute's misuse resufts in

substantial injustice. As the Ninth Circuit comrnented on N.R.S. $ 17.Q30:

As pointed out above there has been "no case law
interpreting" this section of the Nevada Revised Statutes.
Likewise. we are not aware of any such 1irw.22

Margaret has never appeared in caption of this matter, yet she is now a

judgment debtor of a $29,000,000.00 Judgment23 purportedly baspd on a

N.R.S. $17.030 hearing. The Petitioner did not have any full due process

opportunity to contest the matter before the denial of her Motion to (Quash

resulted in the $29,000,000.00 Margaret Judgment. The Distrigt Court

2t 
Quoting Jeep Corp. v. Second Judicial Dist.:&ur[, 98 Nev. 44A,443,652

P.2d 1183, 1185 (1982).

22 Meritage Homes of Nev., Inc. v. Ited. Dep<lsit InlL__C_eq, 753 F.3d 819r 825-

6 (9th Cir.,2014) (emphasis added)

23 The Margaret Judgment is dated February 10, 2014. Margalet thled

bankruptcy in the Central District of California on Irebruary 13,2015 (8:15-

bk-10719-ES C.D. Cal.). The Judgment Denying; Discharge was enterp<l on

August 18,2016.

-72
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effoneously exercised its judgment putatively pursuant to N.R.S. $17.030,

which exclusively applies to 'Joint indebtednessl", and requires joint partiers to

show cause why they should not be bound by the underlying Judgment on siaid

joint indebtedness. Margarct was not aparty to the Settlement Agreemen[ that

formed the basis for the Default Judgment and was not named in the SAC.

Therefore, Margaret could not be jointly indehted.

The Judgment Creditors are now comtmencing errforcement against

Margaret. The Petitioner requires this Court's iintervention to prevent an

improper $29,000,000.00 Judgment from being enfrrrced against her. The

Petitioner has no plain, speedy or adequate remedy at law to contest the

Margaret .ludgment. The Margaret Judgment was not an appealable

determination under N.R.A.P. 3A(b) because Margaret was not a party to the

action2a and the Margaret Judgment was not a "finaljudgment"25 of this catle.

2a Mona v. Eighth Jud. Dist. CL , I32 Nev. Adv. {3p. No. 72 (Septemba,r 29,

2016) (Mona was not aparty to the liltigation below, so she had no standing to

appeal.)

" [A] final judgment has been described as one 'that . . . leaves nothing for the

future consideration of the court.' Lee v. GNLV C!)RP., 116 Nev. 424 QADD.

This District Court matter was ongoing as to the othe:r parties and issqes al the

time of the Margaret Judgment.

-13
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This Court may still

clarification, and grant a writ

economy interest.2T

consider important issues of law that rneed

if review would serve a public policy or ju$icial

Without this Court's intervention, the Petitioner will have no speedy

adequate remedy at Iaw to stop the enforcement and set aside an improper

$29,000,000.00 Judgment that was entered against her. Margaret, who was not

named in the SAC and not given opportunity to file an Answer and defend as

required by N.R.S. $17.060, should not be held liable for the $29,000,000.00

Margaret Judgment resulting after the hearirrg wherein the District Court

denied Margaret's Motion to Quash summons.

This Court's intervention is warranted.

A. Writ Standard

This Court has the power to issue writs of mandamus and prohibition.28

This Court may issue a writ of mandamus to "€r district court or a judge olthe

district court, to compel the performance of un aat'which the law especially

enjoins as a duty resulting from an office, trust or station."2e A writ of

2'1 Diaz v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Cor+4, lI5 Nev. 88, 93, 993 P.2d 50, 54

(2000).

28 Nevada Constitution Article 6 Section 4.

- 1/l

2e N.R.s. $34.160.
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mandamus "shall be issued in all cases where there is not a plain, speedy and

adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law.30 *A writ of mandamus is

available to . . . control a manifest abuse or arbitrary or capricious exercise of

discretion."3l "However, even if an adequate legal remedy exists, this court

will consider a writ petition if an important issue of law needs clarification or

if review would serve a public policy or judicial economy interest."32 cc1'

district court would necessarily abuse its discretion if it based its ruling otl an

elroneous view of the ,u*."i The District Court's Margaret Judgment is

based on enoneous views of the applicable law in regards to N.R.S. 17.030,

thus necessitatins this Writ.

A writ of prohibition is the appropriate remedy for a district court's

improper exercise of jurisdiction.3a A writ nf prohibition "arrests the

proceedings of any tribunal . . . when such proceedings are without or in

30 N.R.s. $34.1 70

3t State v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court of Neva4a,I27 Nev. Adv. Op.84,257

lP.3d 777, 779 (Nev., 20Il) see also G.urrrOm .y. S]]ATE. DEPT. OF

EDUCATION, l2l Nev. 37 | (2005)

32 Diaz v" Eighth Judicial Dist. Cour[,

33 BMW v. Roth,I27 Nev. Adv. Op,

(quotations omitted)

34 N.R.s 934.320

116 Nev. 88, 93, 993 P.2d 50,54 (2000)

1,252P |.Jd 649 (Nev., 20Il)

-15
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excess of the jurisdiction of such tribunaI."3s A writ of prohibition is also

available "where there is not a pnain, speedy and adequate remedy in the

ordinary course of law.36 The District Court's enfiy of the $29,000,000.00

Margaret Judgment is without or in excess of the District Court's jurisdiction,

necessitating this Writ to prohibit its enforcement.

B. Margaret Does Not Oualifr Under: NRS 17.030 as a Joint Debtor
Not Originally Summoned.

Although Margaret never was named as a party in the action, and

never appeared in the caption, the District Court imposed liability under

N.R.S. $17.030 to the tune of $29,000,000.00. The District Court's effoneous

interpretation of the language in N.R.S. $17.030 ("those who were not

originallv served with the summons and did not appear to the action") cannot

be applied to those were never named in the underlying pleading as parties.

The statutory scheme of N.R.S. $$12.0:O -- 17.080 (Parties Not Origirrally

Summoned) was interpreted by the District Court to mean that the Real Parties

in Interest could add an entirely new party to the Default Judgment who was

never named in the SAC. This cannot be a correct interpretation of the plain

ts N.R.s.

36 N.R.s.

s34.320

$34.330.

- 16
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meaning3T of the statute.3s In fact, N.R.S. $17.040 states thaI"It shall nol be

necessary to file a new complaint." The plain meaning of N.RS" $17.030 is

that the joint debtor was already named in the complaint for the joint

indebtedness, but was not served prior to obtaiLning the judgment co-joint

debtors.

The fact that Margaret cannot be brought in under N.R.S. $17.030

where she is not named in the SAC is supported by Califc,rnia's interpretation

of their identical statute, California Code of Civil Frocedure 9893e ("CCP

37 Biscay v. MGM Resorts Int'l. Cofp. , l3I Nev. Adv. Op'. 46, 352 P.3d 1 148

(Nev., 2015) citing MGM Mi 'n, I25 Nev. 223,226

(2009) ("This court has established that when it is presenLted with an issue of

statutory inLterpretation, it should give effect to the statute'rs plain meaning. . " .

Thus, when the language of a statute is plain and unambigpous, such that it is

oapable of only one meaning, this court should not construe that stettute

otherwise."

38 "Statutory interpretation is a question of law that we rev.iew de novo, even

in the context of a writ petition." Inteimational Game Techrnolog,v v.-Dig!-&.,

124 Nev. 193,179 P.3d 556 (Nev., 2Q08) citing D.R-Hortry--Dist" Ct., 123

Nev. 468 (2007).

3e Califomia Code of Civil Procedure 989:

When a against one or more of several
persons, an obligation, by proceeding as

provided e who were not originally served

-11
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$989"), from which N.R.S. $17.030 is duplicated. In Meller & Snyder v=R &

T Properties. Inc.,ar the California Appellate Court made it clear that if a 1>arty

was not originally named in the underlying ca$e, they are entitled to a motion

to quash the new summons:

Section 989 et seq. applies only when the allesed
ioint debtor was named or ioined asg partv and a
joint liability cause of action was stated against it,
but it was not served with summons. ($$ 98q,
410.70; Brenelli Amedeo" S_,P.A._ v. tsakara
Furniture. Inc. (1994) 29 CaLApp. th 1828, tr840, 35
Cal.Rptr.2d 348; Vincbnt v. G:ayson, supra, 30
Cal.App.3d at p. 905, 106 Cal.Rptr.733; McRae v.
Bates, supra, 196 CaLApp.2d, at p. 5I2; , 16
Cal.Rptr. 565 8 Witkin, CaI. Procedure (4th ed.
1997) Enforcement of Judgment;, $ 389, p. 389;
Ahart, Cal. Practice Guide: F,nforcing Judgments

# r, 1995.)
ade a partv

to the action, and asaiirst whom no_igrnt liabilfi
cause of action was stated. is entitled to an order
quashins the ioint debtor summons: (iV[g\ae v.
Bates, supra, 196 Cal.App.2d at pp. 512-513, 16
Cal.Rptr. 565; see Vinbent v-Grallson, supra, 30
Cal.App.3d at p. q05, 106 Cal.I{ptr. 733.)
(emphasis added)

with the summons, and did qot appear in the action, may be
summoned to appear before thb court in whictr such.judgment is
entered to show cause why they should not be bound by the
judgment, in the same manner as though they had been originally
served with the summons.

4t 52 Cal.App.4th 1303, 73 Cal.Rptr.dd740 (Cal"App. 1998).
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The California Court has also hend that "IJnder Code of Civil Procedure

section 989, joint debtors who were named but not served may be ordered to

show cause why they should not be bound by a judgment on the obligation."a2

Jln Brenelli Amedeo, S.P.A. v. Bakana Furniturg. Inc., 35 Cal. Rptr. 2d348,29

Cal. App. 4th1828, 1840, (Cal.App.2 Dist. 1994) the Court explained:

This fSection 989] proceeding is useful in cases

where more than one party is indebted upon an
obligation and the plaintiff names all of the parties_gg

defendants but is unable to effect personal service of
summons, e.8., because one of the parties is a

nonresident. Section 989 permits the trial court that
heard and decided the case to bring the joint debtor
before that court to show cause why he or she should
not be bound by the judgment. (emphasis added)

In Vincent v. Gralrsona3, the California appeals court stated that to

judgment against a joint debtor undep CCP $989 that was not named

be to permit a new lawsuit against a defendant without aflordins

enter a

"would

him the

protection of the normal rules of procedure available in a plenary action."

42 DKN I{OLDINGS LLC v. FAERtsER. 61 Ca1.4th8tr.3,352P.3d378n.4

(2015)

43 106 Cal.Rptr. 733, 742 (1973) (Suo,h an act would also render the statutory

scheme fbr j oint debtor proceedings'tincomprehensible")
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Margaret was not named in the SAC. Ther:efore, the District Court

may not exercise jurisdiction over her under N.R.S. $17.030 and enter the

$29,000,000. 00 Judgment.

c. The District court violated the Statute By Not_ano@
Margaret to File an AnsWer

Itn addition to the fact that Margaret was not named in the SAC, she

was not even given the opportunity to Answer the N.R.S. 17.030 action

against her. N.R.S. $17.060 states that "Upon such summons, the defendant

may answer. . ." Further, $17.070 states, "lf the defendant, in his or her

answer, deny the judgment, or set up any defense . . ."

In response to the Summons Margaret, who was not named in the

original action, filed a Motion to Quash (Appendix Exhibit 6(4D) in

accordance with Meller & Sn)'der v. R & T Pfopertiriq-Inc., which states that

she "is entitled to an order quashing the.joint debtor summons."44 However,

the District Court denied the Motion of Quash. Compounding that error,

instead of following the Nevada statutory scheme and allLowing Margaret the

opportunity to file an Answer, the District Court immediately entered the

$29,000,000.00 Judgment simply uppn denying her Motion to euash.as The

44 62 Cal.App.4th 1303 (1998) (emphhsis added).

a5 Appendix Exhibit'(7".
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District Court's ruling, resulting in the Margaret Judgment, is an effoneous

view of N.R.S. I7.030 et seq.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the Petitioner respeatfully requests that this

Honorable Court intervene in the Petitioner's District Court case and issue a

Writ of Mandamus, compelling the District Court to set aside the Margaret

Judgment as void. In the alternative, Petitioner seeks a Writ of Prohibition,

arresting the District Court from any enforcement of the Margaret Judgment.

Dated: 2"}'l', 4. /t

Nevada []ar No, 4972
300 South Fourth Street
Surite 1020

Margaret Rawson
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VERTFTCATION PURSUANT T() r.{.R.AXJ1 (AX5)

STATE OF NEVADA )
)

COLINTY OF CLARK )
SS:

I, Peter Dubowsky, being duly sworn, deposes utr4 ssrgSl

That he is the counsel of record for the Petitioner, Margaret Rawson, in

the above-entitled matter, has read the forgoing Petition for'Writ of Mandamus

or, in the Alternative, for Writ of Prohibition and knows the content thereof;

that the same is true of his own knowledge except for those matters therein

stated upon information and beliefl, and as to those matters he believes the

same to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that [he foregoing is true and correct.

Dated this dav of
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CERTIFICAIE OF SI]RVICE

The undersigned, an employee of Dubowsky L,aw office, chtd., hereby

<+.
certifies that on the 

'Zt ' day of oclttbe,t^ , 2016, l deposrited in the lJnited

States Mail, postage prepaid, a true and correct copy of tlhe foregoing Petition

for Writ of Mandamus or, in the Alternative, for Writ of Prohibition,

addressed as follows:

The Honorable Michael P. Gibbons
Ninth Judicial District Court Judge
Department II
1038 Buckeye Road
P.O. Box 218
Minden, Nevada 89423

Michael L. Matuska, Esq.
Matuska Law Offices
937 Mica Drive, Suite 16,.{
Carson City, Nevada 89705

An employee of Dubowsky Office. Chtd.
il


