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MQUA/MOT 

Anat Levy, Esq. (State Bar No. 12550) 

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:  Non-Party, Veterans In Politics International, Inc.  

and Steve Sanson 

 

 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY NEVADA – FAMILY DIVISION 

 

IRINA ANSELL, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

   vs.   

 

DOUGLAS ANSELL 

 

Defendant 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Case No.:  D-15-521960-D 

Dep. No.: Q 

 

MOTION TO QUASH 

SUBPOENA SERVED ON 

VERIZON WIRELESS 

 

[Filed concurrently with: 

Motion for Attorney’s Fees and 

Costs; 

Declaration of Anat Levy, and 

Declaration of Steve Sanson.] 

 

NOTICE:  YOU ARE REQUIRED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO 

THIS MOTION WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT AND TO PROVIDE 

THE UNDERSIGNED WITH A COPY OF YOUR RESPONSE WITHIN 10 

DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS MOTION. FAILURE TO FILE A 

WRITTEN RESPONSE WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT WITHIN 10 

DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS MOITON MAY RESULT IN THE 

REQUESTED RELIEF BEING GRANTED BY THE COURT WITHOUT A 

EHARING PRIOR TO THE SCHEDULED HEARING DATE. 

 

Case Number: D-15-521960-D

Electronically Filed
7/26/2017 9:08 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA001994



 

MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA SERVED ON VERIZON WIRELESS 

2 

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 

 

Non-parties Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”) and Steve W. 

Sanson hereby move for an Order quashing the subpoena issued by Marshal 

Willick, counsel for plaintiff Irina Ansell herein, on Verizon Wireless.  The 

subpoena was served on the Verizon Security Assistance Team in Bedminster, 

New Jersey.  The subpoena seeks all cell phone, texting and other records of VIPI 

and Mr. Sanson from August 1, 2016 to present.   

This motion is made pursuant to the federal Electronic Communications 

Privacy Act, NRCP 45(c), EDCR 5.602, the attached Memorandum of Points and 

Authorities, any declarations and/or exhibits filed herewith, the pleadings and 

court records in this case, and any argument and evidence submitted at the time of 

hearing.   

DATED:  July 25, 2017 

By:   

Attorney for:  VETERANS IN 

POLITICS INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

and STEVE W. SANSON  

Anat Levy, Esq. (Bar #12250) 

Anat Levy & Associates, P.C. 

5841 E. Charleston Blvd., #230-421 

Las Vegas, NV  89142 

Cell:  (310) 621-1199 

Alevy96@aol.com 
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned counsel will appear at the 

Clark County Courthouse, Eighth Judicial District Court, Family Court Division, 

located at 601 N. Pecos Road, Las Vegas, NV on the ____ day of 

______________________, 2017 at ____________ ___.m. or as soon thereafter 

as counsel may be heard, before the hearing master in Department ___, to bring 

this MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA SERVED ON VERIZON WIRELESS 

on for hearing. 

 

DATED:  July 25, 2017 

By:   

Attorney for:  VETERANS IN 

POLITICS INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

and STEVE W. SANSON  

Anat Levy, Esq. (Bar #12250) 

Anat Levy & Associates, P.C. 

5841 E. Charleston Blvd., #230-421 

Las Vegas, NV  89142 

Cell:  (310) 621-1199 

Alevy96@aol.com 

 

24th

August No Appearance Required

Q
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Non-parties Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”), and its 

President, Steve Sanson, hereby move for an Order to quash the subpoena that 

Marshal Willick, counsel for Plaintiff Irina Ansell, recently served on Verizon 

Wireless (the “Subpoena”).  A copy of the Subpoena is attached as Ex. 1 to the 

Declaration of Mr. Sanson (“ Sanson Decl.”) filed concurrently herewith.   

The Subpoena seeks one category of information – everything – pertaining 

to Mr. Sanson’s cell phone use.  It describes the information sought as follows:   

Any and all documents, records, notes, tangible or intangible 

records, relating to Phone Number (702) 283-8088
1
, from 

August 1, 2016, to the present date, including but not limited to:  

Phone Call Records, both incoming and outgoing, Text 

Message Records and Transmissions, Picture Message Records 

and Transmissions, and any Data Transfers to phone number 

(702) 234-4945.
2
  (Emphasis in original.) 

 

The disclosure of this information by Verizon is prohibited under Title II of 

the federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act (“ECPA”), aka, the Stored 

Communications Act, 18 USC §§2701 et. seq. (the “SCA”).  As discussed in more 

detail in Section III below, the SCA prohibits cell phone service providers from 

releasing stored information pertaining to its customers in civil cases, including 

pursuant to civil subpoenas. 

This unlawful subpoena can only be understood as the latest harassment 

tool brandished by Mr. Willick against Mr. Sanson and VIPI.  VIPI is a media and 

veterans’ non-profit organization that operates as a government and judicial 

“watchdog.”  Sanson Decl.,¶ 2.  VIPI exposes public corruption and injustices 

                                                                 
1
 This is Mr. Sanson’s phone number. 
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through, among other things, internet blogs, social media outlets, and its weekly 

internet show.  Id.  Mr. Sanson is VIPI’s President and a 100% combat-related 

disabled veteran.  Id.  The following is the background of Mr. Willick’s present 

harassment of Mr. Sanson and VIPI:   

In or about October 2016, VIPI published a court video online showing Mr. 

Willick’s fiancé, attorney Jennifer Abrams, appearing to bully Judge Elliott during 

a hearing in the Saiter v. Saiter divorce case, Eighth Judicial District Court case no. 

D-15-521372-D.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 5.  VIPI followed it up with several blogs 

criticizing Ms. Abrams and later, criticizing Mr. Willick and his firm’s work-

related tactics.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 7.  What ensued has been the following “torrential 

downpour” of retaliatory court proceedings and other actions by Mr. Willick and 

Ms. Abrams against VIPI and Mr. Sanson, now culminating in this Subpoena.
3
   

1. Attempt to Incarcerate Mr. Sanson:  Apparently embarrassed by the 

Saiter court video, Ms. Abrams obtained a broad Stipulated Order in the Saiter 

case purporting to prohibit the dissemination of all documents and information 

pertaining to the case by anyone.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 7.  When VIPI refused to abide 

by the order on constitutional grounds and based on applicable provisions of the 

NRS, Ms. Abrams unsuccessfully moved to have Mr. Sanson (and her opposing 

counsel in the Saiter case) incarcerated for 54 days for contempt.  See, Abrams’ 

February 13, 2017 Motion for an Order to Show Cause, attached as Ex. 1 to the 

Declaration of Anat Levy, filed concurrently herewith.  Pursuant to Mr. Sanson’s 

objections (see Opposition, attached as Ex. 2 to Levy Decl.), Judge Elliott refused 

to issue an order of contempt and vacated her prior order as unconstitutional.  (See, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               
2
 This is Mr. Ansell’s phone number. 

3
 Even while preparing this Motion, Mr. Willick served yet two more objectionable 

subpoenas on Mr. Sanson in this case.  Those will be handled separately from this 

motion. 

AA001998
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Order dated March 21, 2017, attached as Ex. 3 to Levy Decl.)  Ms. Abrams is now 

appealing that ruling. 

2. The Abrams Complaint:  On January 9, 2017, Ms. Abrams, 

represented by Mr. Willick, sued her opposing counsel in the Saiter case, VIPI, 

Mr. Sanson and each of VIPI’s officers and directors (including one who lives in 

Missouri).  See, Abrams v. Schneider et. al., case no. A-17-749318-C First 

Amended Complaint attached as Ex. 4 to Levy Decl.) (the “Abrams Complaint”).  

To maximize its punitive impact, Ms. Abrams also sued Mr. Sanson’s wife and his 

wife’s corporation, neither of which have anything to do with VIPI or the claims 

alleged in the Abrams Complaint.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 8.  The complaint purported to 

make claims for defamation, business disparagement, false light, emotional 

distress, RICO violations, copyright violations, concert of action and conspiracy.  

The Court in that case recently summarily dismissed the action against VIPI and 

Mr. Sanson pursuant to Nevada’s anti-SLAPP laws, NRS 41.650 et. seq.  See, 

Court Order attached as Ex. 5 to Levy Decl.  Ms. Abrams indicated that she 

intends to appeal.   

3. Intimidation Tactics.  Mr. Willick posted the Abrams Complaint on 

numerous websites, and published a purported letter to Mr. Sanson in which he 

falsely and maliciously accused VIPI of manipulating its candidate interview 

process, Sanson of using VIPI’s income for his personal expenses, failing to file 

tax returns, and using VIPI as an “unethical scheme to extort concessions.” Sanson 

Decl., ¶¶ 9-10, Ex. 3, p.3.  He further accused Sanson of being a “hypocrite…but 

even worse,” “a sleazy extra out of ‘Harper Valley PTA,’” states that Sanson is the 

very definition of “hypocrite – not to mention slimy beyond words.”  Id., Ex. 3, p. 

5. Willick also called Sanson a “two-bit unemployed hustler,” and accused him of 

“shaking down candidates for cash and conspiring with like-minded cronies.” Id.  

He called Sanson “repugnant,” and falsely stated that VIPI’s radio show is a 

AA001999
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“fraud” and that VIPI is a “sham organization.” Id.  Willick also falsely claimed 

that Mr. Sanson was “forced to flee California.”  Id., pp. 5-6.   

Also, in or about February 2017, Mr. Sanson received texts from a phone 

number that appears to belong to someone with the same name as Ms. Abrams’ 

minor daughter.  Sanson Decl., ¶14, Ex. 5.  The texts urged Mr. Sanson to take 

down a court video showing Judge Rena Hughes bullying a 12 year old 

unrepresented child in court.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 14.  It is believed that Ms. Abrams 

has a personal friendship with Judge Hughes.   

Shortly thereafter, Mr. Sanson for the first time had the SIM card from his 

Samsung cell phone stolen.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 15.  The manufacturer of his cell 

phone, Samsung, however, reportedly does not store personal information on SIM 

cards so it is believed that the perpetrator did not obtain confidential information 

from Mr. Sanson’s stolen SIM card.  Mr. Sanson completed a police report on the 

incident.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 15.  It is unknown at this time whether these events are 

related to Mr. Willick and Ms. Abrams, however, the timing and the quest to 

obtain Mr. Sanson’s telephone information suggest that they may be.   

4. The Willick Lawsuit:  On January 27, 2017, Mr. Willick brushed off the 

complaint he used in the Abrams Case (and which he used in a prior 2012 case to 

sue a different veterans group that had been critical of him), to sue Mr. Sanson and 

VIPI in his own name.  See, Marshal Willick et. al. v. Steve W. Sanson et. al., 

Eighth Judicial District Court, case no. A-17-750171-C; the Complaint in that case 

is attached as Ex. 6 to Levy’s Decl.  Ms. Abrams filed the case as Mr. Willick’s 

attorney.  The claims are identical to those made in the Abrams case and the prior 

2012 case against the other veterans group, but this time relate to statements made 

by VIPI about Mr. Willick and his firm.  VIPI and Mr. Sanson recently moved to 

dismiss the case pursuant to Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statutes, but the court found that 

VIPI and Mr. Sanson had not carried their initial burden of proof under the anti-
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SLAPP statutes to have the case summarily dismissed at the outset.  VIPI and Mr. 

Sanson are appealing. 

5. Take Down Notices:  Ms. Abrams and Mr. Willick also sent “take 

down” notices to VIPI’s online vendors, including to YouTube, Facebook, Vimeo 

and Constant Contact.  Mr. Willick and Ms. Abrams claimed that VIPI was 

somehow engaging in copyright violations under the Digital Millennium Copyright 

Act (“DMCA”) and/or were somehow violating their privacy rights by posting 

articles about their court proceedings and work practices (collectively, “Take 

Down” notices). Sanson Decl., ¶ 16, Ex. 6.  The Take Down notices caused those 

vendors to automatically suspend VIPI’s access to those services pending their 

investigations and pursuant to their pre-set “terms of use” policies.  (Id., ¶ 16.)  

VIPI has spent (and continues to spend) considerable resources dealing with these 

shut downs which affected not just its postings about Willick and Abrams, but also 

its other business activities such as announcing guests on its weekly show, 

announcing its endorsement interviews, circulating news about legislation and 

politics and its general operations.  Id., ¶ 16.   

6. The Present Subpoena:  Apparently still unsatisfied, and now fishing 

for information on VIPI and Mr. Sanson to boost his pending District Court case, 

and his fiancé’s afore-mentioned pending Supreme Court appeals, Mr. Willick 

subpoenaed all of Mr. Sanson’s and VIPI’s confidential and private cell phone 

records from Verizon Wireless.  Mr. Willick is unable to subpoena these records in 

his or Ms. Abrams’ cases against Mr. Sanson and VIPI because Ms. Abrams’ case 

has been dismissed (see, Minute Order, attached as Ex. 5 to Levy Decl.), and 

discovery is stayed in Mr. Willick’s case against VIPI and Mr. Sanson.  See, Order 

Staying Proceedings, attached as Ex. 7 to Levy Decl.   

7. Two More Subpoenas Just Served on Mr. Sanson:  As though the 

above were not enough, Mr. Willick on July 22, 2017 served Mr. Sanson with two 
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more Subpoenas, one for his deposition and one for documents.  These will be 

addressed separately.    

This Court should sanction Mr. Willick for his bad faith use of the Courts to 

harass Mr. Sanson and VIPI.  To that end, Mr. Sanson and VIPI have concurrently 

filed a separate motion for attorney’s fees and costs.  

 

II. NRCP RULE 45(C) PERMITS THE COURT  

TO QUASH THE SUBPOENA  

NRCP Rule 45(c) permits the court to quash the subpoena in its totality 

when the subpoena requires disclosure of a “protected matter” or “requires 

disclosure of other confidential commercial information.” The subpoena may also 

be quashed where it “subjects a person to undue burden.”  NRCP 45(c)(3)(A).   

 Further, as explained in Dart Indus. Co. v. Westwood Chem. Co., 649 F.2d 

646, 649 (9
th
 Cir. 1980), “while discovery is a valuable right and should not be 

unnecessarily restricted . . ., the necessary restriction may be broader when a 

nonparty is the target of discovery.”  (Emphasis added.)  In other words, the Court 

should be especially protective of the confidentiality and other rights of non-parties 

such as VIPI and Mr. Sanson. 

III. THE SUBPOENA SHOULD BE QUASHED AS A MATTER OF LAW 

UNDER THE ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS PRIVACY ACT 

 The subpoena is a legal “non-starter.”  Title II of the Electronic 

Communications Privacy Act, aka, the SCA (Stored Communications Act), 

protects the confidentiality and privacy of the contents of files stored by service 

providers such as Verizon Wireless.  18 USC §§2701-12.  Congress passed the 

SCA to prohibit a provider of an electronic communication service “from 

knowingly divulging the contents of any communication while in electronic 

storage by that service to any person other than the addressee or intended 
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recipient.” S.Rep.No. 99-541, 97th Cong. 2nd Sess. 37, reprinted in 1986 

U.S.C.C.A.N. 3555, 3591.  As courts have held, the SCA “protects users whose 

electronic communications are in electronic storage with an ISP or other electronic 

communications facility.” Theofel v. Farey-Jones, 341 F.3d 978, 982 (9th Cir., 

2003).  It “reflects Congress’s judgment that users have a legitimate interest in the 

confidentiality of communications in electronic storage at a communications 

facility.” Id., at 982.  

Contents of communications may not be disclosed to civil litigants even 

when presented with a civil subpoena. O'Grady v. Superior Court, 139 

Cal.App.4th 1423, 1448 (Cal.App. 2006); accord, The U.S. Internet Service 

Provider Association, Electronic Evidence Compliance—A Guide for Internet 

Service Providers, 18 BERKELEY TECH. L. J. 945, 965 (2003) ([No Stored 

Communications Act provision] “permits disclosure pursuant to a civil discovery 

order unless the order is obtained by a government entity. ... [T]he federal 

prohibition against divulging email contents remains stark, and there is no obvious 

exception for a civil discovery order on behalf of a private party."); In re Subpoena 

Duces Tecum to AOL, LLC, 550 F.Supp.2d 606 (E.D.Va. 2008) ("Agreeing with 

the reasoning in O'Grady, this Court holds that State Farm's subpoena may not be 

enforced consistent with the plain language of the Privacy Act because the 

exceptions enumerated in § 2702(b) do not include civil discovery subpoenas."); 

J.T. Shannon Lumber Co., Inc. v. Gilco Lumber Inc., 2008 WL 4755370 

(N.D.Miss. 2008) (holding there is no "exception to the [SCA] for civil discovery 

or allow for coercion of defendants to allow such disclosure."); Viacom Intern. Inc. 

v. Youtube Inc., 253 F.R.D. 256 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) ("ECPA § 2702 contains no 

exception for disclosure of [the content of] communications pursuant to civil 

discovery requests."); Crispin v. Christian Audigier, Inc., 717 F. Supp. 2d 965 

(C.D. Cal. 2010); Mintz v. Mark Bartelstein & Associates, Inc., 885 F. Supp. 2d 
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987, 991 (C.D. Cal. 2012) ("The SCA does not contain an exception for civil 

discovery subpoenas.").  

Even government entities (which Mr. Willick and his client obviously are 

not) cannot obtain these records in civil cases.  See, e.g., Federal Trade Comm’n v. 

Netscape Communications Corp., 196 F.R.D. 559, 561 (N.D. Cal. 2000) (Section 

2703’s allowance for “trial subpoenas” did not authorize the FTC’s use of a civil 

discovery subpoena to obtain non-content subscriber information from Netscape); 

Flagg v. City of Detroit, 252 F.R.D. 346, 350 (E.D. Mich. 2008) ("[A]s noted by 

the courts and commentators alike, § 2702 lacks any language that explicitly 

authorizes a service provider to divulge the contents of a communication pursuant 

to a subpoena or court order.").  

 The SCA defines an “electronic communication” as “any transfer of signs, 

signals, writing, images, sound, data, or intelligence of any nature transmitted in 

whole or in part by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photoelectric or photooptical 

system that affects interstate or foreign commerce....” 18 U.S.C. § 2510(12).  This 

would include each of the items sought in Mr. Willick’s subpoena. 

The SCA also broadly defines an “Electronic Communications Service” as 

“any service which provides to users thereof the ability to send or receive wire or 

electronic communications.” 18 U.S.C. § 2510(15).   This would include Verizon 

Wireless, the target of Mr. Willick’s subpoena.  See, Freedman v. America Online, 

Inc., 325 F. Supp. 2d 638, 643 & n.4 (E.D. Va. 2004); "Courts have interpreted the 

statute to apply primarily to telephone companies, internet or e-mail service 

providers, and bulletin board services." Becker v. Toca, Civil Action No. 07-7202, 

2008 WL 4443050, *4 (E.D.La. Sept. 26, 2008); see also, United States v. Steiger, 

318 F.3d 1039, 1049 (11th Cir. 2003) ("Thus, the SCA clearly applies, for 

example, to information stored with a phone company, Internet Service Provider 

(ISP), or electronic bulletin board system (BBS)"). 
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The subpoena should therefore be quashed as a matter of law. 

IV. THE REQUESTED INFORMATION VIOLATES MR. SANSON’S, 

VIPI’S AND THIRD PARTIES’ RIGHTS AND INCLUDES 

INFORMATION THAT IS IRRELEVANT TO THIS CASE. 

 Cell phones are used for computing, telephoning, internet, networking and 

digital photography.  They generate phone records, emails, faxes, contain personal 

or business schedules, contain contact lists, calendars, memo pads, photographs 

and may even have GPS enabled features to determine the location of its user.  

This broad range of activities and information necessarily implicates the privacy 

rights of third parties with whom the user interacts, as well as raising serious 

relevance issues
4
 and privilege issues.  For example, Mr. Sanson’s phone records 

would undoubtedly show communications with his wife, his four children, his 

lawyers (including on the various Willick generated court cases), friends, 

colleagues, VIPI members, and others with whom Mr. Sanson and VIPI interact.  

Sanson Decl., ¶ 4.  Those third parties have a right of privacy in their 

communications with Mr. Sanson.  See e.g., the Telephone Records and Privacy 

Protection Act of 2006, 18 USC 1039, which defines telephone records held by 

telephone carriers as confidential
5
:  None of their confidential information and 

                                                                 
4
 Discovery will be denied when the information sought is simply too remote to 

any matter involved in the case.  NRCP 26(b)(1); Food Lion, Inc. v. United Food 

& Comm’l Workers Int’l Union, AFL-CIO-CLC, 103 F.3d 1007, 1012-13 (D.C. 

Cir. 1997); Washoe Cnty Bd. of Sch. Trs. v. Pirhala, 84 Nev. 1, 5, 435 P.2d 756, 

758 (1968) (“Where it is sought to discover information which can have no 

possible bearing on the determination of the action on its merits, it can hardly be 

within the rule.” 

 
5
 The Act defines “confidential phone records information: as any information that 

‘‘(A) relates to the quantity, technical configuration, type, destination, location, or 

amount of use of a service offered by a covered entity, subscribed to by any 

customer of that covered entity, and kept by or on behalf of that covered entity 
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communications could be released absent their consent, which of course would be 

an enormous burden to obtain.  

Getting access to this information, particularly in a divorce case in which 

neither Mr. Sanson nor VIPI are parties, and have anything to do with this case, 

would be an unjustifiable invasion of the constitutional rights of VIPI, Mr. Sanson 

and of other third parties with whom Mr. Sanson communicates. 

IV. MR. SANSON WAS NEVER SERVED WITH THE SUBPOENA 

 Neither Mr. Sanson nor VIPI were ever served with a copy of the subpoena 

which seeks their their confidential cell phone records.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 3.  Mr. 

Sanson for the first time received a copy of the subpoena from Verizon Wireless 

on July 14, 2017.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 3, Ex. 1.  Given that the subpoena seeks a 

tremendous amount of private, confidential and privileged information, including 

relating to other third parties, Mr. Willick’s failure to serve Mr. Sanson and VIPI 

alone should be reason to quash the subpoena.  Mr. Willick was well able to serve 

Mr. Sanson and VIPI in other proceedings that he and Ms. Abrams instituted 

against Mr. Sanson and VIPI.  Moreover, Mr. Willick and Ms. Abrams both have 

contact information for Mr. Sanson’s and VIPI’s attorneys.  There is simply no 

reason they could not have been served.  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               

solely by virtue of the relationship between that covered entity and the customer; 

(B) is made available to a covered entity by a customer solely by virtue of the 

relationship between that covered entity and the customer; or (c) is contained in 

any bill, itemization, or account statement provided to a customer by or on behalf 

of a covered entity solely by virtue of the relationship between that covered entity 

and the customer.”  The Act defines a “covered entity” as having “…the same 

meaning given the term ‘telecommunications carrier’ in section 3 of the 

Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 153); and (B) includes any provider of 

IP-enabled voice service.”  That would include Verizon Wireless. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, non-parties VIPI and Mr. Sanson respectfully 

request that the Court: 

a) Grant their motion and fully quash the subpoena that Mr. Willick 

issued and served on Verizon Wireless for Mr. Sanson’s and VIPI’s cell phone 

records and data; 

b) Order the payment of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to 

Mr. Sanson’s and VIPI’s separately filed motion; and 

c) Order such further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.  

 

 

Dated this 25
th

 day of July, 2017 By:  _______________________ 

Attorney for:  Non-parties, VETERANS 

IN POLITICS INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

and STEVE W. SANSON  

 

Anat Levy, Esq. (#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 

Alevy96@aol.com 
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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 electronic copy of the 

document entitled MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA SERVED ON VERIZON 

WIRELESS on the below listed recipients via the District Court’s Odyssey file and 

serve online computer program: 

Attorneys for Irina Ansell: 

Marshal Willick, Esq. 

Willick Law Group 

3591 E. Bonanza Rd., Ste. 200 

Las Vegas, NV  89110 

Email@WillickLawGroup.com 

 

Attorneys for Doug Ansell: 

John D. Jones, Esq. 

Black & LoBello 

10777 W. Twain Avenue, Ste. 300 

Las Vegas, NV  89135 

jjones@blacklobello.law 

 

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

the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 25th day of July, 2017, in Las Vegas, NV 

 

 

_______________________________ 
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MQUA/MOT 

Anat Levy, Esq. (State Bar No. 12550) 

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:  Non-Parties Steve Sanson, Veterans In Politics International, Inc., 

and Sanson Corporation 

 

 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY NEVADA – FAMILY DIVISION 

 

IRINA ANSELL, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

   vs.   

 

DOUGLAS ANSELL 

 

Defendant 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Case No.:  D-15-521960-D 

Dep. No.: Q 

 

MOTION TO QUASH 

SUBPEONA DUCES 

TECUM AND DEPOSITION 

SUBPOENA SERVED ON 

STEVE SANSON ON JULY 

22, 2017. 

 

ORAL ARGUMENT 

REQUESTED 

 

[Filed concurrently with  

Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and 

Costs 

Declaration of Steve Sanson 

Declaration of Anat Levy] 

 

 

NOTICE:  YOU ARE REQUIRED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO 

THIS MOTION WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT AND TO PROVIDE 

THE UNDERSIGNED WITH A COPY OF YOUR RESPONSE WITHIN 10 

DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS MOTION. FAILURE TO FILE A 

WRITTEN RESPONSE WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT WITHIN 10 

Case Number: D-15-521960-D

Electronically Filed
8/4/2017 12:56 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS MOITON MAY RESULT IN THE 

REQUESTED RELIEF BEING GRANTED BY THE COURT WITHOUT A 

EHARING PRIOR TO THE SCHEDULED HEARING DATE. 

 

Non-parties Steve Sanson, Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”) 

and Sanson Corporation (“Sanson Corp.”). hereby move for an Order quashing the 

deposition subpoena and subpoena duces tecum served on Mr. Sanson on July 22, 

2017 by Marshal Willick, counsel for plaintiff Irina Ansell herein.   

This motion is made pursuant to NRCP Rules 45(c) and 26, NRS 48, EDCR 

5.602, the attached Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the Motion for 

Attorneys fees filed concurrently herewith, the supporting Declarations of Steve 

Sanson and Anat Levy and exhibits filed concurrently herewith, the pleadings and 

court records in this case, and any argument and evidence submitted at the hearing 

on this motion.   

DATED:  August 4, 2017 

By:   

Attorney for:  Steve Sanson, Veterans in 

Politics International, Inc., and Sanson 

Corporation 

Anat Levy, Esq. (Bar #12250) 

Anat Levy & Associates, P.C. 

5841 E. Charleston Blvd., #230-421 

Las Vegas, NV  89142 

Cell:  (310) 621-1199 

Alevy96@aol.com 
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned counsel will appear at the 

Clark County Courthouse, Eighth Judicial District Court, Family Court Division, 

located at 601 N. Pecos Road, Las Vegas, NV on the ____ day of 

______________________, 2017 at ____________ ___.m. or as soon thereafter 

as counsel may be heard, before the hearing master in Department Q, to bring this 

MOTION TO QUASH DEPOSITION SUBPOENA AND SUPEONA DUCES 

TECUM SERVED ON STEVE SANSON ON JULY 22, 2017 on for hearing. 

 

DATED:  August 4, 2017 

By:   

Attorney for Nonparties: Steve Sanson, 

Veterans In Politics International, Inc. 

and Sanson Corporation 

Anat Levy, Esq. (Bar #12250) 

Anat Levy & Associates, P.C. 

5841 E. Charleston Blvd., #230-421 

Las Vegas, NV  89142 

Cell:  (310) 621-1199 

Alevy96@aol.com 

 

5th

September 10:00 a
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Non-parties Steve Sanson, Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”) 

and Sanson Corporation (“Sanson Corp.”) hereby move for an Order quashing the 

subpoena duces tecum and the deposition subpoena served on Mr. Sanson on July 

22, 2017 by Marshal Willick, counsel for plaintiff Irina Ansell herein.  Copies of 

the subpoenas are attached as Exhibits 1 and 2 respectively to Mr. Sanson’s 

Declaration filed concurrently herewith (“Sanson Decl.”). 

This is the second motion to quash subpoenas issued by Mr. Willick, that VIPI 

and Mr. Sanson have had to file in this case.  

VIPI is a non-profit 501(c)(4) Nevada corporation that advocates on behalf of 

veterans, serves as a government watchdog for public wrongdoing, and operates as a 

media outlet for political, judicial and other issues.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 2.  VIPI publishes a 

weekly radio show, internet blogs, and email blasts to its followers.  Id.  Its motto is: 

“We continue to fight for the freedom of our country, to uphold our vow to protect and 

defend our Country and our United States Constitution, beyond our military service.”   

Mr. Sanson is the President of VIPI and has served in that capacity on a volunteer 

basis for over 10 years.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 4.  Mr. Sanson is a 6 year veteran of the Marine 

Corp. having served in Desert Storm and Desert Shield, and a 6 year veteran of the 

Army, having served as a reservist and Army Chaplain.  Mr. Sanson is 100% combat-

related disabled.  Id. 

Sanson Corp. is a separate Nevada corporation through which Mr. Sanson’s wife, 

a Nevada licensed family and marriage therapist, operates her therapy business.  It 

operates completely independently from VIPI.  Id., at ¶ 3.  Mr. Sanson is an officer in his 

wife’s corporation.  Id. 

Mr. Willick, counsel for Plaintiff Irina Ansell, is determined to get discovery 

from VIPI, Mr. Sanson, and Sanson Corp. even though none have anything to do with 
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this case.  Neither Mr. Sanson, VIPI nor Sanson Corp. have any knowledge that is 

relevant to these parties’ divorce, nor do they have financial dealings with either of the 

parties, nor to their knowledge, any entity affiliated with either party, nor is either party 

a shareholder or officer of either VIPI or Sanson Corp.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 8.  Rather, Mr. 

Willick and his fiancé, fellow family law lawyer Jennifer Abrams, each have personal 

litigation pending against VIPI and Mr. Sanson and are using this case to “end run” 

court orders staying discovery in their personal cases.   

Moreover, the highly confidential and private financial documents and 

information sought are protected from discovery under federal and state privacy laws.   

Counsel for these non-parties has attempted to resolve this discovery dispute with 

Mr. Willick without the need for court intervention, but to no avail.  Levy Decl., ¶ 1-2. 

A. Ms. Abrams’ Personal Lawsuit Against VIPI and Mr. Sanson and Her 

Failed Attempt to Have Mr. Sanson Incarcerated 

On January 9, 2017, Ms. Abrams, represented by Mr. Willick, sued VIPI, Mr. 

Sanson, Sanson Corp., and others for defamation, emotional distress, business 

disparagement, RICO violations, false light invasion of privacy, harassment, conspiracy, 

concert of action, and copyright violations.   See, Abrams v. Schneider et. al., case no. A-

17-749318-C First Amended Complaint (“FAC”) attached as Ex. 3 to Sanson Decl.) (the 

“Abrams Lawsuit”).  The lawsuit related to articles that VIPI published online showing 

Ms. Abrams’ acting like a bully towards Judge Abrams in a family court hearing in a 

case entitled Saiter v. Saiter, Eighth Judicial District Court, case no. D-15-521372-D.  

One of the false allegations that Ms. Abrams made in the Abrams Lawsuit was that VIPI 

was paid by her opposing counsel in the Saiter case, Louis Schneider, to publish 

negative comments about her and the judge in an attempt to influence the judge to rule in 

favor of Mr. Schneider in the Saiter case.  See, Ex. 3 to Sanson Decl. at ¶¶ 30-32, 44.  

Yet, neither VIPI nor Mr. Sanson have ever been paid, either directly or indirectly, to 

publish any articles, make any statements or take any particular position on any given 

issue.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 8. 

While the Abrams Lawsuit was pending, Ms. Abrams on February 13, 2017 also 
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filed a motion in the Saiter case seeking to have Mr. Sanson incarcerated for 54 days for 

purportedly violating an order that prohibited the dissemination of documents in that 

case.  See, Motion attached as Ex. 5 to Sanson Decl.  Ms. Abrams alleged that VIPI’s 

online dissemination of the video transcript showing her being rude to Judge Elliott 

during the court hearing violated the court’s non-dissemination order that Ms. Abrams 

obtained after VIPI’s online distribution of the video.  Pursuant to Mr. Sanson’s 

objections (attached as Ex. 6 to Sanson Decl.), Judge Elliott in the Saiter case entirely 

denied Ms. Abrams’ motion for contempt, vacated her prior non-dissemination order as 

unconstitutional, and correctly noted:  

The Court further FINDS that Plaintiff’s Motions appear to be more 

about bolstering Abrams’ civil action against Schneider and 

Sanson, especially since neither party has alleged specific harm.   

 

See, March 21, 2017 Order attached as Ex. 7 to Sanson Decl. and at 21:4-10 quoted 

above; Emphasis added.)  The Saiter case is now closed.   

On July 24, 2017, the District Court, the Hon. Judge Michelle Leavitt presiding, 

dismissed the Abrams Lawsuit in its entirety on anti-SLAPP grounds.  See, Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law, attached as Ex. 8 to Sanson Decl.   

B.  Mr. Willick’s Personal Lawsuit Against VIPI and Mr. Sanson 

On January 27, 2017, Ms. Abrams filed a complaint on Mr. Willick’s behalf 

against VIPI, Mr. Sanson, Sanson Corp. and the same other defendants as Ms. Abrams 

sued in her case.  This time the claims related to online statements that VIPI made about 

Mr. Willick and his firm.  See, FAC in Marshal Willick et. al. v. Steve W. Sanson et. al., 

Eighth Judicial District Court, case no. A-17-750171-C (the “Willick Lawsuit”), attached 

as Ex. 4 to Sanson’s Decl.  The Willick Lawsuit made the same false accusations about 

VIPI and Mr. Schneider that Ms. Abrams alleged in her suit: 

Mr. Schneider retaliated against Ms. Abrams by paying Mr. Sanson 

to commence an internet smear campaign designed to discredit Ms. 

Abrams… Defendants and Mr. Schneider extended the Smear 

Campaign to include discrediting and harming Plaintiffs due to Mr. 

Willick’s relationship with Ms. Abrams.  
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Sanson Decl. Ex. 4: FAC at ¶¶ 19 and 21.  

The district court in the Willick Litigation recently stayed all proceedings, 

including discovery, to permit VIPI and Mr. Sanson to appeal the denial of their anti-

SLAPP motion to the Supreme Court.  See Order Staying Proceedings attached as Ex. 9 

to Sanson Decl. 

C. Additional Efforts to Harass Mr. Sanson and VIPI 

In addition to these legal proceedings, Mr. Willick and Ms. Abrams have engaged 

in a host of other maneuvers meant to harass VIPI and Mr. Sanson, now culminating in a 

series of unwarranted subpoenas in this case. 

Mr. Willick posted online a menacing open letter to Sanson in which he falsely 

accused VIPI of engaging in a “pay-for-play” candidate endorsement process, failing to 

file income taxes, using VIPI as an “unethical scheme to extort concessions,” calling 

VIPI and its weekly online video show a “fraud,” claiming that Sanson was “forced to 

flee California,” etc.  See, copy of letter attached as Ex. 10 to Sanson Decl.   

Ms. Abrams and Mr. Willick sent “take down” notices to VIPI’s online vendors, 

YouTube, Facebook, Vimeo and Constant Contact claiming that VIPI was somehow 

violating their copyrights and privacy rights.  These vendors suspended service to VIPI 

which hampered VIPI’s ability to communicate with its members and followers. See 

Notices attached as Ex. 11 to Sanson Decl.   

On January 22, 2017, Mr. Sanson received texts from an unknown phone number 

that turned out to belong to someone with the same name as Ms. Abrams’ minor 

daughter.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 19.  These texts were sent to Mr. Sanson despite the fact that 

Ms. Abrams knew Mr. Sanson and VIPI were represented by counsel and should not have 

therefore contacted them directly.   

A week later, on January 29, 2017, Mr. Sanson for the first time had the SIM card 

stolen from his cell phone.  Sanson Decl., ¶ 20.  He filed a police report on the incident 

(Id.), and while unconfirmed, given the timing and how adamant Mr. Willick appears to 

be to get Mr. Sanson’s cell phone records, the incident may well be connected to Mr. 

Willick or to someone acting at his direction.   
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D. Improper Use of This Case to End Run Discovery in Their Personal 

Cases. 

Unable to get discovery in his and his fiancé’s cases, Mr. Willick is now using this 

case to try to get Mr. Sanson’s and VIPI’s cell records and financial information.  

On July 26, 2017, VIPI and Mr. Sanson filed a motion to quash a subpoena that 

Mr. Willick served on Verizon Wireless in this case seeking everything pertaining to Mr. 

Sanson’s cell phone use, specifically:   

Any and all documents, records, notes, tangible or intangible 

records, relating to Phone Number (702) 283-8088
1
, from August 1, 

2016, to the present date, including but not limited to:  Phone Call 

Records, both incoming and outgoing, Text Message Records and 

Transmissions, Picture Message Records and Transmissions, and 

any Data Transfers to phone number (702) 234-4945.
2
  (Bolding in 

original; underlining added.) 

 

As set forth in that motion, the disclosure of this information is prohibited under 

the federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act (“ECPA”), aka, the Stored 

Communications Act, 18 USC §§2701 et. seq. (the “SCA”) and the subpoena seeks 

confidential, private, privileged information as well as information that infringes upon 

third party privacy rights.  And of course, the information is completely irrelevant to this 

case.   

On July 22, 2017, Mr. Willick served Mr. Sanson with two more subpoenas in this 

case – one seeking to take Mr. Sanson’s deposition on August 8, 2017 (Sanson Decl., Ex. 

2), and the other seeking the production of the following categories of documents: 

1. All “communications” in any form between you – or any of 

your businesses including but not limited to Sanson Corporation and 

Veterans in Politics International – and Douglas Ansell or his 

companies or agents from January 1, 2015 to present, whether in the 

form of notes, letters, emails, text messages, social media postings 

and exchanges, voice mails, What’s App or any other written or 

electronically stored media. 

 

                                                                 
1
 This is Mr. Sanson’s phone number. 

2
 This is Mr. Ansell’s phone number. 
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2. The financial books for Veterans in Politics showing all 

receipts of funds, advertising fees and donations and from where 

they originated from January 1, 2015 to the present.  This shall 

include all financial account statements whether in the name of 

Steve Sanson, Veterans in Politics, International, any DBA of those 

persons or entities, whether or not held jointly with any other person 

or entity along with all ledgers, check registers, and any receipts for 

cash received from any source. 

 

3. Unredacted proof of all expenditures by Veterans in Politics, 

International.  This shall include but is not limited to cancelled 

checks, credit card receipts, cash receipts, etc. 

 

4. Unredacted copies of phone records for any phone associated 

with Steve Sanson, Steve Sanson Corporation, Veterans In Politics, 

International, or any DBA of those persons or entities. 

 

5. Unredacted proof of source of funds for payment to Attorney 

McLetchie or any other attorney at law since January 1, 2015. 

 

6. Copies of Sanson Corp and Veterans in Politics, International 

2015 and 2016 unredacted federal income tax forms with all 

schedules attached. 

 

Ex. 1 to Sanson Decl. 

 There is no basis for deposing Mr. Sanson, or for seeking any of the documents 

pertaining to Mr. Sanson, VIPI, Sanson Corp., Sanson’s lawyers, etc. in this case.  

Moreover, the financial information and documents sought are highly confidential and 

are protected from discovery under state and federal laws.   

This Court should quash the subpoenas and sanction Mr. Willick for his continued 

bad faith use of the Courts to circumvent court orders in his personal case against these 

non-parties and to harass them.  Mr. Sanson, VIPI and Sanson Corp. have concurrently 

filed a separate motion for attorney’s fees and costs relating to this motion to quash.  

II. NRCP RULES 45(C) AND 26(C) PERMIT THE COURT  

TO QUASH THE SUBPOENAS IN THEIR TOTALITY, PARTICULARLY 

WHERE AS HERE, THE INFORMATION SOUGHT IS IRRELEVANT TO THE 
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CASE AND IS PRIVATE SUCH THAT ITS DISCLOSURE WOULD RESULT IN 

IRREPARABLE HARM TO THESE NON-PARTIES.  

NRCP Rule 45(c)(3) permits the court to quash subpoenas in their totality when 

they seek to submit a person to “undue hardship” and when they seek the disclosure of a 

“protected matter” or “requires disclosure of other confidential commercial information.”  

 NRCP Rule 26(c) likewise provides that the Court, on motion by a person from 

whom discovery is sought, may “make any order which justice requires to protect…[the] 

person from annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, or undue burden or expense.”  This 

includes an order “that the discovery not be had.”  (NRCP 26(c)(1); emphasis added.)   

 None of the discovery sought in this case is relevant to any of the issues in the 

parties’ divorce.  NRS 48.025(2) expressly makes irrelevant evidence inadmissible at 

trial.  As the Nevada Court of Appeals recently stated in Schwartz v. Eighth Judicial Dist. 

Court of State (Nev. App., 2017):  

This court generally will not review discovery orders through writ 

petitions unless the order is likely to. cause irreparable harm, such as 

if it is "a blanket discovery order, issued without regard to the 

relevance of the information sought," or if it "requires disclosure of 

privileged information." Okada v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 131 

Nev. ___, ___, 359 P.3d 1106, 1110 (2015) (internal quotation 

marks omitted).”  

 

Emphasis added.  In this case, both conditions are involved – the information sought is 

irrelevant to the subject matter of the litigation and is privileged so that its disclosure will 

result in irreparable harm to Mr. Sanson, VIPI and Sanson Corp. 

III. DISCOVERY FROM NON-PARTIES IS ENTITLED TO EVEN 

MORE PROTECTION THAN FROM PARTIES. 

As explained in Dart Indus. Co. v. Westwood Chem. Co., 649 F.2d 646, 649 (9
th

 

Cir. 1980), “while discovery is a valuable right and should not be unnecessarily restricted 

. . ., the necessary restriction may be broader when a nonparty is the target of discovery.”  

(Emphasis added.)   
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In other words, the Court should be especially vigilant to protect the privacy, 

confidentiality and other rights of non-parties such as VIPI, Mr. Sanson and Sanson Corp. 

from any unnecessary and abusive discovery tactics. 

IV. THE DEMAND FOR FINANCIAL DOCUMENTS VIOLATE MR. 

SANSON’S, VIPI’S AND SANSON CORP.’S FEDERAL AND STATE PRIVACY 

RIGHTS AND WILL RESULT IN IRREPARABLE HARM. 

 It is well established that financial documents and information, including tax 

returns, are private and are entitled to the highest discovery protections under both 

federal and state law.  26 USC §6103 provides that tax “returns and return information 

shall be confidential” except under limited circumstances none of which apply here, (e.g., 

tax litigation, criminal proceedings, sharing returns with a spouse, shareholder rights to 

review a corporation’s tax return, etc.). 

In Hetter v. District Court, 874 P.2d 762, 110 Nev. 513 (Nev., 1994), the Nevada 

Supreme Court issued an extraordinary writ of mandamus to stop the district court’s 

ordered discovery of defendant’s federal tax returns.  The Supreme Court indicated that it 

was issuing the writ to prevent “improper discovery” that would result in “irreparable 

injury.”   

In Hetter, plaintiff sued her plastic surgeon for defamation and false light when he 

put her “before” and “after” pictures on the cover of his brochure and disseminated it to 

his clientele purportedly without her approval.  The plaintiff argued that she was entitled 

to the doctor’s financial documents because she was seeking punitive damages for which 

the doctor’s net worth was directly relevant.  

The Nevada Supreme Court disagreed, stating:   

…public policy suggest that tax returns or financial status not be had 

for the mere asking.  Claims for punitive damages can be asserted 

with ease and can result in abuse and harassment if their assertion 

alone entitles plaintiff to financial discovery.  See Moran v. 

International Playtex, Inc., 103 A.D.2d 375, 480 N.Y.S.2d 6,8 

(1984).  We hold that before tax returns or financial records are 

discoverable on the issue of punitive damages, the plaintiff must 
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demonstrate some factual basis for its punitive damage claim.  

Disclosure of Hetter’s tax returns at this point is unwarranted. 

 

(Emphasis added.)  In other words, the plaintiff in the Hetter case had to demonstrate 

some basis for which punitive damages would even be warranted before being able to 

delve into the defendant’s financial records.   

 Again, this is even more the case when non-parties are involved.  As stated in 

Westco, Inc. v. Scoll Lewis’ Gardening & Trimming, Inc., 26 So.3d 620, 622 Fla 4
th

 DCA 

2009) “third-party financial records…are of the utmost sensitivity and are not 

discoverable unless the party seeking discovery establishes a need for the discovery 

sufficient to overcome the privacy rights of the third party.”  Similarly, in Rousso v. 

Hannon, 146 S. 3d 66, 69-70 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2014), reh’g den. (Sept 1, 2014), rev. 

den., No. SC14-2038l, 2014 WL 6977670 (Fla. Dec. 9, 2014), the court held that a 

“heightened standard is necessary because the disclosure of personal financial 

information may cause irreparable harm to a person forced to disclose it, in a case in 

which the information is not relevant.” 

Here, the nexis between the case and the information sought is even more remote 

than in the Hetter case, and as in the Westco and Rousso cases, involve non-parties to the 

case.  Mr. Willick is seeking highly confidential information in the form of:  all of the 

financial books and records of VIPI (request #2 of the subpoena), proof of all of VIPI’s 

expenditures (request #3 of the subpoena), proof of funds of payments to all lawyers 

(request #4 of the subpoena), and copies of VIPI’s and Sanson Corp.’s tax returns 

(request #6 of the subpoena).  This is a wildly intrusive, overbroad request that is a 

massive invasion of these non-parties’ privacy rights.  In addition, VIPI’s donor and 

member lists are private and are protected from discovery as trade secrets. 

There can be no doubt that these subpoenas are being sought -- just as Judge 

Elliott found with regard to Ms. Abrams’ motion for contempt against Mr. Sanson in the 

Saiter case -- for the improper purpose of trying to boost Mr. Willick and Ms. Abrams’ 

personal litigation against these non-parties, and at a minimum, to harass them.  
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V. THE REQUEST FOR PHONE RECORDS, CORRESPONDENCE AND 

PROOF OF VIPI’S PAYMENT TO ITS ATTORNEYS VIOLATE MR. 

SANSON’S, VIPI’S AND SANSON CORP.’S PRIVACY RIGHTS AND 

PRIVILEGE AND ARE IRRELEVANT. 

Mr. Willick’s demand for “[a]ll ‘communications’ in any form between you – or 

any of your businesses including but not limited to Sanson Corporation and Veterans in 

Politics International – and Douglas Ansell or his companies or agents from January 1, 

2015 to present, whether in the form of notes, letters, emails, text messages, social media 

postings and exchanges, voice mails, What’s App or any other written or electronically 

stored media” likewise misses the mark.  There is no showing of how any communication 

between a Mr. Ansell and these third parties has any bearing on this case.   

The same is true for documents demanded that show the source of Mr. Sanson, 

VIPI’s and Sanson Corp’s payment of fees to attorneys who are representing them in 

litigation that Mr. Willick and his fiancé personally filed against them!  Nothing about 

that has any bearing on the instant case and is an intrusion on the privacy and privilege of 

those entities.   

VI. IT WOULD BE UNDULY BURDENSOME AND OPPRESSIVE FOR 

MR. SANSON TO BE DEPOSED BY MR. WILLICK WHO IS SIMPLY ON A 

FISHING EXPEDITION TO BOLSTER HIS PERSONAL CASE IN 

CONTRAVENTION OF COURT ORDERS STAYING DISCOVERY.  

Mr. Willick’s subpoena to take Mr. Sanson’s deposition on August 8, 2017 is 

nothing more than an attempt by Mr. Willick to go on a “fishing expedition” to garner 

whatever evidence he can against Mr. Sanson and VIPI to try to bolster his and his 

fiancé’s personal litigation.  It is also a violation of the Court’s Order staying discovery in 

the Willick Litigation and against the Rules of Civil Procedure in the Abrams Litigation 

which was recently dismissed.   

Mr. Sanson, VIPI and Sanson Corp. have no financial dealings or other relevant 

involvement with either party or to its knowledge, any entity that may be associated with 

either party.  Any information that Mr. Sanson could possibly provide would be excluded 
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from trial under NRS 48.035 for being either irrelevant, or so remote and inconsequential 

that its probative value would be outweighed by its waste of time, prejudice, danger of 

confusion of the issues, or misleading of the fact finder.   

VII. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, non-parties VIPI and Mr. Sanson respectfully request 

that the Court: 

a) Grant their motion and quash the subpoena duces tecum and deposition 

subpoena that Mr. Willick served on Mr. Sanson on July 22, 2017 in their entirety;  

b) Order the payment of reasonable attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to Mr. 

Sanson’s and VIPI’s separately filed motion; and 

c) Order such further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.  

 

Dated: August 4, 2017 By:  _______________________ 

Attorney for Non-parties:  Steve Sanson, Veterans 

in Politics International, Inc. and Sanson 

Corporation  

Anat Levy, Esq. (#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 

E-Mail:  Alevy96@aol.com 

AA002022



 

MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENAS SERVED ON STEVE SANSON 

15 

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 

 

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 electronic copy of the 

document entitled MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM AND 

DEPOSITION SUBPEONA SERVED ON STEVE SANSON ON JULY 22, 2017 

on the below listed recipients via the District Court’s Odyssey file and serve online 

computer program: 

Attorneys for Irina Ansell: 

Marshal Willick, Esq. 

Willick Law Group 

3591 E. Bonanza Rd., Ste. 200 

Las Vegas, NV  89110 

Email@WillickLawGroup.com 

 

Attorneys for Doug Ansell: 

John D. Jones, Esq. 

Black & LoBello 

10777 W. Twain Avenue, Ste. 300 

Las Vegas, NV  89135 

jjones@blacklobello.law 

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

the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 4th day of August, 2017, in Las Vegas, NV 

 

 

_______________________________ 
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