
49

Docket 71548   Document 2016-33046



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



 

i 

 

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 

 

D
U

B
O

W
S

K
Y

 L
A

W
 O

F
F

IC
E
, 
C

H
T

D
. 

 

C
H

T
D

.C
H

C
H
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 

MARGARET RAWSON, 

 

  Petitioner, 

 vs. 

THE NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

COURT OF THE STATE OF 

NEVADA IN AND FOR THE 

COUNTY OF DOUGLAS; and THE 

HONORABLE MICHAEL P. 

GIBBONS, DISTRICT JUDGE, 

 

  Respondent 

PEGGY CAIN, JEFFREY CAIN and 

HELI OPS INTERNATINOAL, LLC, 

 

                        Real Parties in Interest 
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The Honorable Michael P. Gibbons, Department II 

Peter Dubowsky, Esq. 
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DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD. 
300 South Fourth Street 
Suite 1020 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 360-3500 
Fax (702) 360-3515 
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This document does nol contnin perronal informgflgn 0f tny porssn.
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INTERNATIONAL, LLC,

Michael L, Matuska, Matusks

follows;

CAIN, JEFFREY CAIN" and

by and through their oounsEl

Ltd., nnd Xrereby allege, aver, and

(?laiutiffs')f
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'1. plaintiffs peggy Caiu and Jeffrey Cain (cojilectively flre ..Cains,) 
flre now aud at a1l

tirnes rrentioned herein werp residents of Doqglas counfy, Neveds.
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,1. plaintiff Heli Ops Internationel, LLC: (,,HeJi Op*,,) is now and at all tiures
mentioned herein was ao Oregon iirnitod liability companf,, dr:ly organieed and existing under the
laq's of the state of Oregon,

3' Defendant c4 wortdwide, Ino' ("ct'ris now iand at a[ tinres medtioded herein was
a Nevadl corporation, duly organizcd and existing un<[er the laws of the state of Ns*ader, whioh
has contractuaty consented to jurisdicticn and venue in Douglau county, Nevada.

4' D.R. Rawson (,,Rawson") is now and at all tirues nentioned hersin was a rresidpnt
of Orarrge County, California, who has contractually, cousrentpd ro jurisdicrion and venue in
Douglas Countg Nevada.

5' Defendant Richard Price fTrice") is no\rv and at ail tirnes mentioned herein was a
resident of Travis County, Texqs.

6' Dofendant Joe Baker ("Baker") is now imd at ail ilmes mentioned herein was a
resid€nt of Williarnson County, Texas.

7' Defendant Mickey shackelford (*shackelford") is now ancl at all times mentioned
hercin was a resident of Tulsa County, Oklahoma,

I' Defendant MichaEl K. Kavanagh ("KavanLagh,') is now and st sll hmes men:tioned
herein was a resident of Riverside Cowrly, Califonria.

9' Defendant Jeffrey Edwards ("Edwards') is now and at all dmes mentioned herein
rvas a resident of Clay Counly, Florida.

g 
=l T"ff times referpnqed herein tvere

officers ancl/or directors of C4,

I l^ The true ramed or capacities, whetluu inditriduql, ccrrporate, s.ssociate or otherwise,
of the defendants sued herein as Does I thrcugh 10, in,rlu;sive, ue unknown to plaimiffs, who are
informed and believe' and tfteteon allege, that each of ttrese lictitiotrsly named clefendants is tn
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inducement for Fleintiffs to rnake the loan.

L7. By agreement dared February

C4 acknowledged tteir liability for flre

Do llars ($20,000,000), to getlrer rvith interest

81 2010 (the ,tSefilernent 
Agreement,.), Rawson and

due to Plaintiffs in the amount of Trrrcnty Million

fhereo,l st lhre rff.ttr of nine perDent (g0lo) per $nnuln

-J-

some wayliable to Plaintiffs ot' fl,e causes of action below, alrd therefore $ues these Defenda'ts
by such :fictitious names' Plaintiffs wiil nLve tcr srnenir this complaint arrd inseit the truo nqrnes

rts lvlrem the same havo beon s$certiained,

$, anrC fJrereon allege, that at all tirnr:e herein

defenclant wa-s the principal, agent, co"venfi$er,w- Y|eillt|IEtl
paftner, surety, guarafltor, offic,er, director, and/or emplcyee of each co-defendturt orrd in cloing the

e of audrority arrd wirh the permission of ench co-

ssions herpinafte"r set forth, and by reason thereof

iefpr;ryed herein,

EAcKcn[rnili ro (]LArMs

13" In approxirnately Novemuei] zool, Dpfendantri induced the cains, tfuoulgh their
business Eteli Ops, to loan one Million Doilars ($1,000,tt00) to C4 for rhe purpose of enab,ling C4
to acquire Collateralized Mortgage Obligatidns (,,CIvfOs,,; with *re loan proceeds.

s loatred C4 One lvlillion Dollars ($1,00t1,000)

and Promissory Note that obligatect C4 to

;000) no later than sixry (60) days frorn the date
ofthe loan' The payment was sent from the feH ops principa! offiee in Nevada^

15' c4 defaulted in its obligations underdhe lo;n zurd has failed to repey any part of ir.
t6' AII of the individually named Defendants partieipated in oornrnunications wilfi the
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Rawson's Eud c4's acknowledgement of llability is sttached. hereto ss Erhibir I.
I8' under the setrlement Agre[men[ h-**ron and c4 promised fo pay plaintiffs the

total surn of rwenty Million Dollars ($ed,0oo,0o0), plus all accurnulated interesf no later than

€mento Raws,cn ard C4 agreed that ariy legal
action would be filed in Douglas Countyo lieved*

?CI' Rawsor and c4 Imve failed hnd refrrsea ro pa1, plaintilfs the Twenty Millic,n Dollar

il.

(Bredch 
"r 

IfllL*l*t'
2l ' Plairrtiffs incorporate o, ,.rlrrnr* he'eirr ure attegations set fonh in the pr:eceding

paragraphs as if those allegatioru w*re r*pe{t*d in their entirety herein.

22' Plai*iffs havo satisfied ail Jonditions precedeut on theh part, or such cohditions

have been waived or excu$ed, under trre Febfruary zg,zalaseftrenrent Agreement.

23- Rawson and c4 have breaciled the settlment Agreement by failing to pny the
Twe,'ty Millions Dollar ($20,000,000) oblishion owerl to plaintitk, or any parr.thereof

|t
from Decenrber 3l' 2009 until paia in fillr. A copy of the sietrlement Agreeme't setfing forilr
Rz\xrc^.to -".A r,,tt- -^r-

24' Fursuant to section 4 of the s[drment Agreement, plaintilfs are entitled to recover
all attomey'g fees, costs, and expenses i in pursuiug rhis a+tion.

25,, Plaintifrs are entitled to i Ltsj"Itaw*qtand C4 intte amount of

individual Defsndants knerv or should have ldno

Million Dollus ($20,000,000), plus iuterert at tlre rate of nino percent (9Zu) per an*unr from

ecuted the SEttlcmcnt Agleemenf each of the

DZtb tate4

4-
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T2

tbat C4 was a rnere shell corporation with no ability to repay the aurornts owed, and Rawson had
no intention of repaying the loan.

for hererin,

28. plaintiffs are firrther snd be'liege and on that basis allege rlrat C4 was
created for the sole purpose ofFansacting with the Pluintiffs and does not corchrct any
other businessi ttat C4 owne no assets than assets desqibed in this Conplaint; that C4 was
never firndod or capiutized; and that the

lgaqraLprr as if ttrose allega$ons were in their entirety herein.

uerJ'r'€rrt(vLr' arls tnar ure Fdividualily uamcd defendants have comingl6cl thoit
petsonal fiaances with that of c4 and di*efiarde<t rhe corporuto e,nrify by taking loans frorn c4 to

(Frard)

29' Plaintiffs inoorytorate by referlrnoe hrerein the allogations set fofih In ttre preceding
nha o^ irt|.^..- -rr,

Fj
F4
slgE
Hgo*
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E

I3

t4

l5

t6

I7
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t9

z0

2l

22

23

24

25

76

27

?8

herein c4 was a mere sham zurd *u* org[,rrired ind operated as the alter ego of the lndividual
Defenda'ts nafied herein for their Ferlonal beuefit o,lrJ advffitage, in that the iridividual
De&uclants have at all tirnes herein mentioled sxercisecl totar dominion and contor over c4. The
individual Defendant$ snd c4 have so intlrrningled their per'orral and financiar affairs that c4
was' and is' th" alter ego of the individual Defendants, and should be disregard*d. By reasou of"v wy uroreH(rfrlvtl. |J'y fpaFOU Ot
the failrun* of c4' each individual Defendanlshould be and is riahle to plainliff for the relief prayed

from Plairutiffs.

-5-
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32' Ths induceqrent included itr hrg.r part ;rromoti*ilal rnatoriars a'd r€sumes of all of
the individually named Defen'dants, inclulhe Rawsorn, price, Baker, shackerford, Kavrmagh and.qlvr, er4q*&vrrvru, I\4Yllnflgll ano

wed Flawson to misrepresent to plairrriffs the
intended Lrse qf the loaned firnds, the fikhihoorJ of olrtaining the dramatic retums recaesary to

ence and capabilities in order to induce Flaintiffs

I to sulbsequenttry intluce plaintiffs to co:ntinue to
defer taking legal actiol against Rarvson uJO C+ thereaftBr.

34 The Defendfluts knowingly hlowed Rawson to fuflher feoilitate or allow flhe waste
and irnproper dispositioa of the coilaterar adquirecl rvith the loaned funds, tlre cMos.

35' Plaintiffs re4son 
sentations and were unsrr,vare of

their true intentions.

36, Plaintiffs are e Defendants, and each crf them,
jointly sad severally, in the am 

$20,000,000), plus intereil at the
rare of nine pereent (9%) per 

I paid in full.
37, plaintiffs are furt ve and exemplaty darnages as a

result ofthe Defendanr' frqudul

THIRD CT-]AIM FOR II.DLTDT
(Ctvif Courpirncy)

:he allegalions sot forth in tlre preceding
24

25

26

)1

28

paragraphs as if those allegations were in their entirvty herein.

39' Defpndants Rarvsou, Baker, plrice, shackel.ford, Edwards, and Kavanagh corrspired
and knowingly parlicipated in an<l/or lent thdiilr names to a frarudulent scheme to i

flefer ftorn taking lsgal actiou therea$rr.

induge Pkrintiffs

E?t9:aae4
bS6SaB/S2.LT : tucr JJ str:9T 9TAe*130_rT
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6
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I
9

40' Defendants Rarvson, narcrf price:, shackelfcrrd, Fdwards, a'd Kavanngb are fuly
PloinrifP. .i* +t-^ ^-.-,--liable to Plainriffs in t}e amount or rw*rJry Millions lDollu's ($?0,000,000), plus inrerest at the

rate of nirne peroent (9yo) per arrnum from 31, 2009 until paid in full,

FOURTIT FOIIRE]I.IEF
)

41. Plaintiffs incorpomte by helein, the allt;garions set forth h the preceding
paragraphs as iftrrose alregadons *"r. ,.p*frrd in thEir entirety herejn.

tsr
Fl <

H;H
EHer
3 fE'H
5?XS
sgE-xE=5xoh+
l4

10

ll

t2

l3

t4

I5

15

r7

l8

l9

20

2T

2?

amecl defendants, as officers and clirectors of C4,

of C4, including plaintiffs,

namEcl Deferrdants did not participatrr in the
transadiorrs alleged herei4 then rhey brcacired their legral duty as ofificers and directors cf c4 to
monitor the business activitiEs of c4 and thb other indivjduals involved to prcvent c4 fronr being

e to Flaintiffs.

rl oondluct of ilre Defendants, and eaoh c,f flrenL

r prcved et hial in,er<cess of $t0900,

FrF-rH ["orIIto;R RELI EF

24

25

LO

27

28

(Conversiorn)

45- Plaintiffs inoorporate by referfnce herein the ailegations set forth in rhe preceding

paragraphs as if those allegations *",'u r.p.utfd in their ontirety herein,

g rnpertiuentpart:

($zo,o The firsr tw'entv milfio; USD

CMoa qropelf*antl profits leveraging thecMoe *r urtse,rr*lr,u-*^yll: wlu Bo to ttru.rffioi i;;ilrr, illif;tr rT;any disburcements to C4WV/.

.,

Zd,tf ;aov4
tS66egZS4LT ituoJj sT:91 ?trg,e-IJO_br

8



I

2

_'t

4

6

I
I

l0'0r Books and trecorcrs- The Joint ventue sharl keep adequatt:

llj1nX::i111^-lll".prdce oi iusr"**l,olri,,e ror*h a rue nnd coffecraacourt of all business trarisactions arisrini out of and in sonneotion witrrthe conduct of the joinr venlue.

checking ;rccount separate ftorn all other C4[ funds, but:nather, were placed irr C4's Wells Fargo
checking aocount no. xlffxxxl77 from wberbere ovEr $,100,000 of the funds were diverted as

I nronies received frorn the Wp as a
aratr: checKng ilc.count fiorn all other
JVII will be able to view the accouff
tlmc frorn any internef and computer

efendemts promised and agreed on .multiple
occasions to surtender c4's interest in trre cMos ro the f,laingi:flfs.

48' In contravention of the forefioing, ttre fiurds loened to c4 were not plarcd in a

ci
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E
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fnLZ

13

t4

r)

16

t7

l8

l9

20

21

22

paymeilts or loans to the indivirlual

49. The CMOs eamed divi (interest paymenrts) of appro*imately g17,000 per
month.

50. Also in sontravention ofthe ttre dividend$ wsre not paid to the pl:rintiffs,

but rather were divened for the benefit of the

51. AIso in contxavention of tle Qgl!nt!*ft* eatered into various

Plaintiffs.

52' The foregoing act$ coustilute a distinct exerpisc of dornimon and couhol by ttre
Defendants' and eaoh of thern, over Plaintiffsf crtacl, and othor frurds aud noney belongiug to the

24

z5

26

27

28

OEzt: aoeg
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(t
53' Defendants' acts of dominlon snd control are in deniql of and inconsisrent with
lb title anrl rights to the amourit loaned to c4, the cMos and the proceedsr 4erived

thorefrorrt.

t
?i9 E
gEs
tr nfr;,
6 d:rclittrH
5=iiFi

i,tE g
iEa
8Fd
hq\

E

Trurrt)

57. Plainrifts incoqporato by herein the allegations set forth in the preceding

Raragrephs as if thoso allegations were in their ontirety herein

58, A confrdential aud/or

Defendants,

relationsh:ip existad between the Flaintiffs rzurd the
18

l9

z0

2l

22

24

25

26

27

28

Jeffrey Eiain, urd Heli Ops pray for judgmenr

,9-

rerluon oy the Defendftils of any of the CMOs, flmormt$ diverred from flre
Plaintiffs' Ioan or dividends due to the Plaintiffs, aud/or a*y proceeds derived. therefrorn, would be

constiuctive trust is therefore essential to the
effectuationL ofj usrice.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiflts

agaiust Defondants as follows:

///

@dz6: eeed

PEgg/
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H
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t3

o
I and C4 $tror{dwide, [nc., for brcach of coiliact

damages in the artrorurf of rwonty Milliorrls Dollars ($2:0.000-00o), prus intersst et the rate of ninerare 0r ilne
perceff (9Vt per aru:l.wr from I irll, rogether witl attorney,s fees,
costs, and expertsBs incuned by

2. Ageinst Defendn. <elford, Kavanagh, arrd Edwards
for fraud damages in the arnour 

i20,000,000), plus intsrnst at the
rate of nine percent (97d per ann paid i* ftll.

3. For punitive dam arnount to be determined at Hial
dueto the fiaudulent couductder 

n.

4. For the impositior 
trusr

5. Forthe sost ofsu

6. For such other and further ruli"f * the Co,u$ deeurs just in the premises,

Respectfi rlly sub mitte d"

A1
Dared *. /tuy orNovemor. Jo,r.

rl
F;

E.EH
EHr n
o tr>'R

3I gE
T+E6r<55s
Fh

E

14

l5

I6

r7

18

T9

20

2r

22

23

Carson C4y, NV ggl05
(7',t5) 392^2j13
(7?5) 392..2318 (Fax)
Attonreys for Flainrtiffs

24

?{

26

27

28

MTC]IAEL I-. MATI.ISKA, SBI.I57I 
I-.---.----.---*

937lr,{ica Drivs, Suile 16d,
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2,

cERrIf'rgAlIc oru&YKIE

I I BY FACSIIVIILE:

t I By F,EDERAL EXpRn$s oNE_DAy DEl,IWtRr..

l;\Clicrl p;1"r\r,t,,*tion\Hc{i 
Ous\y. Rdvrro{t ld*sKphptrinr 2nd Amqrd.doc

Hff 
lo NRCP 5(b)' I cartify tdat I am ar CImptoyee of Maruska Lew office' and thar

on the d-a day of Novembet 2a12, r su'l'ea a hu€ flnd coflect copy of the prececring crocurrent
entitled sEcoND AMENDED coMpLJINT ns foliows;

_ Kelly R. Chase,Iisa.
LAw 0 FFr$il?fi jfr|:_Hrt, cxes E

Mi4den btv 894:ZJ

t X J BV U.S. MAIL: I deposited ior mailing in tho United States mail, with posrrge fi:lly
prepaid' an envelope conraining the above'ldentified docurnent(s) st carson ciry, Nevadu in the
ordinary course of business.

t I BY PERSoNAL sERvrcE; I personalty delivered the above.idEntified tloomrent(s)
by hand delivery to the office(s) of the pemoin(s) named above.
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t
rriH EItFs
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ll
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15

t6

17

l8

L9

20
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22

23

Odz[] I eoe6
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RECEIVED 
CASE NO.: 11-CV-0296 

DEPT. NO.: IX 2fll3r; r\ Y 17 rn f: o7 

MAY 1 4 2013 

DOUGLAS COUNTY 
DISTRICT COURT CLERK 

:- : • • , / I l 

This document does not contain personal information of any pe~so'n·: 
~ · .... ~ ~, ... ~.')~ t-: .... ~·· ·~-~-.A.. 

THE NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF NEVADA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS 

PEGGY CAIN. an individual: JEFFREY CAIN. 
an individual: and HELl OPS 
INTERNATIONAL LLC. an Oregon limited 
liability company. 

Plaintiffs. 

\' . 

D.R. RAWSON. an individual: 

DEFAULT JUDGMENT 

14 C4 WORLDWIDE. INC.. a Nevada corporation: 
RICHARD PRICE. an individual : JOE BAKER. 

15 an individual: MICKEY SHACKELFORD. 
an individual: MICHAEL K. KAVANAGH. 

16 an individual: JEFFREY EDWARDS. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

an individual: and DOES I through I 0. inclusive. 

Defendants. 

This matter comes before the Court on Plaintiffs· Motion for Entry of Default Judgment 

21 against Defendants DR Rawson. C4 Worldwide, Inc., Mickey Shackelford, and 

...,.., 

..., ... __ , 

24 

26 

27 

Michad K. Kavanagh. that was tiled on 14 March 2013. Plaintiffs' Motion for Entry of Default 

.Judgmenl was supported by affidavits from JetTrey K. Cain and Michael L. Matuska. Plaintiffs 

also filed a Motion to Certitj·.Jzulgmenl as Final on 21 March 2013. 

Defaults were entered against Rawson on 15 January 2013, against C4 on 23 January 2013, 

against Shackelford on 24 January 2013 and against Kavanagh also on 24 January 2014. 

Shackelford tiled an opposition to Plaintiffs· Motion for Entry of Default Judgment in which he 

-1-
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19 
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,.., 
--' 

24 

25 

26 

27 

also moved to set aside the default. On 7 May 2013. this court granted Shackelford's motion to 

set aside the default. As such. Shackelford will he allowed to tile his answer to Plaintiffs' Second 

Amended C 'omplaint and is not subject to this Default Judgment. Rawson. C4 and Shackelford did 

not oppose Plaintiffs" .\lotion .fin· r.:mry c~( /Jef(w/t .Judgment. None of the Defendants opposed 

Plaintins· .\lotion to C 'ertifi · .hu~!!,mentus Final. 

The underlying facts an: supported hy the \\ell-pled allegation of the Second Amended 

Complaint r·SAC'). the Setth:ment Agreement and Release of Claims attached thereto. and the 

affidavits submitted with the .\lotion.fhr Fntry o(!Je.f(w/t Jud~ment. Plaintiffs loaned One Million 

Dollars ($ 1.000.000) to C4 on 29 !\10\emher 2009. pursuant to a Joint Venture Agreement 

r·.JVA') for an investment in collateralized mortgage obligations ('"CMOs"). Pursuant to the 

express terms of the .IVA. Plaintiffs were to be repaid Twenty Million Dollars ($20.000,000) by 

30 December 2009. When C4 breached the .IV A. Rawson. the Chairman/CEO of C4. executed a 

Settlement Agreement and Release of All Claims in which he acknowledged the indebtedness and 

agreed to repay Plaintiff<> Twenty Million Dollars ($20.000.000) with interest at the rate of nine 

percent ( 9%) by 25 ~vtay 20 I 0. That agreement contained an attorney· s fees clause. Rawson and 

C4 bn:ached that agreement. as well. 

As a result of the defaults and their failure to oppose the Motion for Entry of Default 

.Judgment. C4. Ra\\son and Ka\·anagh consented to the entry of judgment and the well-pled 

allegations of the <. ·omplaint must he accepted as true. Estate <>l Lomastro v. American Family 

Ins .. 124 1\:e\. 1060. 195 P.3d 339 ('t\jev. 2008) ( .. Entry of default acts as an admission by the 

defending party of all material claims made in the complaint. Entry of default. therefore, generally 

resohes the issues of liability and causation and leaves open only the extent of damages.'') See 

also DCR I 3. 

_..,_ 
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19 

20 

21 

,, 
, .. __ , 

25 

26 

27 

C~ is a N~\ ada corporation and n~wr contested personal jurisdiction. The issue of 

personal jurisdiction mw Rawson. Ka\anagh and all other defendants was fully litigated and 

tinally r~solwd in fan)r of ~x~n.:ising jurisdiction over the Defendants. See 20 November 2012 

Order Denyin~ Renem•cl .\lotion to Dismiss Re Personal Jurisdiction or for Summary Judgment. 

and ( ira111 ing Second .\lot ionfilr I.e an' to Amend 

Based on th~ motion and aftida\·its and well-pled allegations of the SAC. and for good 

cause appearing. IT IS HEREBY ORDERED ADJllDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiffs' 

.\lotion .fin· D111:\ · o(DI.!ti.wlr .luclgmem is GRANTED against C4. Rawson and Kavanagh. 

Jl 1DGMENT SHALL BE AND IS HEREBY ENTERED as follows: 

I. In Plaintiffs· !~nor and against Defendant C4. Rawson and Kavanagh. jointly and 

se\'Crally. in the principal amount of Twenty Million Dollars ($20.000.000). Although it may not 

he necessary to do so. th~ following recital s~ts for the liability of the different defendants under 

th~ \ arious causes of action : 

a. In Plaintiffs" t~n·or and against C4 and Rawson. jointly and severally. in the 

principal amount of Tw~nty Million Dollars ($20.000.000) under the First Claim for Relief 

for hr~ach of th~ Settl~m~nt Agr~~ment and Release of All Claims. 

h. In Plaintiffs" favor and against C4. Rawson and Kavanagh. jointly and 

se\-crall~. 111 the principal amount of Tv.enty Million Dollars ($20.000.000) under the 

Second Claim for Rdid' (Fraud): Third Claim for Relief (Civil Conspiracy): Fourth Claim 

for Relit!!' (1\iegligcnce): Fifth Claim t()r Relief (Conversion): and Sixth Claim for Relief 

(Constructive Trust). 

c. In addition to the joint and several liability imposed under paragraphs a) 

and h) ahm ~- Rawson and Ka\ anagh ar~ also individually liable for the breach of the 

Settl~m~nt Agr~cm~nt and Rdease of All Claims that is the subject of the First Claim for 

23



3 

5 

6 

7 

Relief (Breach of Contract) based on the doctrine of alter ego. Based on the affidavits and 

the well-pled allegations of the SAC. C4 was never funded, Rawson and Kavanagh 

commingled their personal finances with those of C4 by diverting the Plaintiffs' 

investment funds. used C4 to perpetrate a fraud. and it would be unjust to allow Rawson 

and Kavanagh to maintain the corporate shield as a defense in this situation. 

') The judgment shall bear interest at the rate of nine percent (9%) per annum from 

8 30 December 2009 until paid. 

9 

10 

II 

I~ 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

, ... __ , 

25 

26 

28 

.., 
-'· Plaintiffs are further awarded their costs in the amount of $2,524.52 and reasonable 

attorney's fees in the amount of $40.265.40. which amounts shall also bear interest at the rate of 

nine percent ( 9%) per annum from the date of this Order until paid. Plaintiffs are also entitled to 

recover attorney's fees incurred in the enforcement of this judgment. 

4. No just cause existing for delay. this judgment shall be and hereby 1s a final 

judgment pursuant to NRCP 54. 

Dated this q- day of May 2013. 

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

-4-
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