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Marshal Willick, Plaintiff(s) vs. Steve Sanson, Defendant(s) §
§
§
§
§
§

Case Type: Intentional Misconduct
Date Filed: 01/27/2017

Location: Department 18
Cross-Reference Case Number: A750171

P  I

Lead Attorneys
Defendant Hanusa, Heidi J

Defendant Ortiz, Christina

Defendant Sanson Corporation

Defendant Sanson, Steve W Annat R. Levy, ESQ
Retained

310-621-1199(W)

Defendant Spicer, Johnny

Defendant Steelmon, Karen

Defendant Veterans in Politics International Inc Annat R. Levy, ESQ
Retained

310-621-1199(W)

Defendant Woolbright, Don

Plaintiff Willick Law Group Jennifer V. Abrams
Retained

702-222-4021(W)

Plaintiff Willick, Marshal S Jennifer V. Abrams
Retained

702-222-4021(W)

E   O    C

03/14/2017 All Pending Motions  (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Thompson, Charles)

Minutes
03/14/2017 9:00 AM

- Defendants' Anti-Slapp Special Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS
41.650 et. seq. ... Plaintiffs' Opposition to Anti-Slapp Special Motion
to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. seq.; and Countermotion for
Attorney's Fees and Costs Arguments by counsel. Court stated its
Findings the statute does not apply in this instance and ORDERED,
Defendants' Anti-Slapp Special Motion to Dismiss is DENIED.
FURTHER ORDERED, Plaintiffs' Countermotion for Attorney's Fees
and Costs is DENIED. Ms. Levy requested stay of proceedings to
pursue an appeal to Supreme Court. Objection by Mr. Gilmore who
requested counsel file a written motion. Court not inclined to address
the oral request noting there are still matters pending which may
have merit. Mr. Gilmore to prepare the order within 10 days and

https://www.clarkcountycourts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaseID...

1 of 2 4/3/2017 1:37 PM
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distribute a filed copy to all parties involved in this matter.

Parties Present
Return to Register of Actions

https://www.clarkcountycourts.us/Anonymous/CaseDetail.aspx?CaseID...
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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 VII 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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Anat Levy

From: Steve Sanson <vipipresident@cs.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2017 8:56 PM
To: alevy96@aol.com
Cc: devildog1285@cs.com
Subject: Re: IP Counter Notification Form #386426505041326

 
 
 
 
Constant Contact 
 
 
Dear Mr. Sanson,  
 
Due to a number of legal complaints that Constant Contact has received regarding your account, we must suspend 
services.  We have received multiple allegations of copyright and trademark infringement which are a violation of our terms and 
conditions.  Per our Terms and Conditions we reserve the right to terminate your services at any time, please see "section 8. 
Termination." 
 
I've provided a copy of our terms and conditions here for your reference: 
 
https://www.constantcontact.com/legal/terms 
 
Please contact me with any questions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
--  
 
 
Megen MacKenzie 
Legal Compliance Coordinator 
Constant Contact 
3675 Precision Dr,  
Loveland, CO 80538 
Email: mmackenzie@constantcontact.com 
Phone:  (970) 203-7345 
Fax:  (781) 652-5130 
Web:  www.constantcontact.com 
 
 
Constant Contact 
 
 
Hello Steve,  
 
Our legal department generally does not forward on any legal documents we receive from attorneys because we do not 
want to get involved in legal disputes.  However, I can send you the attorney's contact information and you can request 
they send you the documents.   
 
Additionally, we also received a formal cease and desist letter on the account this week from Willick Law Group. 
 
The attorneys who have contacted us are: 
 
Carlos A. Morales, Esq. 
Willick Law Group 
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3591 E. Bonanza Road, Ste. 200 
Las Vegas, NV 89110-2101 
ph. 702/438-4100 x 128 
fax 702/438-5311 
e-mail: Carlos@willicklawgroup.com 
main website: www.willicklawgroup.com 
QDRO website: www.qdromasters.com 
 
Marshal S. Willick, Esq. 
3591 E. Bonanza Road, Ste. 200 
Las Vegas, NV 89110-2101 
Fellow, American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers 
Fellow, International Academy of Family Lawyers 
Certified Specialist in Family Law, Nevada Board of Legal Specialization & NBTA 
ph. 702/438-4100 x 103 
fax 702/438-5311 
e-mail: marshal@willicklawgroup.com 
main website www.willicklawgroup.com 
QDRO website: www.qdromasters.com 
 
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 
 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Patty Andrews, I believe you spoke with her this past week regarding this 
account.  Her direct line is 781-482-7466. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Megen 
--  
 
 
Megen MacKenzie 
Legal Compliance Coordinator 
Constant Contact 
3675 Precision Dr,  
Loveland, CO 80538 
Email: mmackenzie@constantcontact.com 
Phone:  (970) 203-7345 
Fax:  (781) 652-5130 
Web:  www.constantcontact.com 
 
Facebook: 
 
 
Hello, 
 
We've removed or disabled access to the following content that you posted on Facebook because we received a notice 
from a third party that the content infringes their copyright(s): 
 
"Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court" 
http://conta.cc/2dKh34w 
 
If you believe that this content should not have been removed from Facebook, you can contact the complaining party 
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directly to resolve your issue: 
 
Report #: 307875176275756 
Rights Owner: Jennifer Abrams / The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm 
Email: jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com 
Copyrighted Work: Other 
 
If an agreement is reached to restore the reported content, please have the complaining party email us with their consent 
and include the report number. 
 
Facebook complies with the notice and takedown procedures defined in section 512(c) of the Digital Millennium Copyright 
Act (“DMCA”). If you believe that this content was removed as a result of mistake or misidentification, you can submit a 
DMCA counter-notification by filling out our automated form 
at http://www.facebook.com/legal/copyright.php?howto_appeal&parent_report_id=307875176275756. 
 
We strongly encourage you to review the content you have posted to Facebook to make sure that you have not posted 
any other infringing content, as it is our policy to terminate the accounts of repeat infringers when appropriate. 
 
For more information about intellectual property, please visit our Help Center: 
 
https://www.facebook.com/help/370657876338359/ 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
The Facebook Team 
 
 
 
Facebook: 
 
 
 
Hi Steve, 
 
The Facebook Team received a report from you. For reference, your complaint number is: #620138334841917.  
 
Please note that this channel is only for reports of alleged infringements or violations of your legal rights, such as 
copyright or trademark. If you filed that type of report, no further action is necessary. However, if you contacted us through 
this channel about another matter, you might not receive a response. 
 
If you're not confident that your issue concerns intellectual property rights, please consult the Intellectual Property section 
of our Help Center for additional information: 
 
IP Help Center: https://www.facebook.com/help/intellectual_property/ 
 
Note that we routinely provide the contact information included in reports about alleged infringements/violations of legal 
rights, including email address, to the user that posted the content being reported. 
 
For help with matters other than infringement/violation of your legal rights, the links below may be helpful: 
 
- Hacked or phished accounts: https://www.facebook.com/help/security  
- Fake/Impostor accounts (timelines): https://www.facebook.com/help/174210519303259/ 
- Abuse (including spam, hate speech and harassment): https://www.facebook.com/help/263149623790594/ 
- Pages (including admin issues): https://www.facebook.com/help/pages/ 
- Unauthorized photos or videos: https://www.facebook.com/help/428478523862899 
- Login issues: https://www.facebook.com/help/login 
- Help for users who have been disabled or blocked: https://www.facebook.com/help/warnings 
 
If the links above do not contain the information you’re looking for, you may want to search the Help Center for more 
assistance: https://www.facebook.com/help/ 
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As a reminder, if your submission contains a report of alleged infringement/violation of your legal rights, no further action 
is necessary. We will look into your matter shortly. 
 
Thanks for contacting Facebook, 
 
The Facebook Team 
-------------------------- 
Full Name : Steve Sanson 
Address : 2620 Regatta Drive Suit 102 
Las Vegas, Nv 89128 
Telephone : 7022838088 
Email : devildog1285@cs.com 
 
 
Facebook: 
 
 
Hello, 
 
We've removed or disabled access to the following content that you posted on Facebook because we received a notice 
from a third party that the content infringes their copyright(s): 
 
"Have you seen our latest news?" 
http://conta.cc/2dXY3Qb 
 
If you believe that this content should not have been removed from Facebook, you can contact the complaining party 
directly to resolve your issue: 
 
Report #: 307875176275756 
Rights Owner: Jennifer Abrams / The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm 
Email: jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com 
Copyrighted Work: Other 
 
If an agreement is reached to restore the reported content, please have the complaining party email us with their consent 
and include the report number. 
 
Facebook complies with the notice and takedown procedures defined in section 512(c) of the Digital Millennium Copyright 
Act (“DMCA”). If you believe that this content was removed as a result of mistake or misidentification, you can submit a 
DMCA counter-notification by filling out our automated form 
at http://www.facebook.com/legal/copyright.php?howto_appeal&parent_report_id=307875176275756. 
 
We strongly encourage you to review the content you have posted to Facebook to make sure that you have not posted 
any other infringing content, as it is our policy to terminate the accounts of repeat infringers when appropriate. 
 
For more information about intellectual property, please visit our Help Center: 
 
https://www.facebook.com/help/370657876338359/ 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
The Facebook Team 
 
 
 
Youtube: 
 

 
-------- Original message -------- 
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From: YouTube Support Team <youtube-disputes+P42GIS7UJZ5WEVNXFQ4CYDMURU@google.com> 
Date: 1/6/17 20:29 (GMT-08:00) 
To: stevewsanson1985@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Case Subject 
 
Dear Steve Sanson, 
This is to notify you that we have received a privacy complaint from an individual regarding your content: 
-------------------------------------------------------------  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zdMg5wI70Yg 
------------------------------------------------------------- 
We would like to give you an opportunity to remove or edit the private information within the content reported. You have 
48 hours to take action on the complaint. If you remove the alleged violation from the site within the 48 hours, the 
complaint filed will then be closed. If the potential privacy violation remains on the site after 48 hours, the complaint will be 
reviewed by the YouTube Team and may be removed pursuant to our Privacy Guidelines. 
Alleged violations commonly occur within the video content. YouTube offers a Custom Blurring tool, which allows you to 
blur anything in your video, including individuals or information. For more information on this blurring feature, visit 
the Creator Blog and Help Center. Alleged violations may also occur in the title, description or tags of your video. 
YouTube offers metadata editing tools which you can access by going to My Videos and clicking the Edit button on the 
reported video. Making a video private is not an appropriate method of editing, as the status can be changed from private 
to public at any time. Because they can be turned off at any time, annotations are also not considered an acceptable 
solution. 
We're committed to protecting our users and hope you understand the importance of respecting others' privacy. When 
uploading videos in the future, please remember not to post someone else's image or personal information without their 
consent. Personal information includes, but is not limited to, Social Security number, National Identification number, bank 
account number or contact information (e.g. home address, email address). For more information, please review 
our Privacy Guidelines. 
 

Steve Sanson 
President Veterans In Politics International 
PO Box 28211 
Las Vegas, NV 89126 
702 283 8088 
www.veteransinpolitics.org  
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Anat Levy <alevy96@aol.com> 
To: 'Steve Sanson' <vipipresident@cs.com> 
Sent: Tue, Feb 7, 2017 6:29 pm 
Subject: FW: IP Counter Notification Form #386426505041326 

Steve, can you forward to me all of the original notifications from Facebook, Constant Contact, 
etc?  I have the counter-notifications, but can’t find the original notices that they sent you.  I 
know you sent them to me, but can you resend them please? 

  
From: vipipresident@cs.com [mailto:vipipresident@cs.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 4:31 PM 
To: Anat Levy 
Subject: Fw: IP Counter Notification Form #386426505041326 
  
  
  
Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Smartphone 
  
------ Original message------ 
From: Facebook  
Date: Tue, Jan 24, 2017 16:17 
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To: vipipresident@cs.com; 
Subject:IP Counter Notification Form #386426505041326 
  
Hi,Thanks for contacting Facebook. We have received your Digital Millennium Copyright Act 
("DMCA") counter-notification. Based on the information you’ve provided, we will restore 
or cease disabling access to the content at issue within 14 business days from now, 
unless we receive notice that the reporting party has filed an action seeking a court 
order to restrain you from engaging in infringing activity on Facebook related to that 
content.Thanks,DarylIntellectual Property Operations>On Mon Jan 23, 2017 00:15:08, Steve 
Sanson wrote:>To answer your question; I wrote all the articles that we posted, the 
original versions came from my Constant Constant page. You can verify this with Constant 
Contact and its also on our website at www.VeteransInPolitics.org. >As far as the videos 
are concerned: Rule 5.02 only makes a hearing private, but does not prohibit anything 
else. The Order that was served does not apply because it was based on “Stipulation of 
the Parties.” WE are not a party to the case. The fact the case was sealed after the fact 
is prospective not retrospective and cannot change what has already happened. Next, First 
Amendment and good faith participation in public processes are absolutely immune from 
suit. Then there is the lawsuit itself – it violates NRS Chapter 1 which requires all 
actions involving the same parties in Family Court be heard by the same judge – meaning 
there is no subject matter jurisdiction in the District Court. This further supported by 
the fact it involves an order by Judge Elliot who is the only one who can enforce that 
order or issue sanctions – but again – that order only pertains to the parties that 
engaged in the stipulation. I see a counter for First Amendment retaliation and violation 
of immunity and then removal to US District Court on federal question involving violation 
of rights.>Please let me know.. We are going to file a State Bar Complaint against this 
attorney for lying to FaceBook under penalty of perjury.> >Steve Sanson>President 
Veterans In Politics International>PO Box 28211>Las Vegas, NV 89126>702 283 
8088>www.veteransinpolitics.org > > >-----Original Message----->From: Facebook >To: 
vipipresident >Sent: Sun, Jan 22, 2017 10:32 pm>Subject: IP Counter Notification Form 
#386426505041326>Hi,>Thanks for contacting Facebook. In order to process your counter-
notification, we need more information from you. Please provide us with:>- an explanation 
of why you believe the content should be restored. >We won’t be able to process your 
counter-notification without this information. Please note that all information you 
provide may be sent to the original reporter.>Thanks,>Daryl>Intellectual Property 
Operations>>On Fri Jan 20, 2017 22:41:34, Steve Sanson wrote:>>Full Name : Steve 
Sanson>>Address : PO Box 28211>>Las Vegas, Nv 89126>>Telephone : 7022838088>>Email : 
vipipresident@cs.com>>> 
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1 OPPC 
JENNIFER V. ABRAMS, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar Number: 7575 
THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM 

3 6252 South Rainbow Boulevard, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 

4 Phone: (702) 222-4021 
Email: JVAGroup@theabramslawfirm.com 

5 Attorney for Plaintiffs 

6 

7 
DISTRICT COURT 

CLARKCOUNTY,NEVADA 

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED 

03/08/2017 11 :21 :53 AM 

8 MARSHAL S. WILLICK and WILLICK LAW) Case No.: A-17-750171-C 
GROUP, ) 

9 ) Department: XIX 
Plaintiff, ) 

10 ) 
vs. ) 

11 ) 
STEVE W. SANSON; HEIDI J. HANUSA; ) Hearing date: March 14, 2017 

12 CHRISTINA ORTIZ; JOHNNY SPICER; ) 
DON WOOLBRIGHT; VETERANS IN ) Hearing time: 9:00 a.m. 

13 POLITICS INTERNATIONAL, INC.; ) 
SANSON CORPORATION; KAREN ) 

14 STEELMON; and DOES I THROUGH X, ) 
) 

15 Defendant. ) 

-------------------------------) 
16 

17 OPPOSITION TO 
ANTI-SLAPP SPECIAL MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO NRS 41.650 

18 ct. seq.; 
AND 

19 COUNTERMOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 

20 COME NOW the Plaintiffs, MARSHAL S. WILLICK and WILLICK LA 

21 GROUP, by and through their attorney of record, Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq., of Th 

22 Abrams & Mayo Law Firm, and hereby submit their Opposition to Defendant 

23 STEVE W. SANSON and VETERANS IN POLITICS INTERNATIONAL, INC.'s Anti 

24 
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1 SLAPP Special Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. seq.; an 

2 Countermotionfor Attorney's Fees and Costs. 

3 This Opposition and Countermotion is made and based upon the attache 

4 Points and Authorities, the Affidavit attached hereto, all papers and pleadings on fil 

5 herein, and any oral argument adduced at the hearing of this matter. 

6 DATED Tuesday, March 07, 2017. 

7 Respectfully submitted: 

8 THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

lsi Jennifer V. Abrams. Esq. 
JENNIFER V. ABRAMS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar Number: 7575 
6252 South Rainbow Boulevard, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 
Phone: (702) 222-4021 
Email: JVAGroup@theabramslawfirm.com 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

15 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

16 I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

17 Steve Sanson and Veterans In Politics International, Inc. ("the VIP 

18 Defendants") operate an extortion racket. The racket appears to be controlled b 

19 Sanson and run through an organization purporting to be a 501(c)(3) "non-profi 

20 corporation"! which disseminates mass defamatory email blasts, maintains a websit 

21 to house defamatory material, and re-publishes and posts defamatory material t 

22 

23 

24 

1 It appears that the VIPI and other Defendants engage in substantial violations of the laws 
pertaining to such entities by failing to submit all required filings (such as tax returns), failing to use 
substantial portion of the funds for a specific public purpose, allowing a single member to exercis 
undue control, and violating the provisions of the Charitable Solicitation Act, amongst othe 
violations. 
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1 numerous Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, Google Plus, and other social medi 

2 accounts. 

3 Despite their fac;ade of "exposing corruption," the real purpose of the bogu 

4 organization is corruption - they make money by launching defamator 

5 "smear campaigns." Such campaigns have been launched against judicial an 

6 political candidates and in this case, against private citizens. The VIPI defendant 

7 also solicit complaints from angry and often misguided persons without much, i 

8 any, inquiry as to the truth or accuracy of the allegations made. To be clear, the VIP 

9 defendants do not strive to actually "expose corruption" as they falsely allege. Fo 

10 example, the undersigned was not able to find any postings or emails by the VIP 

11 Defendants 'exposing' any actual corruption in the judiciary (e.g., former Judg 

12 Steven Jones), in the school district (e.g., Kevin Childs), or otherwise, likely becaus 

13 there was no money in it for them to do so. 

14 And the VIPI Defendants openly admit that they engage in such activity - i 

15 at least three January 24, 2017 Facebook posts seeking contributions in violation 0 

16 Nevada's Charitable Solicitation Act, the VIPI Defendants admitted that "whe 

17 people need[ ] someone to get dirty so they can stay nameless, we do it withou 

18 hesitation." 2 

19 The lawsuits of which they complain3 resulted directly from such illici 

20 activities by the VIPI Defendants. In or around September 2016, the VIP 

21 Defendants were hired by Louis Schneider, Esq. to intimidate witnesses and a famil 

22 court judge with threatened "smear campaigns" in an effort to alter the outcome of 

23 pending sanctions motion filed against Schneider in a divorce case. 

24 2 See Exhibit 1. 

3 Abrams v. Schneider, et. aI., and Willick v. Sanson, et. aI. 
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1 In the underlying divorce case, Willick's fiancee, Jennifer Abrams, filed 

2 sanctions motion against Schneider personally for his numerous and substantia 

3 violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct, amongst other things. Immediatel 

4 after being served with the sanctions motion, Schneider wrote in an email: "If you 

5 firm does not withdraw that motion [referring to the sanctions motion filed agains 

6 Schneider], I will oppose it and take additional action be ond th 

7 opposition." [Emphasis added]. 

8 Abrams did not withdraw the sanctions motion against Schneider.4 A 

9 threatened, Schneider took "action beyond the opposition" by hiring5 the VIPI an 

10 other Defendants to launch a series of false, misleading, and defamatory "smea 

11 campaigns" against Abrams. Those unlawful activities led to the filing of the Abram 

12 v. Schneider, et al.lawsuit (Case Number A-17-749318-C). 

13 Years earlier -- on February 11, 2015, Assembly Bill 140 was introduced. 

14 Marshal Willick testified against portions of the bill and Steve Sanson testified i 

15 favor of the bill. It was ultimately passed in a significantly altered form on or abou 

16 May 17,2015 and was signed by the Governor on or about May 25,2015. 

17 The legislative session ended days later. 

18 Approximately six months later, Attorney Willick appeared on the VIP 

19 radio show to discuss AB 140. The VIPI Defendants did not post any articles 0 

20 material other than the interview itself which, very shortly thereafter, was no longe 

21 

22 

23 4 The outcome of that motion and the request for attorney fees has been briefed and is stil 
pending decision ofthe Hon. Jennifer Elliott. 

24 5 In an internet radio interview with "NewsMax/Battlefield Nevada," Steve Sanson admitte 
receiving payment from Louis Schneider, and then claimed it was for "advertising." 
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1 accessible from their website. 6 For approximately eighteen months after th 

2 Governor signed AB 140 into law, there was nothing (other than the interview whic 

3 was deleted) disseminated by the VIPI defendants on the issue. No furthe 

4 legislation or other issue was or is pending. 

5 On December 25, 2016, over a year and a half after AB 140 had an 

6 significance to the public or was given any attention by the VIPI defendants, the VIP 

7 defendants posted the "hypocrisy" article defaming Plaintiffs by calling Marsha 

8 Willick a "hypocrite" who "screw[s veterans] for profit and power." "Coincidentally,' 

9 this defamatory material was disseminated shortly after the VIPI defendants wer 

10 paid by Louis Schneider to disseminate "smear campaigns" against Willick's fiancee, 

11 and almost immediately after the VIPI defendants learned of the relationshi 

12 between Willick and Abrams. Those unlawful activities, and others, led to the filin 

13 of this lawsuit, Willick v. Sanson, et aU 

14 While the timing and focus of the "hypocrisy" article evidences the VIP 

15 Defendants' actual malice against Plaintiffs, the "sexually coercion" article and th 

16 VIPI Defendants' comments regarding that article leave no doubt that the purpose 0 

17 the publications were to unlawfully defame Plaintiffs. After the VIPI Defendant 

18 falsely alleged that Marshal Willick and his pal were "convicted of sexually (sic) 

19 coercion of a minor child" and falsely alleged that Marshal Willick was found "guilty' 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

6 Apparently this is because the "interview" contains a great deal of Sanson's foul-mouthe 
screaming, which did not make the organization look good. 

7 Contrary to the assertions in the Motion, there have been many more than five defamato 
statements made by the VIPI Defendants against Plaintiffs, including a one-hour radio show 0 

February 25,2017 dedicated to defaming Plaintiffs. To this day, the "smear campaign" continues. 
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1 of defaming a law student,8 a comment was posted by Lee Pudemonhuchin Gilford, 

2 who wrote, in relevant part: 

3 And this is how the defamation lawsuits begin. Nothing you shared 
indicates that Willick did anything but employ a nasty bastard. You 

4 have intentionally indicated that he was convicted.9 I offer you a couple 
of choices to correct this, because as someone claiming to represent 

5 veterans, I would appreciate it at least done in a legal way. 
A) provide evidence that Willick was convicted. 

6 B) change your caption 
C) take this crap to your personal page. 

7 You stand before political figures in this state, indicating that you 
represent veterans (me) here in Las Vegas. You therefore have an 

8 obligation to take our representation responsibly. Getting in to pissing 
wars lO and getting sued for libel does nothing but discredit the image of 

9 veterans, that some of us pride ourselves in maintaining 

10 The VIPI defendants response was nothing short of extreme and outrageous. 

11 The VIPI Defendants responded: 

12 Look Lee you are a Marine correct .. Everything we put out is true .. If 
you don't believe that don't engage in our page. We been doing this for 

13 over a decade .. Maybe you should do your own reserach (sic) before 
you engage in another conversation with our group. Semper Fi 11 

14 

15 The blatantly false representation that "[eJverything we put out is true" an 

16 "[mJaybe you should do your own reserach (sic)," implies that there is proo 

17 that Marshal Willick was convicted of sexual coercion of a minor chil 

18 and implies that there is proof that Willick was found "guilty" (implyin 

19 criminal conduct) of defamation. These statements are not true, they are no 

20 substantially true, and they are not even remotely true. They are not "opinions," a 

21 they blatantly assert false facts. These knowingly false and malicious statement 

22 8 Somewhat ironically, the same posting by Defendants includes an opinion by a West Virgini 
judge that using the word "guilty" necessarily implies conviction of a crime and therefore is 
defamatory per se. Having posted that opinion, Defendants cannot claim to be ignorant of it. 

23 
9 Mr. Gilford is describing "actual malice." 

24 10 Mr. Gilford is describing personal animus and the lack of any perceived "public interest." 

11 See Exhibit 2. 
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1 were not made within any legal proceedings and are therefore not privileged. Thes 

2 are blatantly false, malicious, and highly defamatory false statements of fact are no 

3 protected speech.12 They are defamation per se. None of that is "hyperbole" - the 

4 are outright lies. 13 

5 And the VIPI Defendants admit that the posting was defamatory but see 

6 cover for their actions by the posting of a "correction." First, the "correction" is itsel 

7 defamatory but worse, the VIPI Defendants re-posted the original admittedl 

8 defamatory article after the posting of the "correction" and each posting of th 

9 admittedly defamatory version of the article is still viewable online. In other words, 

10 the "correction" did not replace the admittedly defamatory posts - they remai 

11 visible independent of any "correction." 

12 As expressed in the old adage "my right to swing my fist ends where your nos 

13 begins," the VIPI Defendants' right to "free speech" ended when they publishe 

14 blatantly false, misleading, and defamatory material against the Plaintiffs in thi 

15 action. 14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

12 Similar malicious disregard for the truth by the VIPI Defendants is evident in the Abrams v. 
Schneider, et. al. matter wherein the VIPI Defendants falsely alleged, repeatedly, that Abrams' clien 
"lied about his finances." This false statement of fact (amongst many others) were made by the VIP 
Defendants repeatedly even though VIPI posted the video of Judge Elliott admitting that she was 
mistaken and that Abrams' client was forthright in his financial disclosure and even though J udg 
Elliott sent an email to the VIPI Defendants directly notifying them that she was mistaken and tha 
Abrams' client correctly reported his income. The VIPI Defendants cannot claim that they didn' 
receive Judge Elliott's email as they responded to it yet, they continued to post the same false an 
defamatory factual allegation repeatedly. 

13 Contrary to the assertions made (at 15), the half-hearted "clarification" was not blasted out b 
multiple "paid placements" to the many tens of thousands of viewers that the original false claims 
were sent, making it a worthless exercise. 

14 The VIPI Defendants claim that Plaintiffs' sent "take down notices" to Y ouTube and othe 
social media websites in an effort to "stifle speech." For example, it was the litigant in the underlyin 
divorce case who requested removal of his private divorce proceedings from YouTube and Vimeo 
Because those postings by the VIPI Defendants violated both YouTube and Vimeo's policies, they wer 
removed. The closing of the 

Page 70f23 
AA001428



1 II. NEVADA'S ANTI -SLAPP STATUTES 

2 "A SLAPP [strategic lawsuit against public participation] lawsuit i 

3 characterized as a meritless suit filed primarily to chill the defendant's exercise 0 

4 First Amendment Rights."15 The hallmark of a SLAPP lawsuit is that it is filed t 

5 obtain a financial advantage over one's adversary by increasing litigation costs unti 

6 the adversary's case is weakened or abandoned."16 To protect citizens' rights to mak 

7 good faith communications in petitioning the government, the Legislature passe 

8 Nevada's Anti-SLAPP statutes, following the California model. 17 The statutes protec 

9 "Good faith communication in furtherance of the right to petition or the right to fre 

10 speech in direct connection with an issue of public concern," while leaving the doo 

11 open for legitimate defamation claims. In other words, while Nevada's Anti-SLAP 

12 statute protects First Amendment freedom of speech; it does not protect defamato 

13 speech.1s 

14 III. SPECIAL MOTION TO DISMISS STANDARD 

15 In Nevada, the district courts treat an Anti-SLAPP motion as a motion fo 

16 summary judgment. The Nevada Supreme Court has set forth the requirements fo 

17 summary judgment in Nevada: 

18 Summary judgment is proper if the pleadings and all other evidence on fil 
demonstrate that no genuine issue of material fact exists and the movin 

19 party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. When deciding a summa 
judgment motion, all evidence and any reasonable inferences derive 

20 therefrom must be viewed in a light most favorable to the nonmoving party. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

15 John v. Douglas Cnty. Sch. Dist., 125 Nev. 746, 752, 219 P.3d 1276, 1280 (2009) (interna 
quotations omitted). 

16 Id. In this case, ironically, Plaintiffs are facing a flurry of motions from at least five teams 0 

lawyers hired by the VIPI Defendants to increase costs and expenses to the maximum extent possible. 

17 NRS 41.635 et seq. 

18 Id. 
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1 General allegations and conclusory statements do not create genuine issues 0 

fact. 1920 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

In Briggs v. Eden Council for Hope & Opportunity,21 the court held that t 

survive a challenge under the anti-SLAPP statute, a Plaintiff was only required t 

show minimal merit as to a claim, not to definitely prove it. 22 

The moving party seeking to dismiss a Plaintiffs complaint for defamatio 

must establish "by a preponderance of the evidence, that the claim is based upon 

good faith communication in furtherance of the right to petition or the right to fre 

speech in direct connection with an issue of public concern."23 

Each of those terms is defined as well. A "good faith communication" is 

communication made to a governmental agency or made in direct connection wit 

an "issue of public interest" in a place open to the public or in a public forum "whic 

is truthful or is made without knowledge of its falsehood."24 

If the moving party is successful in satisfying its burden, the burden the 

shifts to the Plaintiff to demonstrate "with prima facie evidence a probability 0 

prevailing on the claim" in the underlying lawsuit. 25 

Recent Nevada case law has discussed "good faith communication" and "issu 

of public interest." In Lawrence v. Krahne, the issue revolved around "statement 

19 Lawrence v. Krahne, 2015 Nev. App. Unpub. LEXIS 452, *1-2, 2015 WL 5545555 (Nev. Ct. 
App. Sept. 16, 2015) (citing Wood v. Safeway, Inc., 121 Nev. 724, 729, 121 P.3d 1026, 1029 (2005)) 
(internal quotations omitted). 

20 Notably, in Panicaro v. Crowley, the Court of Appeals of Nevada held that "Crowley's firs 
amended complaint does not establish a genuine issue of material fact [ ... J because it utterly lacks 
specificity." Specifically addressing Crowley's defamation claim, the court stated "Crowley failed t 
point to any defamatory statements or even to whom they were directed. 

21 19 Cal 4th 1106 (1999). 

22 Id. at 1122-23. 

23 NRS 41.660(3)(a). 

24 NRS 41.637. 

25 NRS 41.660(3)(b) 
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1 made by medical personnel to law enforcement officers. 26 The Court upheld th 

2 district court's decision that "the respondents met their initial burden because thei 

3 statements to the police were made in good faith and meant to procure governmenta 

4 action in theform of an investigation of Lawrence's threats."27 

5 In Shapiro v. Welt, the Supreme Court of Nevada adopted "guiding principle 

6 for what distinguishes a public interest from a private one"28 from a California case, 

7 Piping Rock Partners, Inc. v. Davis Lerner Assocs.: 

8 
(1) "public interest" does not equate with mere curiosity; 

9 (2) a matter of public interest should be something of concern to a substantia 
number of people; a matter of concern to a speaker and a relatively smal 

10 specific audience is not a matter of public interest; 
(3) there should be some degree of closeness between the challenge 

11 statements and the asserted public interest-the assertion of a broad an 
amorphous public interest is not sufficient; 

12 (4) the focus of the speaker's conduct should be the public interest rather tha 
a mere effort to gather ammunition for another round of private controversy; 

13 and 
(5) a person cannot turn otherwise private information into a matter of publi 

14 interest simply by communicating it to a large number of people. 

15 The Shapiro Court further stated that "If a court determines the issue is of publi 

16 interest, it must next determine whether the communication was made in a plac 

17 open to the public or in a public forum. Finally, no communication falls within th 

18 purview of NRS 41.660 unless it is truthful or is made without knowledge of it 

19 falsehood." 29 

20 / / / 

21 / / / 

22 

23 

24 

26 Lawrence, 2015 Nev. App. Unpub. LEXIS 452 at 3. 

27 Id. (emphasis added). 

28 Shapiro v. Welt, Nos. 67363, 67596, 2017 Nev. LEXIS 1, at *9 (Feb. 2, 2017) 

29 Id. at 10. (quoting NRS 41.637(4), NRS 41.637, and NRS 41.660 internal quotations omitted). 
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1 DEFENDANTS FAIL TO MEET THEIR INITIAL BURDEN 

2 Preliminarily, VIPI Defendants must not be allowed to confuse this Court. 

3 The definition of "good faith" is provided in detail supra and can be found in NRS 

4 41.637· The definition of "good faith" is not what the VIPI Defendants pretend it t 

5 be -- whether their defamatory claims "were either true or substantially true an 

6 therefore protected [ ... ], or they constituted non-actionable opinion that is no 

7 subject to a truthfulness evaluation [ ... ], or they were privileged [or hyperlinked.]"3 

8 VIPI Defendants are attempting to "create authority" which, even if the Cou 

9 entertained the effort, would still result in their Motion being denied and this cas 

10 moving forward to the trier of fact. 

11 VIPI Defendants confuse the very specific SLAPP standard with a Motion t 

12 Dismiss pursuant to 12(b )(5). For multiple pages, VIPI Defendants go on at lengt 

13 regarding "non-actionable opinions,"31 "using hyperlinks to link to underlying sourc 

14 materials,"32 and asserting that statements made by Defendants were "true, 

15 substantially true or constituted non-actionable opinion."33 Those sections of VIP 

16 Defendants' Motion provide little help to this Court in the context of an anti-SLAP 

17 analysis. 34 

18 The result of this anti-SLAPP motion should be simple. VIPI Defendant 

19 have utterly failed to meet their initial burden of showing that their defamator 

20 
30 See Motion at 11, lines 4-7. 

21 31 See Monon at II. 

32 See Motion at 12. 
22 

23 

24 

33 See Motion at 13. 

34 The only bit of usefulness in the VIPI Motion is when, at the tail end of the analysis, the Cou 
decides whether the communication was made in a place open to the public or in a public forum an 
that communication is either truthful or is made without knowledge of its falsehood. There can be n 
legitimate question that the communications were made in a place open to the public and wer 
knowingly false when made. 
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1 speech is "based upon a good faith communication in furtherance of the right t 

2 petition or the right to free speech in direct connection with an issue of publi 

3 concern." Moreover, even if they could meet that burden, the Motion would fai 

4 because their defamatory speech was untruthful and made with knowledge of it 

5 falsehood. 

6 As detailed below, VIPI Defendants cannot show that their defamatory speec 

7 is an attempt to petition the government to act, or that their defamatory speech i 

8 directly connected with an issue of public concern. 

9 IV. THE DEFAMATORY SPEECH IS NOT AN ATTEMPT TO 

10 PETITION THE GOVERNMENT TO ACT 

11 VIPI Defendants fail to allege that their defamatory speech is an attempt t 

12 petition the government to act. This Court should note this fact and find that th 

13 VIPI Defendants have waived any such claim. Even if the Court does not make thi 

14 finding, the VIPI Defendants cannot provide any proof that the defamatory speec 

15 ever petitioned any governmental agency to act in any way. The purpose was soleI 

16 to malign and injure Plaintiffs. 

17 V. THE DEFAMATORY SPEECH HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH 

18 "ISSUE OF PUBLIC CONCERN" 

19 The entire premise of the VIPI Defendants' Anti-SLAPP Motion to Dismis 

20 Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. seq. boils down to the false premise that anything an 

21 everything Plaintiffs do is "a matter of public concern" because they practice la 

22 and thus are "public figures." There are no facts in VIPI Defendants' Motion, thi 

23 case, or any controlling authority, which lend any credence to that false premise. 

24 
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1 Actually, it is well established that in Nevada, being a private practic 

2 attorney, representing a client in a private case, is not a "public figure" in any way. 3 

3 The Nevada Supreme Court has held that that professional accomplishments such a 

4 having an "accomplished career," having a "national reputation" for skill and caring, 

5 going to a great school, having a prestigious fellowship, publishing numerous article 

6 and abstracts, contributing to chapters in books and textbooks, belonging t 

7 specialized professional groups, and even being "the subject of newspaper articles' 

8 does not make a private practitioner a "limited-purpose public figure" for purpose 

9 of defamation law. 36 

10 At page 18 of the Motion, VIPI Defendants allege that the "December 25, 2016 

11 statement pertained to the 2015 interview that Willick gave to VIPI [ ... J about then 

12 pending legislation." VIPI Defendants are not only confused about what th 

13 defamatory speech is, they are also confused (again) of the SLAPP standard, and ar 

14 temporally challenged -- nothing was "pending" at the end of 2016. Nothing ha 

15 been "pending" for over eighteen months. 

16 The defamatory post on December 25, 2016, is clearly specified in th 

17 Complaint. 37 The defamatory speech is: "This is the type of hypocrisy we have in ou 

18 community. People that claim to be for veterans but yet they screw us for profit an 

19 power." While "veteran's issues" is a matter of public concern, the focus of thi 

20 defamatory speech is Marshal Willick and Defendants' concerted effort to harm hi 

21 reputation. 

22 

23 

24 

35 See Gertz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U.S. 323 (1974). 

36 See Bongiovi v. Sullivan, 122 Nev. 556,138 P.3d 433 (2006). 

37 See Complaint at 5, 9-21. 
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1 No reasonable person could read the above statement in the context provide 

2 in the Complaint - along with the other email-blasts and internet postings - an 

3 conclude that the speech is directed at "veteran's issues." VIPI Defendants efforts i 

4 disseminating this, and their many other email-blasts and internet postings are 

5 "mere effort to gather ammunition for another round of private controversy."38 An 

6 the Nevada Supreme Court has made it crystal clear that such is not a legitimat 

7 "public interest." 

8 At page 19, the VIPI Defendants again mis-state what the defamato 

9 language is: "The January 12, 2017 statement, about a federal judge in Virgini 

10 finding that Willick committed defamation per se against a law student who wa 

11 opposing his client in a divorce case [ ... J likewise was of public concern." 

12 Respectfully, there is absolutely no authority that could allow this Court t 

13 find that a dispute between two private individuals in a decade-old private Virgini 

14 lawsuit is a matter of public concern, no matter how badly the VIPI Defendants wis 

15 to pretend that PlaintiffWillick was a public figure. 39 

16 VIPI Defendants persist in that misleading and confusing argument for eve 

17 instance of defamatory speech clearly laid out in the Complaint. This Court shoul 

18 note their attempts to confuse and the false premise under which the pendin 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

38 Shapiro, Nos. 67363, 67596, 2017 Nev. LEXIS 1, at *9. Many of Defendants' posting 
included a promised $10,000 "bounty" for anyone who could come up with additional defamato 
material to be used against Willick; nothing in the case law would excuse such a blatant call fo 
defamatory material. 

39 While it is a distraction, the Court could note that the factual assertions in the motion ar 
largely false - Defendants allege repeatedly (e.g., at 3, 9, and 19) that Willick "lost" the Holyoa 
appeal - actually, the other side was the appellant, because Willick won the case at the trial cou 
level, and the other side lost the appeal as well. It should also be noted that the VIPI Defendants don' 
appear to disseminate information about the outcome of other attorneys' cases or even other cases 
dealing with PERS, such as the recent Nevada Supreme Court Decision in Henson v. Henson. Th 
VIPI Defendants specifically targeted Plaintiffs for any defamatory allegations they could concoct. 
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1 Motion was brought, and deny this frivolous and vexatious Motion for VIP 

2 Defendants' failure to satisfy their initial burden under NRS 41.660(3)(a). 

3 VI. PLAINTIFFS MAKE A PRIMA FACIE SHOWING OF 

4 PROBABILITY OF PREVAILING ON THEIR CLAIMS 

5 This issue need not even be reached -- Defendants did not and cannot mee 

6 their burden on the first prong of the test so the analysis would not proceed to th 

7 second prong where Plaintiffs have any burden to present evidence. However, 

8 assuming arguendo that the Defendants had met their burden, there can be n 

9 serious question that Plaintiffs have shown "with prima facie evidence a probabilit 

10 of prevailing on the claim." 

11 a. DEFAMATION 

12 The Nevada Supreme Court has been pretty clear: 

13 a statement is not defamatory if it is an exaggeration or generalization tha 
could be interpreted by a reasonable person as "mere rhetorical hyperbole.' 

14 Nor is a statement defamatory if it is absolutely true, or substantially true. 
statement is, however, defamatory ifit "would tend to lower th 

15 subject in the estimation of the community, excite derogato 
opinions about the subject, and hold the subject up to contempt." 

16 
In determining whether a statement is actionable for the purposes of 

17 defamation suit, the court must ask "whether a reasonable person would b 
likely to understand the remark as an expression of the source's opinion or a 

18 a statement of existing fact."40 

19 VIPI Defendants' false claims that Willick has committed crimes 

20 children, has been found "guilty" of anything, or is "unethical," cannot pass th 

21 "straight face test" under that standard. Even if it could, the Nevada Supreme Cou 

22 has specified that "[w]hether a statement is defamatory is generally a question 0 

23 

24 
40 Pegasus v. Reno Newspapers, Inc., 118 Nev. 706, 715, 57 P.3d 82,88 (2002). 
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1 law; however, where a statement is susceptible of different constructions, one 0 

2 which is defamatory, resolution of the ambiguity is a question of fact for the jury." 

3 VIPI Defendants are attempting to prevent Plaintiffs from presenting this cas 

4 to a finder of fact, because they know they cannot survive an examination of thei 

5 behavior. As Judge Abbi Silver explained, dissenting in Panicaro v. Crowley: "Th 

6 purpose of the [anti-SLAPP] statute is to deter frivolous lawsuits, not to prevent on 

7 party from presenting their case to ajury. 

8 Next, VIPI Defendants make the absurd claim that merely because "each 0 

9 the statements at issue contained hyperlinks to source materials, whether to th 

10 VIPI radio show, Court Orders, newspaper articles or other documents' 

11 this somehow "undermines a defamation claim."41 Stated differently, VIP 

12 Defendants' position is that they can post and disseminate anything abou 

13 anyone so long as there is a hyperlink to their own radio show. As the Nevad 

14 Supreme Court expressed it, the assertion "must be rejected on the ground 0 

15 inherent absurdity."42 

16 VIPI Defendants next false premise is that they are either "news media" 0 

17 "reporting newsworthy events in judicial proceedings." They are, and are doing, 

18 neither - they are running an extortion ring. 

19 None of the Defendants in this matter are "news media." The Nevad 

20 Supreme Court has defined "news media": 

21 The news media acts as an agent of the people to inform the public wha 
transpires in the courtroom and to ensure the fairness of the proceedings. I 

22 exchange for this absolute privilege, comes the requirement and responsibilit 

23 

24 41 See Monon at 23. 

42 Mosley v. Figliuzzi, 113 Nev. 51, 930 P.2d 1110 (1997). 
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1 that the report befair, accurate, and impartial. Opinions must be left t 
the editorial pages or editorial segments of television broadcasts. 43 

2 
The Defendants in this matter, through their words and actions, have demonstrate 

3 
that they have zero interest in being, or appearing, "fair," "accurate," or "impartial." 

4 
Instead, the Defendants in this matter have engaged in a very deliberate, 

5 
malicious, ongoing campaign to defame the Plaintiffs to many thousands of peopl 

6 
and intentionally injure their personal and business interests to the maximum exten 

7 
possible using copyrighted material and conspiring with others to do so for the illici 

8 
purpose of corrupting ongoing court proceedings. To label these individuals a 

9 
"news media" and provide them with immunity would be an act of Orwellia 

10 

doublespeak. 
11 

Nothing that the Defendants have done could rationally be described a 
12 

"reporting." As detailed in the Complaint and this Opposition, Defendants ar 
13 

attacking Plaintiffs because they were paid to do so and they are attempting to exto 
14 

and injure Willick's fiancee. 
15 

Operation of a defamation campaign in service of an extortion ring gets n 
16 

cover from the expression by the court in Sahara, supra, that "[a] fair an 
17 

impartial account of the proceedings in a court of justice is, as a general rule, 
18 

justifiable publication." 44 The Defendants in this matter did not make a "justifiabl 
19 

publication." 
20 

The Defendants in this matter are not fair or impartial "reporters" of an 
21 

kind; there simply is no excuse for the deliberately false months-long republicatio 
22 

of the defamatory "Attorney Marshall [sic] and his pal convicted of sexually [sic] 
23 

43 Sahara Gaming Corp. v. Culinary Workers Union Local 226, 115 Nev. 212, 215, 984 P.2 
24 164,166 (1999)· 

44 rd. at 215, quoting Thompson v. Powning, 15 Nev. 195, 203 (1880). 
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1 coercion [sic] of a minor." This is a portion of the "headline" from the "Virgini 

2 post." This Court cannot find that the Defendants fairly and impartiall 

3 reported the proceedings of a court of justice. 45 

4 Defendants' reference (at 5) to the Beery case is notable, primarily becaus 

5 that case, about two years ago, involving "friends" of Sanson, ended precisely as thi 

6 case should end - in the public posting of a formal retraction and apology at al 

7 places where the defamatory material had been posted, including a promise to neve 

8 again post such defamatory material. 46 

9 h. EMOTIONAL DISTRESS, FALSE LIGHT, BUSINES 

10 DISPARAGEMENT AND CONSPIRACY 

11 VIPI Defendants assert that "since the speech at issue is protected, each 0 

12 these causes of action [emotional distress, false light, business disparagement, an 

13 conspiracy] must necessarily fail." They are wrong. Contrary to what VIP 

14 Defendants wish to be true, their defamatory speech is not protected, is actionable, 

15 and the Plaintiffs have easily met their burden of showing a prima facie case 0 

16 defamation. 

17 VIPI Defendants rely on Maduike v. Agency Rent-A-Car in support of thei 

18 assertion that "the complaint alleges no facts to support a claim of emotiona 

19 distress." Maduike involved a family who was injured in a rental car cras 

20 subsequent to the rental car company refusing to change out an allegedly defectiv 

21 

22 

23 

24 

45 This false premise that the Defendants are "news media" or "reporting judicial proceedings' 
so blatantly ignores controlling authority, that sua sponte imposition of NRCP 11 sanctions would b 
appropriate. 

46 It is a minor point, but the claim that that there was a "non-monetary settlement" is no 
entirely accurate - some defendants in that action have multi-million dollar judgments entere 
against them; the ring-leaders of that defamation scheme were impecunious, so the public retractio 
and apology was the only significant recompense to be obtained. 

Page 18 Of23 
AA001439



1 vehicle. The facts of M aduike are a world away from those present here. At trial, th 

2 Maduikes presented evidence that: 

3 1) Agency rented to the Maduike a three-year-old car with over 53,000 mile 
of service and only $349.00 in repairs expended; 2) Agency rented the car t 

4 them without inspecting its safety equipment after a rental of over a month t 
another customer; 3) Agency rented the car to them despite a "readil 

5 apparent" brake or tire problem; 4) after the Maduike had been directed t 
return to Las Vegas and after the brakes had failed, causing the rear-en 

6 accident, Agency refused to take any measures to repair or prevent furthe 
driving of the car. Peter Maduike testified that the Las Vegas Agenc 

7 employee who refused to replace the rental car stated, "There is nothing I ca 
do, man. There is nothing I can do, man." According to testimony, th 

8 employee then ignored Peter. 

9 Here, the actions and conduct of the Defendants in this matter go far beyond renta 

10 of an inadequately inspected vehicle or an employee making an arguably rud 

11 statement. We have provided evidence of a very deliberate, malicious, ongoin 

12 campaign to defame the Plaintiffs to many thousands of people and to injure thei 

13 personal and business interests to the maximum extent possible using copyrighte 

14 material and conspiring with others to do so for the illicit purpose of corruptin 

15 ongoing court proceedings, all of which is laid out in detail in the Complaint. 

16 In Branda v. Sanford the Nevada Supreme Court opined that sever 

17 emotional distress could manifest as "hysterical and nervous ... nightmares, grea 

18 nervousness and bodily illness and injury."47 Notably, the Branda Court held that: 

19 marginally adequate notice was given respondent of the basis of th 
claim for relief. A cause of action for intentional infliction of emotiona 

20 distress was pled and prima facie proof given at trial. The jury w 
entitled to determine, considering prevailing circumstances, 

21 contemporary attitudes and Cheryl's own susceptibility, whether the conduc 
in question constituted extreme outrage. 

22 
Could a judge or jury ultimately find after trial that the actions of Defendants her 

23 
have not been "outrageous enough" or that the impact on Plaintiffs was not "ba 

24 
47 Branda v. Sanford, 97 Nev. 643, 648, 637 P .2d 1223, 1227 (1981). 
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1 enough"? Sure - but that evidence has not yet been developed in discovery 0 

2 presented at trial, and the discussion of what some jury might find based on evidenc 

3 that has not even been discovered or presented is, at best, speculative. 

4 The Plaintiffs in this matter have pled and demonstrated a prima faci 

5 showing of the probability of prevailing on all the claims which the VIPI Defendant 

6 allege "must fail." This Court should deny the anti-SLAPP motion accordingly. 

7 c. RICO 

8 In Nevada, "for a plaintiff to recover under Nevada RICO, three condition 

9 must be met: (1) the plaintiffs injury must flow from the defendant's violation of 

10 predicate Nevada RICO act; (2) the injury must be proximately caused by th 

11 defendant's violation of the predicate act; and (3) the plaintiff must not hav 

12 participated in the commission of the predicate act." 

13 Here, VIPI Defendants admit that Plaintiffs have pled at least one crim 

14 under the RICO umbrella. This alone should be substantial evidence for a prim 

15 facie showing that the Plaintiffs will prevail on their claims. 

16 VII. COUNTERMOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 

17 VIPI Defendants' Motion is both frivolous and vexatious. This anti-SLAP 

18 Motion is merely a tactic being used by all the Defendants in this matter t 

19 overburden this Court's limited resources, hinder and prevent discovery - and thu 

20 this case - from progressing, and increase the costs of litigation. 48 

21 Pursuant to NRS 41.670(2): 

22 If the court denies a special motion to dismiss filed pursuant to NRS 41.66 
and finds that the motion was frivolous or vexatious, the court shal 

23 award to the prevailing party reasonable costs and attorney's fees incurred i 
responding to the motion." (emphasis added). 

24 
48 See NRS 18.010. 
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1 

Moreover, NRS 41.670(3)(a)-(b) provides: 
2 

In addition to reasonable costs and attorney's fees awarded pursuant t 
3 subsection 2, the court may award: 

(a) An amount of up to $10,000; and 
4 (b) Any such additional relief as the court deems proper to punish an 

deter the filing of frivolous or vexatious motions. 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Here, this Court should make a finding that VIPI Defendants' Motion is frivolous an 

vexatious. Furthermore, and in light of the number of Defendants in this action, th 

multiple announcements from the remaining Defendants of intent to file an 

continue filing anti-SLAPP motions, this Court should award an additional $10,000 

in attorney's fees and any further amount the Court "deems proper to punish an 

deter the filing of frivolous or vexatious motions." 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

Based upon the foregoing, Plaintiffs respectfully request this Honorable 

Court deny Defendants STEVE W. SANSON and VETERANS IN POLITICS 

INTERNATIONAL, INC.'s motion in its entirety, and grant Plaintiffs' 

countermotion for an award of attorney's fees and costs. 

DATEDTuesday, March 07, 2017. 

Respectfully submitted: 

THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM 

lsi Jennifer V. Abrams. Esq. 
JENNIFER V. ABRAMS, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar Number: 7575 
6252 South Rainbow Boulevard, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 
Phone: (702) 222-4021 
Email: JVAGroup@theabramslawfirm.com 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

DECLARATION OF MARSHAL S. WILLICK 

1. I, Marshal S. Willick, declare that I am competent to testify to the facts 

contained in the preceding filing. 

2. I have read the preceding filing, and I have personal knowledge of the facts 

contained therein, unless stated otherwise. Further, the factual averments 

contained therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, except 

those matters based on information and belief, and as to those matters, I 

believe them to be true. 

3. The factual averments contained in the preceding filing are incorporated 

herein as if set forth in full. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
Nevada (NRS 53.045 and 28 U.S.C. § 1746), that the foregoing is true 
and correct. 

EXECUfED this M day of March, 2017· 

MARSHAL S. WILLICK, ESQ. 

i 
~ 
i 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 I hereby certify that the foregoing Opposition to Anti-SLAPP Special M otio 

3 to Dismiss Pursuant to NRS 41.650 et. seq.; and Countermotionfor Attorney's Fee 

4 and Costs was filed electronically with the Eighth Judicial District Court in th 

5 above-entitled matter on Tuesday, March 07, 2017. Electronic service of th 

6 foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the Master Service List, 

7 pursuant to NEFCR 9, as follows: 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Anat Levy, Esq. 
Alex Ghoubadi, Esq. 
Attorneys for Defendants 

lsi David J. Schoen, IV, ACP 
An Employee of The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm 
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