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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Non-party Steve Sanson hereby specially appears to oppose Petitioner Brandon Paul 

Saiter’s motion to issue an OSC re: contempt against Sanson for his purported violation of the 

Court’s October 6, 2016 Order in this case (the “Order”).  A copy of the Order is attached as 

Exhibit 3 to Sanson’s Declaration (“Sanson Decl.”) filed herewith.   

This motion is but one part of the over the top, beyond the bounds of reason measures 

that Abrams is taking to eliminate from public view a court-produced video transcript that 

simply shows her arguing a client’s case in court.   

Abrams is apparently so mortified by her own behavior that she will at nothing to get the 

video out of public view.  This includes now asking the Court to find Sanson, the President of 

Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”)1 which posted the video online, in criminal 

contempt.  Abrams is actually asking the Court to throw Sanson in jail for 54 days, which she 

unabashedly implies is a good faith break from the 7 years, 4 months and 24 days she thinks he 

should otherwise receive.2  Mtn., 17:19-21.  All this, for Sanson purportedly violating a 

Stipulated Order issued in a case in which he is not a party.  As shown below, the Court has no 

jurisdiction over him, and the Order is legally void because it was issued in violation of state 

and federal laws.  

The harassment meted out by Abrams and her fiancé, Marshal Willick, towards Sanson, 

VIPI and others demonstrate that this motion has much to do with Abrams and little to do with 

her client.  After disseminating the video, Abrams sent the Court an Email complaining that the 

                                                                 
1 VIPI is a non-profit that operates as a government watchdog.  It lobbies government on behalf 
of veterans and works to expose public wrongdoing and corruption.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 2.  Its 
philosophy is to safeguard the principles of democracy that countless veterans have lost their 
lives to protect.  VIPI is also for all intents and purposes a member of the media.  It operates a 
weekly internet talk show that features public officials and others who discuss issues of public 
concern, it writes blogs and articles, administers Facebook pages on which it distributes 
information, and it sends email updates to its members and others with its latest news.  Id. 
 
2 This in spite of the fact that NRS 22.100(2) caps imprisonment for contempt to 25 days. 

AA001290



 

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE: CONTEMPT 
- 3 

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

video made her look bad.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 4, Ex. 2.  Indeed, Abrams even argues in this motion 

that the video should be taken down because “the information being disseminated with the video 

is "intended to place [the undersigned] in a bad light." Mtn., 11:3-5.  Tellingly, despite all of the 

conclusory statements that Abrams makes about how upset her client is over the release of the 

courtroom video, she fails to provide any affidavit from her client in support of the motion.   

Even the “take down” notices that Abrams claims her client sent to VIPI’s online service 

providers were in fact sent by her and Willick.  Sanson Decl., ¶11, Ex. 7.  Interestingly, she 

refused to provide copies of these notices to Sanson’s counsel and now fails to submit them as 

exhibits to her motion even though they are prominently discussed in the moving papers.   

Abrams and Willick recently each filed separate lawsuits against Sanson and VIPI (and 

others) in District Court claiming a plethora of identical causes of action.  (See, complaints in 

Abrams v. Schneider, case no. A-17-749318-C and Willick v. Sanson, case, attached as Exs. 4 

and 6 respectively to Sanson Decl.)  Abrams’ complaint is based on VIPI’s distribution of the 

court video and its criticisms of Abrams’ court practices.  Willick’s lawsuit is based on VIPI’s 

criticism of his court practices.  While the gravamen of their complaints is defamation, the 

complaints make fantastical claims of RICO violations (even though there are no factually 

supported RICO related crimes alleged), intentional and negligent infliction of emotional distress 

(even though this is improbable given that Abrams and Willick are hardened family law 

litigators), conspiracy of action (even though no inherently dangerous activity, e.g., drag-racing, 

is alleged as required for this cause of action), copyright infringement (even though state courts 

have no subject matter jurisdiction over federal copyright claims), etc. 

But Abrams and Willick didn’t stop there.  They individually and together engaged in a 

campaign to shut VIPI down by getting its email service provider, Constant Contact, to suspend 

its account so it could no longer effectively communicate with its members.  Sanson Decl., ¶11, 

Ex. 7.  While VIPI has since switched to the Mail Chimp email distribution service, its 

viewership under this service has significantly dropped.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 11.  They are also using 

unfounded claims of privacy and/or copyright infringement (reportedly including claims of 

ownership the Court’s video transcript) to take VIPI’s postings off the internet.   
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Willick has also resorted to viciously disparaging Sanson and VIPI online, falsely 

claiming that VIPI is a “sham organization,” is an “unethical scheme to extort concessions,” is 

used to fund Sanson’s personal expenses, fails to file tax returns, has a “sham” radio show and a 

fraudulent endorsement process.  He calls Sanson a “hypocrite…but even worse,” “repugnant,” 

“a sleazy extra out of ‘Harper Valley PTA,’” “slimy beyond words,” and a “two-bit unemployed 

hustler,” who was “forced to flee California.”  He also accuses Sanson of “shaking down 

candidates for cash and conspiring with like-minded cronies.”  Sanson Decl., ¶¶ 8-9, Ex. 5.  

These statements are worse than those for which Willick and Abrams are suing VIPI and Sanson 

in their defamation actions.   

While the above alone should give this Court pause, the reasons to deny the present 

motion are embedded in the most basic of legal and democratic principles: 

1. Courts do not have jurisdiction over non-parties.  Sanson is not a party to this 

action, has never been served with legal process in the case, and does not voluntarily submit to 

the jurisdiction of this Court.  An OSC re: contempt against a non-party would be, among other 

things, a violation of Sanson’s federal and state constitutional due process rights.  Moreover, the 

Order was expressly issued and based on the “Stipulation of the Parties.”  Sanson was not 

involved with such stipulation and never agreed to be bound by it.  It is axiomatic that 

stipulations cannot bind non-parties, and neither can orders thereon.   

2. Courts do not have subject matter jurisdiction to enforce void or voidable orders.  

This Order is void because it violates federal and state constitutional free speech rights and was 

issued in violation of Nevada laws.  Discussing and disseminating information about a court 

proceeding—which is of course presumed public— is a constitutionally- protected right that 

cannot be infringed absent a “compelling state interest.”  Such interest must be specifically 

identified and supported in the Order.  Neither the Order nor Petitioner identifies such state 

interest.  Further, any measures taken by the court to address such interest must be narrowly 

tailored.  It is unlawful for the Court to simply seal the entire case, as the Order purports to do.  

Further, the Order is based on the Stipulation of the Parties and cannot bind non-parties such as 

Sanson who never agreed to the Stipulation.  Accordingly, the Order is void and is therefore 
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beyond the subject matter jurisdiction of the Court to enforce.  Instead, the Court has a legal 

obligation to vacate it, and Sanson hereby requests that it do so.  Jordon v. Gilligan, 500 F.2d 

701, 710 (6th Cir., 1974) ("a court must vacate any judgment entered in excess of its 

jurisdiction.")  

3. If this Court grants Petitioner’s motion and issues an OSC re: Contempt, which it 

should not, then Sanson hereby moves to disqualify this judge, and demands that a different 

judge be assigned to hear such OSC.  While contempt hearings in family law cases are typically 

heard by the judge who issued the underlying order, in this case, this judge has a vested interest 

in the outcome of such OSC and should be disqualified pursuant to Rule 2.11 of the Code of 

Judicial Conduct.  VIPI’s postings indicate that the video transcript that is the subject of the 

Order reflects negatively on the judge for failing to control her courtroom.  This Judge, an 

elected official, would not be able to avoid the appearance of partiality should she preside over 

an OSC that would affect whether a video that may reflect poorly on her should be kept from 

public view.   

Accordingly, the Court should deny Petitioner’s motion in its entirety. 

II. THE COURT DOES NOT HAVE PERSONAL JURISDICTION OVER SANSON 

There can be no dispute that Sanson is not a party to this action.  The Nevada Supreme 

Court has “consistently defined a party as someone who has been named a party in the record, 

and who, as such, is served with process and enters an appearance.”  Frank Settelmeyer & Sons, 

Inc. v. Smith & Harmer, Ltd., 124 Nev. 1206, 1212, n.3, 197 P.3d 1051, 1055 (2008).  Generally, 

a stranger to an action cannot appear in the action or make a motion in it (State ex rel. Garaventa 

Land & Livestock Co. v. Second Jud. Dist. Ct. 61 Nev. 350, 354, 128 P.2d 266, 268 (1942)), nor 

can a court adjudicate such non-party’s rights without appropriate constitutional Due Process 

protections, including an opportunity to be heard.  The United States Supreme Court has held 

that the validity of the Order may be affected by a failure to give constitutionally required due 

process notice and an opportunity to be heard.  Earle v. McVeigh, 91 U.S. 503, 23 L.Ed. 398 

(1875).  It should go without saying that no order may be rendered in violation of constitutional 

protections.   
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Here, the Order was issued after VIPI (acting through Sanson) disseminated the video, 

and after VIPI refused to voluntarily and unnecessarily relinquish its First Amendment rights.  

The Order, undoubtedly drafted by Abrams, purported to retroactively seal all the records in the 

case and to broadly apply even to non-parties who were never given an opportunity to be heard.  

This is of course not constitutionally permitted.   

Moreover, the Order was expressly entered into by Stipulation of the Parties – again, 

Sanson was never a party and never stipulated to the form or contents of the Order.  He cannot 

therefore be bound by it.  Indeed, it is axiomatic that stipulations cannot bind unrelated third 

parties.   

Petitioner’s argument that Sanson should become subject to the Court’s jurisdiction 

because he “interjected himself into this case by taking possession of and disseminating a closed 

hearing video for the purpose of impacting the outcome of the litigation in exchange for Mr. 

Schneider’s payment to him” and “by reposting two hearing videos after being personally served 

with an order prohibiting their dissemination” is unfounded.  First, no one submits to the 

jurisdiction of the court simply by obtaining a publicly available video transcript or 

disseminating it.  If that were the law, news agencies and any citizen could be subject to the 

jurisdiction of every court, which is of course not the case.  The allegation that the hearing was 

“closed” under Rule 5.02 is of no import since, as discussed in Section III.B herein, Rule 5.02 

does not operate to seal hearing transcripts.  Moreover, it appears that there may have been no 

basis to close the hearing if it was in fact closed at the time.  Further, reposting the hearings after 

being served with the Order is also of no import since the Court had and continues to have no 

jurisdiction over Sanson and cannot purport to bind him to an Order based on a stipulation of 

counsels in a case in which he is not involved.  Indeed, Petitioner cites to no law to support this 

untenable position.  

Since the Court lacks personal jurisdiction over Sanson, the motion for OSC re: contempt 

should be denied for this reason alone.   
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III. THE COURT LACKS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION AS THE ORDER IS 

VOID OR VOIDABLE AND CANNOT SERVE AS A BASIS FOR CONTEMPT. 

Even if the Court somehow had personal jurisdiction over Sanson, which it does not, it 

does not have subject matter jurisdiction to enforce the Order since the Order is void for failing 

to comply with applicable law.  In a 1996 family law case, the Nevada Supreme Court held that 

an order that is void exceeds the subject matter jurisdiction of the court, and the court cannot 

enforce it:   

In this state it is clearly the law that the violation of an order in excess of 
the jurisdiction of the issuing court cannot produce a valid judgment of 
contempt, and that the "jurisdiction" in question extends beyond mere 
subject matter or personal jurisdiction to that concept described by us in 
Abelleira v. District Court of Appeal [17 Cal. 2d 280, 109 P.2d 942, 948 
(1941)]: "Speaking generally, any acts which exceed the defined power of 
a court in any instance, whether that power be defined by constitutional 
provision, express statutory declaration, or rules developed by the courts 
and followed under the doctrine of stare decisis, are in excess of 
jurisdiction, [. . . .]  

 

Del Papa v. Steffen, 915 P.2d 245, 249 (1996), quoting, In re Berry, 68 Cal. 2d 137, 65 Cal. 

Rptr. 273, 280, 436 P.2d 273, 280 (1968) (some citations omitted).  The court in Del Papa 

concluded: 

Although the Whitehead panel had subject matter jurisdiction in the 
Whitehead case, it acted in excess of that jurisdiction under the First 
Amendment, NRS 1.090, and the ARJD in ordering that the proceedings 
in the Whitehead case before this court be kept confidential. Therefore, 
those orders were void, and their violation cannot produce a valid 
judgment of contempt.   

 

Id.;  See also, State Indus. Ins. System v. Sleeper, 100 Nev. 267, 269, 679 P.2d 1273, 1274 

(1984) (“a person may not be held in contempt of a void order”); Kalb v. Feuerstein, 308 U.S. 

433, 60 S.Ct. 343 (1940) (a void order does not create any binding obligation).   

For the reasons stated below, the Order is void and cannot serve as the basis of a 

contempt order.   
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A. COURT PROCEDINGS ARE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC AS A MATTER OF 

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT, COMMON LAW, AND STRONG PUBLIC POLICY. 

In the family law case of Del Papa v. Steffen, 915 P.2d 245, 248 (1996), the Nevada 

Supreme Court recognized that the unwarranted sealing of court documents or procedures 

violates constitutional rights: 

Court ordered confidentiality orders implicate First Amendment concerns. 
The First Amendment prohibits Congress from making any law "abridging 
the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably 
to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances." 
U.S. Const. amend. I. The Fourteenth Amendment makes this prohibition 
applicable to state actions as well. U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1. The First 
Amendment guarantees public access to places traditionally open to the 
public, such as criminal trials. Richmond Newspapers, Inc. v. Virginia, 
448 U.S. 555, 577, 580, 100 S. Ct. 2814, 2827, 2829, 65 L. Ed. 2d 973 
(1980). In Richmond, the Supreme Court noted that though the right to 
attend civil trials was not at issue before it, "historically both civil and 
criminal trials have been presumptively open." Id. at 580 n. 17, 100 S. Ct. 
at 2829 n. 17. A state may deny this right of public access only if it 
shows that "the denial is necessitated by a compelling government 
interest, and is narrowly tailored to serve that interest." Globe 
Newspaper Co. v. Superior Court, 457 U.S. 596, 607, 102 S. Ct. 2613, 
2620, 73 L. Ed. 2d 248 (1982). 

 

(Emphasis added); See also, Civil Rights for Seniors, Nonprofit Corp. v. Admin. Office of the 

Courts, 313 P.3d 216, 129 Nev. Adv. Op. 80 (Nev. 2013) (acknowledging First Amendment 

rights of access in criminal and civil judicial proceedings).   

Indeed, there is a strong legal presumption, dating to common law, that courtroom 

proceedings are open to the public.  Stephens Media v. Eighth Judicial District Court, 125 Nev. 

849 (2009); Richmond Newspapers, Inc. v. Virginia, 448 U.S. 555, 564–69, 580, n. 17 (1980); 

Nixon v. Warner Communications, Inc., 435 U.S. 589, 597–98 (1978). 

The United States Supreme Court recognized the importance of public access to both 

criminal and civil courts in Gannett Co., Inc. v. DePasquale, 443 U.S. 368, 386, n. 15 (1979): 

“For many centuries, both civil and criminal trials have traditionally been open to the public. As 

early as 1685, Sir John Hawles commented that open proceedings were necessary so ‘that truth 

may be discovered in civil as well as criminal matters.’” (Id.; citation omitted; emphasis in 
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original.)  The Court recognized that the salutary effect of public access is as important in civil 

cases as it is in criminal trials. 

In fact, the issue of open proceedings is so important that in 2008 the Nevada Supreme 

Court convened a special task force to address the problem of attorneys and courts over-sealing 

court records and promulgated civil rules pertaining to this issue.  NRS 1.090 also recognizes 

this important public policy and provides: "[t]he sitting of every court of justice shall be public 

except as otherwise provided by law."   

Accordingly, the Court must allow the proceedings to be open and public unless it 

specifically and factually identifies a “compelling government interest” and then, can only 

impose narrowly tailored measures to protect such state interests.   

Petitioner’s unsupported argument that Sanson has no right to disseminate or critique the 

court video because it is, in her opinion, part of a “smear campaigns” (Mtn., 10:16) actually 

underscores the importance of free speech rights—and makes evident that silencing Sanson’s 

criticism is Abrams’ goal in this case and part of the campaign she and Willick have initiated 

against him.  Even if Abrams doesn’t like him or his criticism, Sanson has every right to 

comment on court proceedings.  That is the very meaning of having a First Amendment right. 

Abrams’ distaste for its contents and her opinions on whether the speech is justified are entirely 

irrelevant. 

Lastly, Petitioner boldly argues that Sanson is not allowed to watch or disseminate a 

court video transcript because Sanson was allegedly paid to distribute it or paid to state VIPI’s 

opinion.  Not only is this baseless (Sanson Decl., ¶ 12), but the notion that constitutionally 

protected free speech rights are somehow extinguished if money is involved is illogical and 

untrue.  If that were the law, then television stations that depend on revenue from sponsored 

commercials, or media that pay for celebrity stories would simply not have free speech rights.  

Not surprisingly, Petitioner cites to no authority for this argument.   

B. IT IS IMPERMISSIBLE TO SEAL ENTIRE CASES.  

Sealing entire cases is not permitted under Nevada law. 
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NRS 125.110(1) requires the following court records to remain public regardless of any 

attempts to seal a case: 

(a) In case the complaint is not answered by the defendant, the summons, 
with the affidavit or proof of service; the complaint with memorandum 
endorsed thereon that the default of the defendant in not answering was 
entered, and the judgment; and in case where service is made by 
publication, the affidavit for publication of summons and the order 
directing the publication of summons. 
 
(b) In all other cases, the pleadings, the finding of the court, any order 
made on motion as provided in Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, and the 
judgment. 

Further, while NRS 125.110(2) permits the court to seal certain documents such as 

certain testimony or exhibits if they are shown to be “private,” it is a manifest abuse of discretion 

for the Court to seal an entire case.  In Johanson v. District Court, 182 P.3d 94 (2009), the 

Nevada Supreme Court stated: 

We conclude that the district court was obligated to maintain the divorce 
proceedings' public status under NRS 125.110 and manifestly abused any 
discretion it possessed when it sealed the entire case file. We further 
conclude that the district court abused its discretion when it issued an 
overly broad gag order sua sponte, without giving notice or a meaningful 
opportunity to be heard, without making any factual findings with respect 
to the need for such an order in light of any clear and present danger or 
threat of serious and imminent harm to a protected interest, and without 
examining the existence of any alternative means by which to accomplish 
this purpose. Gag orders must be narrowly drawn if no less restrictive 
means are available; they may be entered only when there exists a serious 
and imminent threat to the administration of justice. This was certainly not 
the case here. 
 

Id. at 99 (emphasis added).   

In violation of these requirements, the Stipulation and Order in this case is impermissibly 

stated in the broadest possible terms.  The Stipulation portion states: 

Counsel then stipulated to seal the case and to disallow any further release 
of case information and to demand that the current post of the September 
29, 2016 hearing video, or any other hearing video from this case be 
immediately removed from the internet and to prohibit any portion of 
these proceedings from being disseminated or published and that any such 
publication or posting by anyone be immediately removed… 
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Order, at 1:27 – 2:6; emphasis added.  The Order portion likewise states: 

…IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the current post of the September 29, 
2016 hearing video, and any and all other hearing video(s) from this case 
shall be immediately removed from the internet.  All persons or entities 
shall be prohibited from publishing, displaying, showing or making public 
any portion of these case proceedings; nothing from the case at bar shall 
be disseminated or published and that any such publication or posting by 
anyone or any entity shall be immediately removed ... 
 

Order at 2:12-19 (emphasis added).  Such blanket prohibition on access to an entire case file is 

specifically disallowed under Nevada law, and thereby renders the Order void.   

C. THERE IS NO COMPELLING STATE INTEREST IN SEALING THE 

COURT VIDEO.   

The Order states that the video transcript of the September 29, 2016 hearing should be 

sealed because the hearing was closed pursuant to Eighth District Court Rule 5.02.   

Yet, Rule 5.02(a) does not purport to justify the sealing of part of a hearing, let alone an 

entire hearing.  Rule 5.02 simply provides that members of the public and others may be 

excluded from a hearing to the extent that private facts are revealed or discussed: 

In any contested action for divorce, annulment, separate maintenance, 
breach of contract or partition based upon a meretricious relationship, 
custody of children or spousal support, the court must, upon demand of 
either party, direct that the trial or hearing(s) on any issue(s) of fact joined 
therein be private and upon such direction, all persons shall be excluded 
from the court or chambers wherein the action is heard, except officers of 
the court, the parties their witnesses while testifying, and counsel. 
 
Here, there was no finding, nor could there be, that any particular issue discussed at the 

hearing pertained to any private fact about the parties or their children.  While Petitioner makes 

conclusory allegations about Sanson having disseminated private information, Petitioner’s 

motion is completely devoid of any specificity regarding what particular private information 

was disseminated. The information it does mention is not private:   

(a) At page 4:18-19, Petitioner argues that “the Saiter family’s private material” was 

disseminated.  This conclusory statement fails without an identification of what specific 

private material is being referred to.   
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(b) At 5:1-2, Petitioner finds objectionable that Sanson disseminated “copies of this 

Court’s orders, and named Brandon and Tina Saiter personally, listing their case number 

repeatedly.”  Yet, none of this information is private.  In fact, it falls squarely within the 

purview of NRS 125.110(1) which expressly states that pleadings and all court orders must 

remain public; the litigants’ names and their case numbers are necessarily part of those 

documents.  So, as a matter of law, this information is not private.   

(c) At 5:2-3 Petitioner states that Sanson “continues to comment on Mr. Saiter’s 

income and business information.”  Again there is no specificity to this statement.  Any mention 

of annual income or the type of business Mr. Saiter is in, is typically public record in divorce 

proceedings.  All divorce and custody litigants are required under NRCP, Rule 16.2 to file 

detailed income and expense declarations that set out this information.  Likewise, affidavits of 

financial condition must be filed when a party seeks fees in connection with a motion for 

support and other matters.  NRCP, Rule 5.32.  There is no explanation for why this case should 

be treated as more confidential than any other family law case.   

(d) At 5:4 Petitioner states that Sanson somehow commented on “Ms. Saiter’s 

emotional state,” though again there is no specificity to this allegation and no claim that any 

medical records or other confidential medical fact was disclosed. 

(e) Finally, Petitioner argues at 5:4-6 that the video contains “commentary by this 

Court on very sensitive, personal matters, -- which, frankly, have no place in the public forum.”  

This too is conclusory and fails to identify the subject matter of any confidential information.  If 

it refers to the Court’s critical statements about Ms. Abrams firm’s court practices, then 

commentary on that would be exactly the type of speech that would be of public concern and 

would be protected by the First Amendment -- speech about the actions and statements of an 

officer of the court and the actions and statements of an elected public official, made during the 

course of their respective service.   

Again, there is nothing private, and certainly nothing about the litigants or their children, 

that was discussed in the courtroom and that would justify closure under EDRC Rule 5.02, let 

alone justify a “compelling state interest” to seal the otherwise public record.   
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Moreover, even if the court wanted to seal part of the hearing, the Order was required to 

expressly state which part was being sealed, identify the compelling state interest involved in 

that particular part of the hearing, and then seal only that portion of the record to protect that 

particular interest.  It cannot simply state in conclusory terms, as the Order does, that the 

transcript is being sealed “in the best interests of the children.”  

D. THE ORDER SHOULD BE VACATED. 

It is well established that orders that are void for failing to comply with applicable law 

should be vacated.  Jordon v. Gilligan, 500 F.2d 701, 710 (6th Cir., 1974) ("a court must vacate 

any judgment entered in excess of its jurisdiction.")  

This Court has broad discretion to and should set aside the Order for mistakes and errors, 

and can also do so pursuant to N.R.C.P. 59(e) and 60(b).  Doing so is well within the Court’s 

sound judgment, and would not be reversible absent an abuse of discretion. Union Petrochemical 

Corp. of Nevada v. Scott, 96 Nev. 337, 337, 609 P.2d 323, 323 (1980).   

Indeed, this is the Court’s opportunity to rectify the situation without having the parties 

incur additional fees and costs to appeal the enforcement of the stipulated Order against non-

party Sanson. 

IV. IF THE COURT GRANTS THE MOTION FOR OSC, THEN SANSON HEREBY 

MOVES TO DISQUALIFY THE JUDGE FROM PRESIDING OVER THE OSC. 

Rule 2.11 of the Code of Judicial Conduct requires a judge to disqualify herself “in any 

proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned.”  Here, the article 

that VIPI issued with the video transcript was critical of the Judge as well as Abrams:   

But, what judge allows a lawyer to bully her in court and then gets her to 
issue an overbroad, unsubstantiated order to seal and hide the lawyer’s 
actions?   
 
Shouldn’t we expect more from our judges in controlling their courtrooms, 
controlling their cases, issuing orders in compliance with the law, and 
protecting the people against over-zealous, disrespectful lawyers who 
obstruct the judicial process and seek to stop the public from having 
access to otherwise public documents?  
 

Sanson Decl., Ex. 4.  By signing an order that purports to take the video off the internet and 
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cease its further distribution, the court was effectively seeking to stifle public criticism about 

herself, an elected official.  As such, the Judge has a vested interest in the outcome of an OSC 

hearing and would be subject to having her impartiality reasonably questioned.  Consequently, 

Sanson hereby demands that she be disqualified from presiding over an OSC hearing.3 

V. PETITIONER SHOULD BE ORDERED TO PAY SANSON’S  

ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS  

 Petitioner’s motion is baseless and his request for attorneys’ fees and costs should be 

denied.  Instead, it is Petitioner who should be ordered to pay Sanson’s attorneys’ fees for filing 

a motion that lacks legal support and appears to be yet another tool used by Abrams to harass 

and attempt to intimidate Sanson and VIPI into stifling their constitutionally protected speech.   

Sanson’s counsel will submit a memorandum of fees and costs should the court grant his 

request.   

VI. CONCLUSION 

 For all of the reasons stated above, Defendants respectfully request that the Court: 

a. Deny the Motion for OSC re: Contempt;  

b. Vacate the Order;  

c. Order Petitioner to pay Sanson’s attorneys’ fees and costs; and 

d. Order such further relief as the court may deem just and proper. 

DATED:  March 6, 2017 

 

 

Margaret A. McLetchie, Esq. (Bar #10931) 
McLetchie Shell LLC 
701 East Bridger Ave., Suite 520 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 728-5300 
Fax:  (702) 425-8220 
Email: maggie@nvlitigation.com 
 
(signature block continued on next page) 

                                                                 
3 Petitioner’s repeated argument that Sanson, a non-lawyer, at one point stated that only this 
Court can enforce its order is of no import.  NRS §22.030, which applies to non-family law 
cases, even recognizes otherwise:  “Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, if a 
contempt is not committed in the immediate view and presence of the court, the judge of the 
court in whose contempt the person is alleged to be shall not preside at the trial of the contempt 
over the objection of the person.”   
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Anat Levy, Esq. (Bar #12250) 
Anat Levy & Associates, P.C. 
5841 E. Charleston Blvd., #230-421 
Las Vegas, NV  89142 
Cell:  (310) 621-1199 
E-fax:  (310) 734-1538 
Email:  alevy96@aol.com 
 

 
By:  _____________________________ 
Attorneys for:  Non-party, STEVE SANSON 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I am over the age of 18 and am not a party to the within action. 

On the date indicated below, I caused to be served a true and correct copy of the document 

entitled SPECIAL APPEARANCE -- OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE: 

CONTEMPT  on the below listed recipients through the Court’s wiznet E-service program: 

 

Jennifer Abrams, Esq. 
Brandon Leavitt, Esq. 
The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm 
6252 S. Rainbow Blvd., Ste. 100 
Las Vegas, NV  89118 
(702) 222-4021 
JVAGroup@theabramslawfirm.com 
bklgroup@theabramslawfirm.com 
 

Louis Schneider, Esq. 
Law Offices of Louis C. Schneider, LLC 
430 S. Seventh Street., Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702) 435-2121 
LCSLawLLC@gmail.com  

Maggie McLetchie, Esq. 
McLetchie Shell 
702 E. Bridger Ave., Ste. 520 
Las Vegas, NV  89101 
(702) 728-5300 
Maggie@nvlitigation.com 

 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Nevada that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 
 

Executed this 6th day of March 2017, in Las Vegas, NV 
 
 
 

____________________ 
Anat Levy 
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personal knowledge, except as to matters stated to be based on information and belief.  I am 

competent to testify as to the truth of these statements if called upon to do so.   

2. I am the President of defendant Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”).  

VIPI is a non-profit corporation that advocates on behalf of veterans and that works to expose 

public corruption and wrongdoing.  We routinely publish articles online on our VIPI website, 

various Facebook pages and through Constant Contact group emails.  We also host an online 

weekly talk show which features public officials and others who discuss veterans, political, 

judicial and other issues of public concern. 

3. In October 2016, acting in my capacity as President of VIPI, I posted the court 

video transcript of the September 29, 2016 hearing in the instant case.  The video showed what I 

believed in good faith was Abrams being disrespectful of the Judge and the Judge failing to 

adequately control her courtroom.  Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the 

article that I posted. 

4. I thereafter received an email from the Court which attached an email from 

Jennifer Abrams stating that the video should be taken down in part because she thought it made 

her look bad.  Since VIPI was within its rights to post a video of a court proceeding, I did not 

take it down.  Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the email from Abrams.   

5. I was then personally served with a copy of the October 6, 2016 Court Order in 

this case.  Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the Order.  

6. The Order purported to seal all of the documents and proceedings in the case on a 

retroactive basis.  While I did not agree that the records should be sealed or that there was a legal 

basis to take the video down, out of an abundance of caution, I took the video out of public view 

temporarily until I could get further legal advice.  Once I learned that the Court had no 

jurisdiction over VIPI or me, and had no legal basis for sealing the records, I reposted the video 

online, along with an article reporting on what had taken place and analyzing the practice of 

sealing court documents.  A true and correct copy of the article is attached hereto as Exhibit 4.   
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 7. Shortly after January 9, 2017, I was served with a complaint in which Abrams 

sued me, VIPI and each of its officers and directors, its former web administrator and her 

opposing counsel in this family law proceeding.  She even sued a VIPI officer who lives in 

Missouri.  None of those officers or directors had anything to do with the postings I made on 

behalf of VIPI, nor did they know about the posting in advance.  In addition, Abrams sued 

Sanson Corp., an entity which has nothing to do with VIPI or its activities.  Attached as Exhibit 5 

is a true and correct copy of the operative complaint in that case, without its exhibits. 

8. I thereafter learned of a letter that Abrams’ fiancé, Marshal Willick, posted online 

and addressed to me, but never sent to me.  A true and correct copy of the letter and the links to it 

on his website is attached as Exhibit 6.   

9. In the letter, among other things, Willick accuses VIPI of manipulating its 

candidate interview process, using VIPI’s income for my personal expenses, not filing tax 

returns for VIPI, and using VIPI as an “unethical scheme to extort concessions in an ongoing 

case.”  He further accuses me of being a “hypocrite…but even worse,” “a sleazy extra out of 

‘Harper Valley PTA,” states that I am the very definition of “hypocrite – not to mention slimy 

beyond words,” calls me a “two-bit unemployed hustler,” accuses me of “shaking down 

candidates for cash and conspiring with like-minded cronies” and says “you are repugnant.”  He 

also accuses VIPI’s radio show of being a “fraud,” claims that VIPI is a “sham organization,” 

and claims that I was “forced to flee California.”  None of those statements are true. 

10. On or about February 4, 2017 Willick sued VIPI, me, and all of the same VIPI 

officers and directors as Abrams sued, alleging the identical causes of action that Abrams alleged 

in her complaint.  He claimed that VIPI’s posts criticizing him were defamatory.  Attached 

hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of the complaint. 

11. Starting on January 6, 2017 and continuing into February, I have received emails 

from VIPI’s online service providers advising that Jennifer Abrams sent “take down” letters to 

them and that they were either taking materials off my site or shutting down my service until an 

investigation could be made.  Attached as Exhibit 8 are true and correct copies of take down 
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Share:
Tweet

A behind the scenes look
inside our courtroom

FIND OUT MORE

No boundaries in our courtrooms!

In Clark County Nevada, we have noticed Justice of the Peace
handcuffing Public Defenders unjustly as well as Municipal
Court Judges incarcerating citizens that are not even before
their court.  

The above are examples of the court room over stepping

Like 47 Share

Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Nevada-Attorney-attacks-a-Clark-C...
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boundaries.  But what happens when a Divorce Attorney
crosses the line with a Clark County District Court Judge
Family Division?

In a September 29, 2016 hearing in Clark County Family Court
Department L Jennifer Abrams representing the plaintiff with
co-council Brandon Leavitt and Louis Schneider representing
the defendant. This case is about a 15 year marriage, plaintiff
earns over 160,000 annually and defendant receives no
alimony and no part of the business.

There was a war of words between Jennifer Abrams and Judge
Jennifer Elliot.

Start 12:13:00 in the video the following conversation took place in
open court.

Judge Jennifer Elliot:

Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Nevada-Attorney-attacks-a-Clark-C...
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AA001312



I find that there is undue influence in the case.

There are enough ethical problems don't add to the problem.

If that's not an ethical problem I don't know what is.

Court is charged to making sure that justice is done.

Your client lied about his finances.

I am the judge and in a moment I am going to ask you to leave.

Your firm does this a lot and attack other lawyers.

I find it to be a pattern with your firm.

You are going to be taking out of here if you don't sit down.

I am the Judge not you.

Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Nevada-Attorney-attacks-a-Clark-C...

3 of 5 2/15/2017 11:11 AM
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Jennifer Abrams:

Excuse me I was in the middle of a sentence.

Is there any relationship between you and Louis Schneider?

At what point should a judge sanction an attorney?

Is a judge too comfortable or intimidated by an attorney that

Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Nevada-Attorney-attacks-a-Clark-C...
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they give them leeway to basically run their own courtroom?

If there is an ethical problem or the law has been broken by an
attorney the Judge is mandated by law to report it to the
Nevada State Bar or a governing agency that could deal with
the problem appropriately.

Learn More about Nevada State Bar Ethics & Discipline

UPCOMING EVENTS

WEBSITE NEWS GOALS AND VALUES OFFICERS CONTACT US

Veterans In Politics International Inc.
702-283-8088

devildog1285@cs.com
www.veteransinpolitics.org

SIGN UP FOR EMAILS

Confirm that you like this.

Click the "Like" button.
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From: Louis Schneider <lcslawllc@yahoo.com>

To: Jennifer Abrams <jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com>; 'veteransinpoliti@cs.com' <veteransinpoliti@cs.com>; ElliottJ
<ElliottJ@clarkcountycourts.us>

Cc: vipipresident <vipipresident@cs.com>

Subject: Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

Date: Tue, Oct 11, 2016 10:10 am

I am unsure why I am copied on these e-mails.
I don't want anything to do with this.

Louis
Law Office of Louis C. Schneider
Nevada Bar No. 9683
430 South Seventh Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Phone: 702-435-2121
Fax: 702-431-3807

CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING: This e-mail and any attachments are for the exclusive and confidential use of the
intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read, distribute or take action in reliance upon
this missive. If you have received this in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and delete this
message and its attachments from your computer system. We do not waive any attorney-client, work product or other
privilege by sending this email or attachment.

From: Jennifer Abrams <jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com>

To: "'veteransinpoliti@cs.com'" <veteransinpoliti@cs.com>; "ElliottJ@clarkcountycourts.us" <ElliottJ@clarkcountycourts.us>

Cc: "lcslawllc@yahoo.com" <lcslawllc@yahoo.com>; "vipipresident@cs.com" <vipipresident@cs.com>

Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 7:03 PM

Subject: RE: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
The information contained in this e-mail is from The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm which may be conϐidential and may also be attorney-client privileged. The information
is intended for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and others who have been speciϐically authorized to receive it. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby instructed to return this e-mail unread and delete it from your inbox and recycle bin. You are hereby notiϐied that any disclosure,
dissemination, distribution, use or copying of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.

Mr. Sanson,

Whoever provided you with the legal analysis below is mistaken. I am not providing you with legal advice here but the
authority you cite deals with civil, not family law cases. The hearing was closed and such was announced at the very
beginning. See EDCR 5.02, NRS 125.080, and NRS 125.110. I had the case sealed at my client’s request because
he does not want his children, their friends, or anyone in his circle of friends, family, or business associates to see his
private divorce proceedings broadcast on the internet.

The Freedom of Information Act is inapplicable – it applies to the Federal Government, not State divorce cases. And
most importantly, I am not a public figure or an elected official. I am a private citizen with a private law practice. The
umbrella of “a journalist” does not apply as I am not running for public office and there are no “voters” that have any
right to know anything about my private practice or my private clients.

I am a zealous advocate and will continue to pursue my client’s interests without any hesitation whatsoever.               

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage
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Sincerely,

Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq.
Board Certified Family Law Specialist
Fellow of the American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers
THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM
6252 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118
Tel: (702) 222-4021
Fax: (702) 248-9750
www.TheAbramsLawFirm.com

From: veteransinpoliti@cs.com [mailto:veteransinpoliti@cs.com]

Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 4:08 PM

To: ElliottJ@clarkcountycourts.us

Cc: Jennifer Abrams; lcslawllc@yahoo.com; vipipresident@cs.com

Subject: Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

Judge Elliot and all involved.

I have to admit this seal that was done on this case is the fastest I have ever seen family court
or any court in this state move.  Now, I know they have the capability to be fast.

 I have talked to many lawyers and Judges, I even spoke to a Justice in DC just to make sure I
had all my facts correct. 

I must say that you can not seal a case just to seal a case, especially if one of the reasons its
been done is to shield the attorney and not the litigants I am referring to Abrams email to you
Judge, she said the following (Further, the information is inaccurate and intended to place me
in a bad light).  Is she protecting herself? Absolutely. 

When we expose folks we do it under the umbrella of a journalist and we use the Freedom of
information Act.

The case was sealed without a hearing and the video was requested, paid for and posted prior
to the sealing. The order to seal the case can not be retroactive.

I have also taking the liberty to investigate the following, general rules on
sealing: http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/SCR_RGSRCR.html (see particularly 3-1 and 4). 
The entire case cannot be sealed. RJ article: http://www.reviewjournal.com/news/standards-
sealing-civil-cases-tougher from when current rules went  in. Policy discussion in a criminal
case, first couple of pages of https://scholar.google.com
/scholar_case?case=6580253056313342241&q=seal+court+record&hl=en&as_sdt=4,29 A
unanimous NV opinion keeping records of a divorce open (involving a former judge)
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=3787817847563480381&q=seal+court+record&
hl=en&as_sdt=4,29. 

It looks like the Nevada State Supreme Court has strict rules on sealing cases as well.

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage
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We might have sent out the second article prematurely..  We have also received numerous
attorneys pointing us in the direction of other cases Abram's have had her outburst and bullied
other Judges and Attorneys.  Is she going asked for those cases to be sealed as well?

In addition, we are going to ask for an opinion from the Nevada Judicial Discipline Commission
and Nevada State Bar in regards to the sealing of this case.

Steve Sanson
President Veterans In Politics International
702 283 8088

-----Original Message-----

From: Elliott, Jennifer <ElliottJ@clarkcountycourts.us>

To: veteransinpoliti <veteransinpoliti@cs.com>

Cc: jabrams <jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com>; lcslawllc <lcslawllc@yahoo.com>; vipipresident <vipipresident@cs.com>

Sent: Thu, Oct 6, 2016 4:00 am

Subject: Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

Hi Steve, thank you for your quick response.  I need you to know that I was wrong regarding the finances as they had been

disclosed at the outset of the case, from the first filing, albeit late. At the further hearing we had in this matter I put on the record

that I believe that he did not hide anything on his financial disclosure form; it was a misunderstanding that was explained and the

record was corrected. We thereafter worked out all the remaining financial matters in the Decree. The hearing that you have was

the pinnacle of the conflict between counsel and unfortunately this was affecting the resolution of the case. 

A case always goes much better when the attorneys are able to work well together and develop more trust from the beginning.

The ability to build trust in this case went south from the gate and created a dynamic that was toxic to seeing and reaching the

merits of the case. Thus pleadings filed were accusatory on both sides and a court only knows what comes before it through

papers properly filed or reports that have been ordered. 

At this juncture it is my belief that both sides felt all financial information had truly been revealed and that both adjusted their

positions enough to achieve a solution that was acceptable to both parties. 

I understand that VIP does try to educate and provide information to voters so they will be more informed about who they are

putting into office. In this case, the dynamic and the record was changed for the better after that hearing. I think that information

would be important to the voters as well.  It is my hope that you will reconsider your position. Thank you Steve!

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 5, 2016, at 11:16 PM, "veteransinpoliti@cs.com" <veteransinpoliti@cs.com> wrote:

Hi Judge;

I respect you reaching out and asking us to take the video down. We have known you
for a very long time, and I know that you understand once we start a course of action
we do not raise our hands in defeat. However, with that said we have no intentions
on making the litigants uncomfortable, but our job is the expose folks that have lost
their way.. Maybe the attorney for the plaintiff should have put her client before her
own ego and be respectful of the court, be respectful of her client, advise her client
not to perjure himself, treat people with respect (her own co-council she told him to

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage
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sit down), the years we have been doing this we are tired of attorneys running a tax
payers courtroom. They feel that they are entitled and they will walk over anybody to
make a buck.

In combat we never give up and we will not start given up, because we exposed
someone.

Steve Sanson
President Veterans In Politics International
www.veteransinpolitics.org
702 283 8088

-----Original Message-----

From: Elliott, Jennifer <ElliottJ@clarkcountycourts.us>

To: veteransinpoliti <veteransinpoliti@cs.com>; jabrams <jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com>

Sent: Wed, Oct 5, 2016 6:02 pm

Subject: Fwd: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

Hi Steve,

I was made aware of this video today and would kindly request that VIP please take it down. Since this hearing the

court and parties worked further on resolving the issues and the case was resolved. Leaving this video up can only

serve to inflame and antagonize where the parties are trying to move on with terms that will help them restructure

their lives in two different homes. We all hope for the best post-divorce atmosphere; the parties will be working

together to co-parent their children and I would loath to think they or their friends would encounter this and have to

feel the suffering of their parents or relive their own uncomfortable feelings of loss. I know you care about children

and families as much as you do about politics and justice, and I appreciate your courtesy in this regard. Thank you

for your anticipated cooperation, Judge Jennifer Elliott

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jennifer Abrams <jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com>

Date: October 5, 2016 at 1:48:20 PM PDT

To: "elliottj@clarkcountycourts.us" <elliottj@clarkcountycourts.us>

Cc: Louis Schneider <lcslawllc@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fwd: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
The information contained in this e-mail is from The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm which may be confidential and may also be

attorney-client privileged. The information is intended for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and others

who have been specifically authorized to receive it. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby instructed to return

this e-mail unread and delete it from your inbox and recycle bin. You are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination,

distribution, use or copying of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.

Judge Elliott,

The below was brought to my attention. These parties don't need a video or other information about

their personal divorce posted on the internet. Further, the information is inaccurate and intended to

place me in a bad light. I ask that you please demand that this post, video, etc. be immediately

removed. 

Mr. Schneider is copied on this email. 
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JVA

Begin forwarded message:

From: Marshal Willick <marshal@willicklawgroup.com>

Date: October 5, 2016 at 11:02:11 AM PDT

To: "Jennifer V. Abrams Esq. (jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com)"

<jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com>, "yafasedek3@gmail.com"

<yafasedek3@gmail.com>

Subject: FW: [Junk released by Allowed List] Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark

County Family Court Judge in Open Court

Thought you ought to know about this as soon as I saw it.

Marshal S. Willick

From: Veterans In Politics International Inc. [mailto:devildog1285@cs.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 9:59 AM

To: Marshal Willick

Subject: [Junk released by Allowed List] Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County

Family Court Judge in Open Court

No boundaries in our  cour t room s!

Having trouble viewing this email? Click here www.veteransinpolitics.org

Hi, just a reminder that you're receiving this email because you have expressed an interest in Veterans In

Politics International Inc.. Don't forget to add devildog1285@cs.com to your address book so we'll be sure to

land in your inbox!

You may unsubscribe if you no longer wish to receive our emails.

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage
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A behind the scenes look
inside our courtroom

FIND OUT MORE

No boundaries in our courtrooms!

In Clark County Nevada, we have noticed Justice of the Peace
handcuffing Public Defenders unjustly as well as Municipal
Court Judges incarcerating citizens that are not even before
their court.  

The above are examples of the court room over stepping
boundaries.  But what happens when a Divorce Attorney
crosses the line with a Clark County District Court Judge
Family Division?

In a September 29, 2016 hearing in Clark County Family Court
Department L Jennifer Abrams representing the plaintiff with
co-council Brandon Leavitt and Louis Schneider representing
the defendant. This case is about a 15 year marriage, plaintiff
earns over 160,000 annually and defendant receives no
alimony and no part of the business.

There was a war of words between Jennifer Abrams and Judge
Jennifer Elliot.

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage
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Start 12:13:00 in the video the following conversation took place in
open court.

Judge Jennifer Elliot:

I find that there is undue influence in the case.

There are enough ethical problems don't add to the problem.

If that's not an ethical problem I don't know what is.

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage

7 of 10 2/15/2017 10:57 AM

AA001323



Court is charged to making sure that justice is done.

Your client lied about his finances.

I am the judge and in a moment I am going to ask you to leave.

Your firm does this a lot and attack other lawyers.

I find it to be a pattern with your firm.

You are going to be taking out of here if you don't sit down.

I am the Judge not you.

Jennifer Abrams:

Excuse me I was in the middle of a sentence.

Is there any relationship between you and Louis Schneider?

Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Ope... https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage

8 of 10 2/15/2017 10:57 AM

AA001324



At what point should a judge sanction an attorney?

Is a judge too comfortable or intimidated by an attorney that
they give them leeway to basically run their own courtroom?

If there is an ethical problem or the law has been broken by an
attorney the Judge is mandated by law to report it to the
Nevada State Bar or a governing agency that could deal with
the problem appropriately.

Learn More about Nevada State Bar Ethics & Discipline

UPCOMING EVENTS

WEBSITE NEWS GOALS AND VALUES OFFICERS CONTACT US

Veterans In Politics International Inc.
702-283-8088

devildog1285@cs.com

www.veteransinpolitics.org

SHARE THIS EMAIL SIGN UP FOR EMAILS

Veterans In Politics International Inc., PO Box 28211, Las Vegas, NV 89126
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SafeUnsubscribe™ marshal@willicklawgroup.com

Forward this email | Update Profile | About our service provider

Sent by devildog1285@cs.com in collaboration with

Try it free today

Spam
Phish/Fraud
Not spam
Forget previous vote
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Share:
Tweet

Law Frowns on Nevada
Attorney Jennifer Abrams'
"Seal-Happy" Practices
Clark County, Nevada
November 6, 2016

Free access to civil court
proceedings is protected
by the First Amendment
to the U.S. Constitution.

FIND OUT MORE

Its importance cannot be overstated!

State and federal courts, including Nevada's Supreme Court, recognize
that public access to court proceedings serves vital public policy interests,
 including, serving as a check on corruption, educating the public about

the judicial process, promoting informed discussion of government
affairs, and enhancing the performance of the judge, the lawyers and all

involved. 

Like 30 Share

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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As former Nevada Supreme Court Justice Nancy Saitta wrote earlier this
year regarding the Supreme Court's rules on sealing civil records,
"the cornerstones of an effective, functioning judicial system are

openness and transparency.  Safeguarding these cornerstones requires
public access not only to the judicial proceedings but also to judicial

records and documents." 

At least one lawyer in Nevada, however, Jennifer Abrams, appears to be
"seal happy" when it comes to trying to seal her cases.  She appears to
have sealed many of he r cases in th e past few years, including filing a
petition to seal in at least four cases just this past week, on 11/3/2016! 

It also appears, however, that at least one of her cases, and perhaps more,
may have been sealed to protect her own reputation, rather than to serve a
compelling client privacy or safety interest.

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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Learn More

Veterans In Politics International (VIPI) recently released a video of
Abrams bullying Judge Jennifer Elliot during a family court hearing
in a case entitled Saiter v. Saiter, Case No. D-15-521372-D.  

Click onto Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

In response to our article, Abrams sought and obtained a court order
from Judge Elliott which does not name VIPI, but which purports to

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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apply to the entirety of the general population.  VIPI, however, was
served with the Order.  The document orders all videos of Abrams'
September 29, 2016 judicial browbeating to be taken off the internet. 

Click onto District Court Judge Bullied by Family Attorney Jennifer Abrams

The Order further prohibits anyone from " publishing, displaying,
showing or making public any portion of these case proceedings." 
The order goes on to state that "nothing from the case at bar shall be
disseminated or published and that any such publication or posting by
anyone or any entity shall be immediately removed."  

While the order claims in a conclusory fashion to be "in the best
interests of the children," nothing in the order explains why.  Indeed,
the September 29, 2016 video of the proceedings that is on the
internet focuses on Abrams's disrespectful exchange with the judge,
and does not materially involve the children in the case.

Start 12:13:00 in the video the following conversation
took place in open court.

Learn More

Moreover, while the Court Order is broadly stated and purports to
prohibit the public viewing or dissemination of "any portion of these

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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case proceedings," such blanket prohibition on public access to the
entire case is specifically  disallowed by law.

Entire cases cannot be sealed.  Moreover, even if a judge wants to
seal part of the case, the judge must specifically justify such
sealing and must seal only the minimum portion necessary to
protect a "compelling privacy or safety interest." 

The issue of open proceedings is so important that in 2008 the
Review Journal reported the Nevada Supreme Court convened a
special task force to address the issue of over-sealing.

Click onto Standards for sealing civil cases tougher

The Supreme Court thereafter enacted rules requiring judges to
specify in writing why sealing a record or redacting a portion of it is
justified.  (Supreme Court Rules, Part VII, Rule 3.)  Judges must
identify "compelling privacy or safety interests that outweigh the
public interest in access to the court record."

This requirement applies even when a party in a family law case tries
to seal a case under NRS 125.110, the statute on which Abrams seems
to routinely rely.  This statute provides that certain evidence in a
divorce case, such as records, exhibits, and transcripts of particular
testimony, may be deemed "private" and sealed upon request of one
of the parties.  However, the Court must justify why these records

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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have to be sealed, and cannot seal the entire case - complaints,
pleadings and other documents must remain public. 

In the 2009 case of Johansen v. District Court, the Nevada Supreme
Court specifically held that broad unsupported orders sealing
documents in divorce cases are subject to reversal given the important
public policies involved. 

The Court stated:

"We conclude that the district court was obligated to
maintain the divorce proceedings' public status under NRS
125.110 and manifestly abused any discretion it possessed
when it sealed the entire case file. We further conclude
that the district court abused its discretion when it issued
an overly broad gag order sua sponte, without giving
notice or a meaningful opportunity to be heard, without
making any factual findings with respect to the need for
such an order in light of any clear and present danger or
threat of serious and imminent harm to a protected
interest, and without examining the existence of any
alternative means by which to accomplish this purpose.
Gag orders must be narrowly drawn if no less restrictive
means are available; they may be entered only when there
exists a serious and imminent threat to the administration
of justice. This was certainly not the case here."

Click onto Johanson v. Dist. Ct., 182 P. 3d 94 - Nev: Supreme Court 2008

In the Saiter case, no notice was given to the general public for a
hearing before the Order was issued, there was no opportunity for the
public to be heard, no specific findings were made in the Order, and
the Order was not drafted narrowly. 

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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Indeed, it was drafted in the broadest possible terms to effectively
seal the entire case!  It is also questionable whether Judge Elliott had
jurisdiction to issue the Order against the general public, who was not
before her in court.

This all raises the question:  What basis and justifications were given
in the other cases which Abrams sought to seal? 

Indeed, after issuing our initial story about Abrams' behavior in the
Saiter case, we were contacted by judges, attorneys and litigants
eager to share similar battle-worn experiences with Jennifer Abrams.

Sources indicate that when Abrams was asked in one case by Judge
Gerald Hardcastle whether she understood his order, she replied that
she only understood that the judge intended to bend over backwards
for her opposing counsel. 

In another case, Northern Nevada Judge Jack Ames reportedly stood
up and walked off the bench after a disrespectful tirade from Jennifer
Abrams.

Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams' "Seal-Happy" Practices http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Law-Frowns-on-Nevada-Attorney-J...
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So, who is to blame here? 

Of course Jennifer Abrams should be responsible and accountable for
her own actions. 

But, what judge allows a lawyer to bully her in court and then gets
her to issue an overbroad, unsubstantiated order to seal and hide the
lawyer's actions? 

Shouldn't we expect more from our judges in controlling their
courtrooms, controlling their cases, issuing orders in compliance with
the law, and protecting the people against over-zealous, disrespectful
lawyers who obstruct the judicial process and seek to stop the public
from having access to otherwise public documents? 

Surely, we should have this minimum expectation. Even in Nevada. 

Learn More 
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Learn More

UPCOMING EVENTS

WEBSITE NEWS GOALS AND VALUES OFFICERS CONTACT US

Veterans In Politics International Inc.
702-283-8088

devildog1285@cs.com
www.veteransinpolitics.org

SIGN UP FOR EMAILS

Confirm that you like this.

Click the "Like" button.
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Anat Levy, Esq. (State Bar No. 12250) 
ANAT LEVY & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
5841 E. Charleston Blvd., #230-421 
Las Vegas, NV  89142 
Phone:  (310) 621-1199 
E-mail:  alevy96@aol.com;  
Fax:  (310) 734-1538 
Attorney for:  APPELLANTS, Veterans In Politics International, Inc.  
and Steve W. Sanson 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA 

VETERANS IN POLITICS 
INTERNATIONAL, INC.; AND STEVE 
W. SANSON 

Appellants, 

  vs.   

MARSHAL S. WILLICK; AND 
WILLICK LAW GROUP, 

Respondents. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

SUP. CT. CASE #:  72778 

DIST. CT. CASE #:  
A-17-750171-C (Dept. 18) 

APPELLANTS’ APPENDIX 

VOLUME VI OF IX 

Appeal from Eight Judicial District Court, Clark County 

Senior Judge, Hon. Charles Thompson, Dept. 18 

Electronically Filed
Aug 21 2017 03:00 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court
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Abrams v. Schneider:  
Notice of Entry of Order 
(Granting Anti-SLAPP 
Motion) 

7/24/2017 IX AA001970-
AA001993 

Abrams v. Schneider: 
Minute Order Re: Special 
Motion to Dismiss Pursuant 
to NRS 41.660 (Anti-
SLAPP); Schneider 
Defendants Special Motion 
to Dismiss Plaintiffs SLAPP 
Suite Pursuant to NRS 
41.660 and Requests for 
Attorney’s Fees, Costs, and 
Damages Pursuant to NRS 
41.670 

6/22/2017 IX AA001955-
AA001957 

Affidavit of Marshal S. 
Willick in Support of 
Plaintiff’s Opposition to 
Anti-SLAPP Special Motion 
to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 
41.650 et. seq.; and 
Countermotion for 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs 

3/13/2017 VII AA001504-
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Deposition Subpoena 
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AA001966 
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Ansell v. Ansell:  Motion to 
Quash Subpoena Duces 
Tecum and Deposition 
Subpoena Served on Steve 
Sanson on July 22, 2017 

8/4/2017 IX AA002009-
AA002023 

Ansell v. Ansell:  Motion to 
Quash Subpoena Served on 
Verizon Wireless  

7/26/2017 IX AA001994-
AA002008 

Ansell v. Ansell:  Second 
Amended Notice of Taking 
Video Taped Deposition 
Served on Steve Sanson on 
7/22/2017 

7/22/2017 IX AA001967-
AA001969 

Anti-SLAPP Special Motion 
to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 
41.650 et. seq. 

2/17/2017 I AA000053- 
AA000081 

Complaint for Damages 1/27/2017 I AA000001- 
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Declaration of Anat Levy in 
Support of Anti-SLAPP 
Motion (with Exs.) 

2/17/2017 II-V AA000351-
AA000946 

Declaration of Anat Levy in 
Support of Motion to Stay 
Proceedings Pending 
Appeal on Denial of 
Defendants’ Anti-SLAPP 
Motion  

4/7/2017 VIII-IX AA001721-
AA001909 

Declaration of Levy; 
Proposed Order Attached 
Thereto 

3/26/2017 VIII AA001674-
AA001681 

Declaration of Service of 
Complaint on Steve Sanson 

2/4/2017 
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I AA000029 

Declaration of Service of 
Complaint on Veterans in 
Politics International, Inc. 

2/6/2017 
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I AA000030 
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Declaration of Steve Sanson 
in Support of Anti-SLAPP 
Motion (with Exs.) 

2/17/2017 I-II AA000082-
AA000350 

Defendants’ Ex Parte 
Motion to Shorten Time on 
Motion to Stay Proceedings 
Pending Appeal on Order 
Denying Defendants’ Anti-
SLAPP Motion 

IX AA001910-
AA001920 

Errata to Opposition to 
Anti-SLAPP Special Motion 
to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 
41.650 et. seq.; and 
Countermotion for 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs 

3/8/2017 VII AA001477-
AA001479 

Exhibits to Opposition to 
Anti-SLAPP Motion to 
Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 
41.650 et. seq., and 
Countermotion for 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs 

3/8/2017 VII AA001446-
AA001476 

First Amended Complaint 4/3/2017 VIII AA001692-
AA001706 

Minute Order of Hearing on 
Defendants’ Anti-SLAPP 
Motion  

3/14/2017 VII AA001602-
AA001603 

Motion to Dismiss for 
Failure to State a Claim 
(NRCP §12(b)(5)) 

2/24/2017 V AA000952-
AA000983 

Motion to Dismiss Ninth 
Cause of Action for 
Copyright Infringement for 
Lack of Subject Matter 
Jurisdiction (NRCP 
§12(b)(1)) 

2/24/2017 V AA000947-
AA000951 
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Motion to Stay Proceedings 
Pending Appeal on Denial 
of Defendants’ Anti-SLAPP 
Motion 

4/7/2017 VIII AA001709-
AA001720 

Motion to Strike 2/24/2017 V AA000984-
AA000992 

Motion to Strike and 
Response to Plaintiff’s 
Untimely Supplemental 
Brief  

3/13/2017 VII AA001591-
AA001598 

Notice of Appeal 4/3/2017 VIII AA001707-
AA001708 

Notice of Association of 
Counsel  

3/13/2017 VII AA001599-
AA001601 

Notice of Entry of Order 
Denying: (i) The VIPI 
Defendants’ Anti-SLAPP 
Special Motion to Dismiss 
Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. 
seq.; (ii) the Willick 
Parties’Countermotion for 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs  

3/31/2017 VIII AA001682-
AA001691 

Notice of Entry of Order 
Shortening Time 

4/11/2017 IX AA001921-
AA001926 

Notice of Entry of Order 
Staying Proceedings 

5/9/2017 IX AA001950-
AA001954 

Opposition to Anti-SLAPP 
Special Motion to Dismiss 
Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. 
seq.; and Countermotion for 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs 

3/8/2017 VII AA001422-
AA001445 
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Plaintiffs’ Opposition to 
Defendants Steve W. 
Sanson and Veterans in 
Politics International, Inc.’s 
Motion to Stay Proceedings 
Pending Appeal on Order 
Denying Defendants’ Anti-
SLAPP Motion 

4/14/2017 IX AA001927-
AA001933 

Plaintiffs’ Response to 
Defendants Steve W. 
Sanson and Veterans in 
Politics International, Inc.’s 
(i) Motion to Dismiss Ninth 
Cause of Action for 
Copyright Infringement for 
Lack of Subject Matter 
Jurisdiction (N.R.C.P. 
12(b)(1)); (ii) Motion to 
Dismiss for Failure to State 
a Claim (N.R.C.P. 
12(b)(5)); and (iii) Motion 
to Strike 

3/20/2017 VIII AA001671-
AA001673 

Reply in Support of 
Defendants’ Anti-SLAPP 
Special Motion to Dismiss 
Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. 
seq.  

3/9/2017 VII AA001480-
AA001498 

Reply in Support of Motion 
to Stay Proceedings Pending 
Appeal on Order Denying 
Defendants’ Anti-SLAPP 
Motion 

4/18/2017 IX AA001934-
AA001949 

Request for Judicial Notice 
in Support of Motion to 
Dismiss for Failure to State 
a Claim (with Exs.) 

2/24/2017 V-VI AA000993-
AA001288 
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Saiter v. Saiter:  Declaration 
of Steve Sanson in 
Opposition to Motion for 
Order to Show Cause Re: 
Contempt 

3/6/2017 VI-VII AA001306-
AA001421 

Saiter v. Saiter:  Notice of 
Entry of Order  

3/21/2017 VIII AA001787-
AA001809 

Saiter v. Saiter: Motion for 
an Order to Show Cause  

2/13/2017 I AA000031- 
AA000052 

Saiter v. Saiter: Opposition 
to Motion for Order to 
Show Cause Re: Contempt  

3/6/2017 VI AA001289-
AA001305 

Supplemental Declaration of 
Steve Sanson in Support of 
Anti-SLAPP Motion 

3/9/2017 VII AA001499-
AA001503 

Transcript of Proceedings 
Re: Defendants’ Anti-
SLAPP Special Motion to 
Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 
41.650 et. seq. and 
Countermotion for 
Attorney’s Fees and Costs 

3/14/2017  VIII AA001604-
AA001670 
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for accepting a low amount in spousal support "was her understanding 

that she would receive her portion of the PERS retirement for the rest of 

her life." In addition, respondent claimed that she was "under the 

impression that [appellant] would be retiring sooner than later." 

With regard to this issue, the district court ruled in favor of 

respondent. The district court determined that nothing in the MOU or the 

divorce decree "indicates any intention on the part of any person involved 

to do anything other than what the law provides and divide the 

community portion of all assets equally." Further, the court noted that 

according to the MOU, respondent "is to receive a 'proportionate share' of 

[appellant's] Nevada PERS pension benefits" and that this language "was 

intended to comply with Nevada law." Applying Nevada precedent 

concerning election of retirement benefits, the court concluded that 

respondent had an interest in appellant's retirement pension starting from 

the date of his eligibility. However, the district court noted that 

respondent must first file a motion "requesting to begin receiving payment 

of her portion" of the PERS pension benefits. 

Following the district court's order, respondent filed a motion 

for immediate election of her share of appellant's PERS benefits. 

Ultimately, the court granted the motion, reiterating its previous decision 

that respondent is entitled to receive her share starting from the date of 

appellant's eligibility. This appeal follows. 2  

2We note that in her answering brief, respondent raises issues 
concerning alleged errors in this court's precedent on survivorship rights. 
However, respondent did not file a cross-appeal, and thus lacks the ability 
to challenge the district court's ruling on these issues. 

SUPREME COURT 

OF 

NEVADA 
 

3 
(th 1947A e4g4,4145 AA001206



AA001207



AA001208



AA001209



AA001210



AA001211



AA001212



AA001213



AA001214



AA001215



AA001216



AA001217



AA001218



AA001219



AA001220



AA001221



AA001222



AA001223



AA001224



AA001225



AA001226



AA001227



AA001228



AA001229



AA001230



AA001231



AA001232



AA001233



AA001234



AA001235



AA001236



AA001237


