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MOT %AW ;

Jennifer V., Abrams, Haq, 'CLERK OF THE COURT
Nevada State Bar Number: 7575
Brandon K. Leavitt, Bsq.
Nevada State Bar Numb&r. 11834,
THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM
6252 South Ralnbow Blvd,, Suite 100
Las Vopas, Nevada 89118
Tel: Cyoe) 232-4021
Fax: (702) 248-0750
Email: bklgroup@iheabramslawflirm.com

Mtorneys for Plantiff
Fighth Jodicial District Court
Family Division
Clark County, Nevada
BRANDON PAUL SAI'TER, ) Case No.: D-15-521572-D
)
Plaintiff, J Departments L
)
v ) -
| } Hearing dete: 03/30/ 17
TINA MARTE SAITER, } Hearing time: 9: 00 AM
| )
Delendant, } ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED

)

NOTICE: YOU ARE REQUIRED TQ FILE A WRITTEN RUSPONSE 1O THIS MOTION
WITH THE CLERK OF TIEE COURT AND TO PROVIDE THE UNDERSIGHED WILH
A COPY OF YOUR RESPONSE WITHIN 10 DAYS OF YOUR RECHIPT O 11[‘%
MOTION. FAILURE TO FILE A WRITTEN RESFONSE WITH THE CLERK OF THI
COURT WIITIN 10 DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS MOTION MAY RESULT IN
THE REQUESTEN RELIEF BRING GRANTED BY THE CCQURT WITHOUT A
HEARING MRIOR TO THE SCUBDULED HEARING DATE,
MOTION FOR AN CRDER TO SBHOW CAUSE

COMES NOW Plainliff, BRANDON PAUL SAITER, Ly and

through hig attorney of record, Jennifer V. Abrams, Feq., of The Abrams

& Mayo Law Firm, and hereby submits bis Motion for an Order to Show
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Cause, asking that this Court issue an Ovder to Show Cause against
Defendant’s eounsel of record, LOUIS C. SCHNEIDER, ESQ., and
STEVE W. SANSON, and ordering Defendant, TINA MARIE SATTER, to
persanally appear al the hearing on this matter,

This motion is made and based upon the following Points and
Authorities, the alfidavits and exhibits attached hereto, all papers and
pleadings on filc herein, and any oral argument adduced al the hearing
of this maller.

DATED Monday, February 13, 2017.

Respectfully Submitted,

THTE, ABRAMS & M 70 FIEM

Jonaifér M. Abrams, Esq.
Nefvada Ptat¢ Bar Number: 7575
BrapdomXK,Leavitt, Esq.

Nevada Statc Bar Number: 11824
6252 South Rainbow Blvd,, Suite 100
Lag Vegas, Nevada 89118

Tel: (702) 222-4021

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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NOTICE OF MOTION
YO TINA SATTER, Defendant;
TC: LODIS C. SCHNEIDER, £SQ., attormey for Defendant; and
TO: STHVE W. SANSON, 8908 Big Bear Pines Avenue, Las Vegas,
Nevada 86143,
PLEABE TAKE NOTICE [hat the foregoing Motion will be heard on
March 30, 2017 at 900 AM in

Department L of the above-entitled court.
DATED Monday, February 13, 2017.
Raspectfully Submiitted,

LHE ABRAMS & MAYO, j_.AW ATRM

/’} "ﬂ /

I

....wv‘

Jenfifc fgf zmm, Tsq.

Ne 1d rate/Bar Number: 7575
Bratdon K. ALeavitt, iisq,

Nevada State Bar Number; 11834
6252 South Rainbow Blvd,, Suite 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118

Tel: (7o2) 222-4021

Attorneys for Plaintiff

Fage B of 21

RA000224

386




10
11

12

17
18
19
29

21

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
1. STATEMENT OF FACTS
Louis Schneider and Steve Sanson continue to harass and violate
the privacy of the Saiter family, This motion is filed for the protection of

the Saiter family from further harm,

On Octuber 6, 2016, after Mr, Sanson disséminaled videos on the

internet of the September 29, 2016 heating, this Couwl entered an Order
Prohibiting Dissernination of Case Material. Thal order was personally
served on Mr. Sanson on Detober 8, 2016 and the Declaration of Service
was filed on Oclober 14, 2016. Rather than abide by this Court's
directive, Mr. Sanson and VIPI continued to disseminate the Saiter case
materials repeatedly,

After having been served with this Court’s Order Profibiting

Dissernination of Case Material, a series of campaigng were launched by

Mr. Sanson and VIPI via email blast, YouTube, numerous Facebook

pages, Twitter accounts, Google+ accounts, and on varjous blogs and
Tacebook “Groups” ag well as unknown other avenues. These postings
included paid placements o more widcly disseminate the Saiter

family’s private material,t Mt. Sanson ve-posted the embedded hearing

i d,flule the video was still on YouTube, it garnered thousands of views in a
short fow weeks. ‘The extent of Mr, Sanson’s Facebook and other social media reach

is unkaown without data only accessible by Mr. Sanson; however, sven a small
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videos, copies of this Court’s orders, and named Brandon and Tina

Saiter personally, listing their case number repeatedly. Mr. Sanson

continues to comment on Mr. Saiter’s income and business information,

Ms. Sailer’s cmotional state, and commentlary by this Court on very
sensilive, personal matters--which, frankly, have no place in the public
forium.2

The emotional well-being of everyone in the family (inchading their
four minor children) has been compromised by Mr. Schneider and Mr,
Sanson. Both parties, who both expressed to this Court that they
desperately wanted this case to be over so they eould move on with their
lives and with raising their children, were mortified to learn that the
videos from their private divorce case were being repeatedly
disseminated all over the internet. Mr. Saiter expressed that he was
eupecially concerned about hig four minor children, and the possibilily
Lhat either they, or their friends, would see their parents’ private case
materials and false allegation thal their father lied about his [inances, as
three of the four Saiter children have Faechook accounts.

Mr, Sgiter has attempted—for months—to resolve this problem

without litigation. After My, Sanson published the videos of two of the

amoeunt of adverlising spending on Facebook ean reach lebs, il not huadreds, of
thousands of peuple.

2 See, for cxarmple, Exhibit 1,
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Saiter hearings on YouTebes Mr. Saiter submitted iwo privacy
complaints, As a result, YouTube removed the videéos.4 When Mr. Sanson
learned that the videos were removed, he announced that he would
continue to post whatever he wanted and he posted the two Saiter videos
on vimeo.5 When Mr, Saiter learried that his private divorce hearings
were again being disseminated on the internet; he submilted two privacy
complaints to vimeo and they removed the videos.t Again, as soon as Mr,
Sanson learnied that the videos were removed, he found yel another
forum to violate the Saiter family's privacy—he posted them on a
Russian website and disseminated links to thal website In an interview
on Tebraary 2, 2017, Mr. Sanson admilied to posting the video to a
Russian website and stated “THl he damned if anyone can get that one

down!”® The link Lo the Russian-hosled video conlinues to he repeatedly

shared on social media.

/1!
11/

s Mr. Sanson also published the false asserlion that Mr, Suiter lied an his
Financizl Disclosure Form.,

4 See Mxhibit 2.
5 See Fxhibil g,
6  See Exhibit 4.
7 $ee Lxhibit 5.
¢ See Exhibit 6.
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In an email blast dated Jamnary 25, zory, Mr. Sanson stated hat
this matter “involves an order by Judge Elliot (sic) who is the only
one who can enforce thal order or issue sanctions.™

Until Mr, Schneider and Mr. Sanson are compelled lo remove and
stop re-posting privale cage information from the internet pursuant to
this Court’s order, the pain of the divoree will continue [or the Saiters.

The only person (by Mr, Sanson's own logic, as explained below)

with the authorily to stop these continued invasions of privacy and

harasstent of the Saiter Family is this Court. My, Saiter therefore asks

that this Court issue Orders to Show Cause against Mr. Schreider and

Mr, Sanson, and issue an Order to Personally Appear in Court to Mas,

1 Tina Saiter;

II. LAWAND ARGUMENT

A.This Honorable Court should has jurisdiction over all

named individuals, Mr, Schneider and Mr, Sanson

should be held in contempt for violations of this Courl’s
Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material,
NRS 22,010 states:

Acts or omissions constituting contempt. The
following acts or omissions ghall be deemed contempl: . . .

s Fmphasis added, See fixhibit 7.
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3.  Disobedience or resistance to any lawful writ, order,
rnle or process issued by the court or judge at
chambers.

Case law provides guidance when assessing the matter of
contempt. Tniaddition to having a final order or judgment, in order for a
party to be held in contempt and sanctioned for that acts of conteinpt,
the Court must find:

1. There is a clear and unambiguous order. “An order on which a
judgment of contemnpt is based must be clear and umambiguous,
and must spell out the details of compliance in clear, specifie
and unamhiguous terms so that the person will readily know

exactly whal duties or obligations are imposed on him.™e

2, The person accused of contermnpt had the ability 1o comply with
the order,

3. The person. willfully violated the clear order or jndgment.
“Proof of contempt requires a showing thal the defendant
wilfully violated the court order.” This is truc cven if the statute
does nol mention wilfulness:

This Court's order was crystal clear—-all videos related to this case
needed 1o be removed from the internet and any case maferial is
prohibited from being disseminated by anyone. That order has been
ignored and ridiculed by Mr. Sanson. While there can be ne question
that thig Court has in rem jurisdiction over the casc materials in the

aa C’Imr_mly_ﬁam;Dlstnct Court, 102 Nev. 554, 559-60, 720 P.2d 1328, 1333-34

{1986)
4 State of iowa v, Lipecamon, 438 N.W.2d 605 (Towa 1992)
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ESaitc:r matler, and there can be no question that his Court has
jurisdiction to enter any orders in the hest interest of the four minor
Saiter children, Mr, Sanson has repealedly alleged in his postings that
this Court has no jurisdietion over him and thercfore, he believes he is
justified in continuing to blatantly tlout this Court’s ovders.

If this Court really wants Mr. Saiter lo inferplead Mr, Sanson as a
named defendant in this case, he will do so, but such Is not neeessary for
this Cowrt to exercise jurisdiction over him in this matter. Mr. Sanson
interjected himself into this case by taking possession of and
disseminating a closed hearing video for the purpose ofiw.npacting.
the outcome of the litigation in exchange for Mr, Schneider’s
payment to him (purportedly for “advertising”) and hy continually re-
posting lwo hearing videos alter being personally served with an order
prohibiting their dissemination. Mr. Sanson has voluntarily brought
himself within the jurisdiction of this Court and should he held both
clvilly and criminally accountable for his willful disregard of this Court's
orders, Tn an email blast dated Jannary 25, 2017, Mr. Sanson even slated
that this matter “iavolves an order by Judge Elliot (sic) wheo is the

only one who can enforee that order or issue sanciions,™?

/74

. Wmyhasis added. See Exhibit 7,
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There is also the Court's duty to control the proceedings before it

so as to protect the integrity of the record. Courts have the inherent

‘power to protect and defend their cases and decrees and to give effect to

their orders; “[tJhe powar of courts lo punish for contempl and to
maintain decency and dignity in their proceedings is inherent, and is as
vld as courts are old.”?

Further, by providing snd publishing these videos; Attorney
Schneider and Mr. Sanson likely violated (and continue to viclate) EDCR

5301, which prohibits the publishing of case materials—eilher

| personally or through a third party—in a place where it is likely or

foresecable that any minor child will aceess those materials.4
In anticipation of Attorney Schneider and My, Sanson’s respouse,
this Court should note that none of this is “free speech,” First, the

hearing was “closed” which is defined as & hearing that is “closed to the

publie.” Next, the dissemination of the hearing videos wag done in

conjunction with “smear campaigng” stemming from Me. Schneider’s

written threat to “take aclion béyond the opposition” in an cffort to

3 In'-. re Chm'tz,.zg-Nev. 110, 85 P, 352 (100%7); Halverson v, Hardeasile, 123
Nev, 245, 163 P.34.428 (2007).

4 Formerly EDCR 5,03 which contaitied the same prohibitions. Of the four
Salter children, the three oldest daughiters have Facebook accounts, Based on Mr.
Sanson’s paid adverlising campaign along with using the lust name “Sailer” in many
of these posts, it is likely Fhat Mr. and Ms. Saiter’s attempts to shisld their children
from this litigation has been Lhwarted by Mr. Sanson’s uhilateral deeision to
fisseminate these private mallers in an broad public fornm.
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coerce the withdrawal of the sanctions motion we filed against him.s

And, as stated in the initial email from theundersigned to this Court and
Mr, Schnieder on this topic, the information being disseminated with the
video is inaceurate and is “infended to place [the undsrsigned] in a bad
light.” In other words, there is no legitimate purpose for the invasion
of Mrz. Sailer's privacy or the risk of harm to his children—the
dissemination was the carrying out of a threat to coerce the withdrawal
of the sanctions motion filed against Mr. Schnéider.

Accordingly, this Court should issue an Order to Show Cause
against Mr. Schuneider and Mr, Sanson, requiring them to appear and
show cause as to why they should nol be held in contempt for violating
this Court’s Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material.

While Mr. Saiter does not believe that Tina Saiter has anything to
do wilh the disseminations of the videos {as shc has expressed
unhappiness about their dissemination), both parties, both connsel, and
Mr. Sanson should all be required 1o appear in court for adjudication of
thesc issucs to avoid false allegaticong or finger-pointing to anyone nol
present,

[/

5 See Abrams, et -ul. v. Schneider, el of., Bighth Judicial District Court case
mrmber A=17-740318-C.
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C. Mr. Sehncider and Mr, Sanson must be afforded the
Constitutional protections associated with eriminal
contempt;

The Nevada Suprerne Court has held that contempt proceedings,
while usually called civil or eriminal, are, strietly speaking, neither. They
may best be characterized as sui generis, and may partake of the

characteristics ol both,¢

Whether a contempt procecding is classified as eriminal or civil in

natire depends on whether it ig directed to punish the contemmor oz,

instend, coerce his compliance with a court directive.? The Nevada
Supreme Courl has articulated the difference between criminal and civil
comtemnpl in the following manner:

Criminal sanctions arc puniftive in that they serve the
purposc of preserving the diguity and authority of the courl
by punishiog a party for offensive behavior. In contrast, civil
contempt s said to be remedial in nature, as the sanctions
are intended to henefit a party by coercing or compelling the
contemnor's future compliance, not punishing them for past
bad acts. Moreover, a civil contempt order is indelerminate
or conditional; the contemnor’s compliance is all that is
sought and with that compliance comes the Lermination of
any sanctions imposed, Criminal sanctions, on the other
hand, are unconditional or determinale, intcrnded as
pumishment for a party’s past disobedience, with the

6 Winrner v, Second Judicia! Dist. Court, 111 Nev. 1379, 1382, 906 P.2d 707,
704 {1995)(quoting: Mareisz u, Marcisz, 65 1,2d 206, 3i2, 357 N.E.2d 477, 479
(1976)) '

v Rudriguez v. Bighth Judiclal Dist. Court ex rel. Counly of Clark, 120 Nev,
768, 804-05, 102 P.3d 41, 45-46 (2004)-
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contemnor's future compliance having no cffect on Lhe
duration of the sentence impused.18

For example, ordering a tribal council to post a $10,000 bond only
if it violated the injunclions in the conlempt order was designed Lo
coerce compliance and was, therefore, a civil contempt order regardless
of the district court’s motiver? Likewise, sentencing a husband to a
suspended jail sentence conditioned upon paying supporl arrearages

was intended to enswre compliance with a court order, and, therefore,

the process was deemed Lo be coereive in nature rather than punitive.2

On the other hand, a set term of eleven months imprisonment for eleven
violations of court orders was held to be punishment rather than
cocrcive, Therefore, the contempt proceeding was deemed Lo be erizainal
in nature.®t

The character of the contempt proceeding is significant m that
eriminal proceedings will invoke certain procedural safeguards. 1\.‘

criminal contempt-order issued to punish violation of an order requires

8 Id,, ;ﬁpra. at 804:6‘5, 102 P.3d al 45-48.
In e Hrumboldt River Streaim, 118 Nev. 901, 909, 59 I.ad 1296, 1231 (2002)
0 Hildah! v. Hildahl, 95 Nev. 657, 663, 601 12.2d 58, 62 (1079)

2 See Warnar at 1379, P.2d at 700; see also City Council of City of Reno i, Rene.
Newspapers, Inc., 105 Nev, 886, 893-04, 784 P.2d 974, g79 (1989) (holding thal,
where a firic is imposed as punishment for violation of an injunction, the proceeding
is criminal in nature)

T

p-l
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proof beyond a reasonable doubt that the eonduct was contemptuous,**
Further, the Nevada Supreme Court rceently held that any contempt
order that does nol contain a purge clause is eriminal in nature and,
therefore, the aceused has a Constitutional right to counsel.>s

Here, the alleged contempt cannot be completely purged—the
videos were already posted on the internet and it is impossible to crase
history. The damage is already done. The only proactive remedy this
Court can take is to use civil sanctions ta compel the accused lo remove
any remaining videos on the internet. This, any contempt order entered
by this Courl would need Lo be punitive rather than to coerce compliance
and Constitutional safegnards descrihed herein must be implemented.

D. Brandon should be awarded atiorney’s fees and costs.

Brandon is forced to file this motion lo ensure compliance with

this Courl’s orders. Attorney Schneider and Mr., Sangon are 100%

responsible for the actions Jeading up to these postings, and Brandon
should be made whole for the fees and costs associated with addressing
same.

In addition to the cases whers an allowance of fees is authorized by

specific statute, an award of allorney's feesto a prevailing party is lawful

os chks v. Feiock, 485 1,5, 624, 631832 (1988); City Council of Reno v. Reno
Newspapers, 105 Nev, 886, 863894, 784 P.2d 974, 979 (1989}

23 Lewis v, Lewds, 192 Nev, __, 373 P.3d 878 (2016)
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under NRY 18.010 and EDCR 7,60, This matter iy ripe for an award of
atforney’s fees to Brandon, The partics must identify the legal basis for
the award, and the District Court must evaluate the Brunzell factors for
the altorney and their sipport staff.»

As counsel of record for Tinp, Mr, Schnéider is further personally
liable for Brandon’s attorney’s fees and costs under NRS 7.085.

NRS 7.085 allows a district court to make an attoruey personaily
liable for the attorney foes and costs an opponent ineurs when the
attorney files, maintains or defends a civil aclion that is not well-
grounded in fact or is not warranted by exisling law or by a good-faith
argument for changing the existing law.”#

In Watson Rounds, P.C., the Nevada Suprceme Court held that
NRCP 11 and NRS 7.085 each represent a distinct, independent
mechanism for sanctioning attorney misconduct.#$ NRCP 11 sanetions

are designed to deter future misconduct by an attorney, while NRS 7.085

is designed to hold the aliocney liable {or fees incurred by the other party

as a result of the misconduet. Michael does not suggest that NRCP 11

2 Brunze!l v, Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 349, 455 I.2d 31, 33
(19G9); Las Vegas Mgirapolitan Police Depariment v. Yeghiazavian, 12g Nev. 770,

790, 812 P.3d 503, 510 (2043).

25 Watson Ruunds, P.C, v. Bight Judicial Dist. Ct. (Himelfurd & Associates), 151
Nuv, Adv, Op, 79, 10 (Septembet 24, 2015)

%6 Jd.at 1.
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sanctions are appropriate, as these posting are not related to

representations made to the Court; however, there is no doubt that Mr,

Schneider’s actions maintained these unnecessary proceedings out of

bad (aith and someone should be responsible for Brandon’s attorney’s
fees and costs associated with same.
A Memorandum of Aftarney’s Fees and Costs will be
supplemented at this Cour’s direction.
III. CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, Brandon respectfully requests that this
Court issuc an Order to Show Cause against Mr, Schneider and M.
Sanson, igsue an Order to Personally Appear in Court to Ms, Tina Saiter,
and at the evidentiary hearing on this matter, grant the following relief:
t. Find that Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson are individually in
contempt of this Comrl’s Order Prohibiting Disseminatior g f
Case Muteriul, entered on October 6, 2016;
u. Order sanctions against My, Schneider and Mr, Sanson, as
follows:
a. An order requiring the removal ot the videos from the
internet, including removal from the Russian website;
h. $500 in monetary sanctions for each viclation of this

Court’s order; and
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¢. 12 hours incarceration2z for each violaton of this
Court’s order;
a, Award Brandon attorney’s fees and costs; and
4. For any other relief this Court deems fit and proper,
DATED Monday, February 13, 2017.

Respectfully Submitted,

THE ABRAMS SZW FIRM

/ N
JenfiferV. Abrams, Bsd.
Nepatla/State Bar Nuinbet: 7575
Braadon B Leavitt, Tisg.

Nevada State Bar Number: 11834
ao52 Santh Rainbow Blvd,, Suile 100
Tas Vegas, Nevada 89118

Tel: (702) 222-4021

Attorneys for Plaintiff

77 As of this motion, the undersigned has been able to log 108 distinet posts
made by Mr, Sanson in violation of this Court's order. See Exhibit 8. If this Court
were to apply the muximum penalty of 25 days allowed by law and oxdered ile
sentence to be served condetutively, the term of incareeration would be 7 years, 4
months and 24 days, By only applying 12 hows per violation, the maximumn lurm
results in 4 more reasonahle 54 days.
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AFEFIDAVIT OF BRA_NDON PAUL SATTER
STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK ?) SS:

I, BRANDON PAUL SAITER, do solemnly swear to testify herein
tothe Lruth, the whole truth and nothing but the Lruth,

1. I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action. 1 am above
lhe age of majority and am cornpetent to testify to the facts.contained in
thig affidavil.

2. 1 make this affidavit in support of the foregoing Motion for
an Order to Show Cause.

3. On October 6, 2016, after Mr. Sanson disseminated videos
on the internet of the September 29, 2016 hearing, this Court entered an
Order Prohibiting Dissemination uf Cuse Material. That order was
personally served on Mr. Sanson on October 8, 2016 and the Deelaration

of Service was filed on October 14, 2016, Rather than abide by this

Court’s dircetive, Mr. Sanson and VIP1 continned to disseminale Lhe

Saiter case materials repeatedly.

4.  After having been served with this Cowrt’s Order Prohibiting
Dissemination of Case Material, a series of eampaigns were launched by
Mr. Sansen and VIPL via email hlast, YouTube, numerous Facebook

pages, Twitler accounts, Google+ accounts, and ou various blogs and
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Facebook “Groups” as well as unknown other avenues. These postings
included paid placemenls to more widely disseininate miy family’s
private material. Mr. Sanson re-posted the embedded hearing videos,
copies of this Courl’s orders, and named myself and Tina Saiter
personally, listing outr case number repealedly. Mr, Sanson continues to
comment on my income and business information, Ms. Saiter’'s
emolional state, and commentary by this Court on very sensitive,
personal matters—which, frankly, have no place in the publie forum.

5. 'The cmotional well-being of everyonc in my family
(including our four minor children} has been compromised by Mr,
Schneider and Mr. Sanson. Both myself and Ms. Saiter, wha hoth
expressed to this Court that we desperately wanted this case to be over
g0 we could move on with our lives and with raising our children, were
mortified to learn that the videos from our private divorce case were
being repeatedly disseminaled all over the fnternel, T am especially
concerned about my four minor children, and the passibility thut either
they, or their friends, would see their parents’ private case materials, as
three of our children have Facebook accounts.

6. I have attempted—for months—to resolve this prohlem
without litigalion. After Mr. Sanson published the videos of two of the

hearings [rerm our case on YouTtbe, I subtnitted two privacy complainis,
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As a result, YouTube removed the videos, When Mr. Sanson learncd that
the videos were removed, he arnounced that he would continue to post
whatever he wanled and Lie posted the same two videos on vimee. When
1 learned that my private divorce hearings were again boing
disseminated on the internet, I submitted two privacy complaints to
vimeo and they removed the videos., Again, as soon as Mr. Sanson
Jearned that the videos were removed, he [ound yet another forum 1o
violate my Tamily's privacy—he posted them on a Russian website and
disseminated links to that wehsite, Tn an interview on February 2, 2017,
Mr. Sanson adinitted to posting the video to a Russian website and

staled “Tll be damned il anyone can get thal one down!” The link to the

 Russian-hosted video continues to be repeatedly shared on social media.

7. Until Mr, Schneider and Mr. Sanson are compelled to
remove and stop re-posting private case information from the inlernet
pursuant to this Court’s order, the pain of my divoree will continue for
myself and my family,

8. Kor the remaining points, 1 have rcad said motion and
hereby certify that the facls set forth in the Points and Authorities
attached thercto are trae of my own knowledge, excepl [or those matters

therein contained stated upon information and belief, and as to those
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matters, I believe them ta he trme. 1 incorporate sald facts into this

Affidavit as though fully set forth herein,

FURTHER, AFFIANT SAYEI'H NAUGIIT,

v/ )
BRAN WPIAL " AFPER
Ut of N evad (avnhiaﬁua; J s
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before
mn this ! 0% ay of February, 2017,
Py Brewden Pabi SAabey
. I ,
‘-f TN Py
NOTARY PUBLIC

vl APET, NO, 1628991
232 My App. Bxplres July 5, 2020 B

Paye 21 of 21

RA000242

S —

004




MOFT
RISTRICT COURT

FAMILY T VISION
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

RRANDONPAUL SATTER CaseNo, D-15:521372D
PlaintifUTelitioner

Y Dept., |-

TINA MARIE SAITHR MOTION/OFPOSITION
Defendant/Rexpondent TEE INFORMA'ITON SHEET

Notice: Motions amd Dppusil{uns. fiicd nttcr entry of 1 fina] vrder fssued pirsunnt to NRS 125, 1230 or 125C are
subjeol Lo the reapen filipg foe of $23, unless specifically excluded by MRS (9.0312. Additionally, Motions and
Oppositions fileid in cases tnitlated by joint petition may be subjést Lo wu additional filing foe of $129 or $57 in
accordance with Scnate Bil 338 of the 2013 Leglsiative Sossion.

Step 1. Sslect either the 823 or $0 filing fes in the hox below.

[/] $25 The Motion/Qppusition being filed with this form is subject to the $23 reupen fee.

O

[J$0 'The Motion/Opposition belng filed with this form is not subject to the $25 reopen

fee becatise:

[ The Motion/Opposition is heing fiicd before a Divores/Custody Decree has been
entarad.

771 'I'he Motion/Oppusition is being filed sotely to adiust the amotint of child support
established in a fingl order,

[] The Motion/Oppuosition is lor reconsideralion or for & new trial, ad Is being liled
withisi 10 days after a final judgment or deoree was entered. The final order was
emteredon ____ ..

[ Other Excluded Mation (must specify)

Step 2. Select the $0, §129 or $57 tiling fee m the hox helaw,

i‘|=0 The Mctiou{()p position being filed with this form is not subject to the $129 or the
: $57 fee bodatise:

™ The party filing the Mation/Gpposition previously paid a fee of 8129 or $57.
-
[7] %129 The Maotion being filed with this form is subject to the $129 fee because it iz 2 motion
o modify, adjust ur enforce a finol order:
R~
(1§57 The Motion/Opposition being filing with this form is subject lo the $57 foe beaduse it is
an opposition to a motion to modify, adjust or enfuree a final order, or It is g motion
and the opposing party has already paid 4 fee of 5129,

Step 3, Add the fling fees from Step 1 and Step 2.

] ‘I'he Motion/Oppesition is being fifed in a casc that was not inftiated by joint petition.

The total filing fee for the metionfopposition T am filing with this form Is:

[lso [Fis25 [ %57 []s82 15129 [ $154

Party lifing Motlon/Opposition: Plaintiff7Pelitioner Date 02/1372017

Signature of Party av'Prepares _ C _
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Clecironically Filgd

02/13/2017 02:25:03 PM
F%H | Pisas ¥ = A
Jennifer V. Abrams, Esdq, CLERK OF THE COURT

Nevada State Bar Namber: 7575
Brandon K, Leavitt, Baq,
Nevada State Bar Nwmber: 11834
THE ABRAMS & MAYD LAW FIRM
6252 South Raimbaw Blvd,, Suite 100
Lag Vegas, Nevada 86118
Tel: (702) 208~4021
Fax: (702) 248-9750
Email: bklgroup@theshramsglawiirm.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff
Eighth Judieial District Court
Family Division
Clark County, Nevada

BRANDON PAUL SAITER, ) Case Now D-15-521372-1)

)
Plaintiff, } Department; 1.

)
98, )
_ )
TINA MARIE BAITER; )
)
Defendaist, )
)

APPENDIX OF EXIIBITS TO PLAINTIFES
MOTICN FOR AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

Fxhibit | Dieseription
I3 Printout of Frcehool post from Steve Sanson, dated 10-05-17 '
& Emailg frowm Y(;u'l“r.ﬁ;ye e Brasdon Saitee, dated ot-15-17
3 3 créansﬁﬁt of videns upload by Me. Sanson to vimeo
4 .l;m.l.ail frcﬁn vimpo to Brandon Saiter, dated 0i~:{.8 17
Paye 1 of 2
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5 Printout of videos uploaded to ‘mail.ra’

6 Interview of Mr, Sanson on Radio ‘Iribune, dated
' 02-02-17 [DVD with video file allached]

7 Veterans In Politics email, dated 01-25-17

DATED Monday, February 13, 2017.
Respectfully Submitted,
THE ABRAMS & MAY,
/ / AL

hrams, Esq.

, ﬁ’IRM

Nevada State Bar Number; 11834
6252 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118

Tel: (702) 222-4021

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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YouTube video: Nevade Altorney utlacks a Clark Counly Fumily Courl Judge in Open Co.. Page 1 0f2

Steve Sanson
Nevada Aftorney attacks a Clark Gounty Famlly Gourt Judge in Open Court

Jannifer Abrams Las Vegas Divarce Attornay
altacks Judge Jennier Elliot in open nourt

s

10762016 1:63 AM {UTC -07:00) ;
$1:12:05 ) 956 views ! 2 fikes / 1 disfikes / § comments |

5 induxixd commanis

1 Steve Sansun A hehind the scenss ook inside our colrteom

Mo boundaries in our courlreens!

in Clark Gouniy Nevada, wa have noticed Juslice of the Paace handeuffing
Pubile Deferders unjustly as well as Municipal Gourt Judges incarcaraling
citizans that are not even before thelr ¢ourt,

The above are axamples of the court resm over stepping boundaries, But what

happans witen & Divores Attorney crossas the line with 2 Clark County
Dirtrict Coust Judge Femily Divislon?

In a September 28, 2016 hearing in Clark Counly Famify Gourt Department &
Jenniler Abrams represanting the pialntiif with co-cauncll Brandon Leavitt
and Louls Schnelder rapresanting the defandant, This case is ahout 215
yaar marriage, plalnliil sams over 160,600 annually and defenclant receivas
r:o alimony and ro pari of the business.

There was a wat of wards between Jennifer Abrams and .Judga Jannifer Eliot.
Start 12:1%:00 in the videa the folfowing conversation took plage ir oper
aour.

Judge Jennifor Elljot;

| find Inat thare @ undue [nfluence in the case.

There ars enough athical problems don'l add to the problem.

If thal's not an ethical proilem | don’t Know what is.

Courl is chargad to making sure that justics Is done.

Youir clisht llad about his finances.

i wrn the judge and in a mement | am geiby to ask you lo leave.

Your firm dues this a lot and altack other lawyers.

inhtml: file/Mserver | 1\Data\Scans\Julic\Sanson\TALIN YouTube Video (Original Videa)\Bx.., 1/6/2017
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YouTube video: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge it Open Co.. Page2 of 2

find it to be & pattem with your firm,
You are geing to be taking pul of lare if you tan't sit dowi,

| am the Judge not you.

Jenniter Abranis; i
Excuse me | was in the midde of a sentence.

i there any refatiohehip hetwaan yeu and Louis Schneider?

At what point should a judge sanction an atlormey?

Is & judgo too comfortable or infiinidated by an altorney that they give
thern ieeway to haslcally run their own courtroam?

if thera is an sthizal problem or the law has been hroksn by an atiormey
the Judge |s mandated by law ta repart it to the Nevads State Bar or a
yoverning ngency that could deal with the problem appropriately.

10/6(2010 &:48 Al (UTE -07:00)

campliohaxter Dang, | thought there was actuslly going fo be an attack in thara.
10672016 1217 PM (UTC -07:00)

%! Qne Stap Tech Shop Typical for siefe and abrams law firm
#i 10/8/2018 382 PM (UTC -07.00)

SelectLasVegas Thisis crazy...If there s no monay and they agres...Reaily? ihsahe, no

wonder there |s a sacklog,
10IT2016 4:58 AM (UTG -07:00)

Pamala Lawson Goud job Judge Eflol. Somabody shoutd have besn found in conternpt!
acf 10/7/2016 1:35 "M {UTC -C7.00}

ot fe/Mserver] 1\Dala\Scans\ulie\Sarsom TALIYY au Tube Video (Original Videol\Bx... 1/6/2017
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a Steve Sanson _
IiNevada Allorney aliacke a Clark Counly Family Court Judge in Open Caurt !
Jennlfer Alrams Las Vegas Divorca Aftorney attachs Judge Jennifer Elliot in open court :

10/5/2018 1:53 AM (UTC -07:00)

Q1:12:05 / D56 views / 2 likes / 1 dlslikos / 12 comimeants

11 indexad commeits

Sleve Sanson A behind he scanas Jook inside vuy vourToom

Mo boundegies in our courdrooms!

in Clark County Nevada, we hava noliead Justice of the Peace handeuffing
Public Dafandare unjustly as well as Municipal Court Judges incarcerating ;
cilizens thel are not even before thelr court, ;

The shave are examples of Ihe court ream over stepping beundaries. But whal
happans when a Divorce Attarney crosses the line with a Clark County :
District Court Judge Famlly Bivision? !

In a September 29, 2016 hearlng in Clark County Family Court Department L
Jennifer Abrams rapresenting the plaintiff with co-councl: Brandon Leavit:
and Lowls Schnelder representing the defendant. This case |s about a 15
vear mariage, plaintlff aarns over 160,000 annually and defendant reseives i
no alimony and na part of tha business.

Thers was a war of words between Jonniler Abrams and Judgs Jenniter Elliot.
Start 12;13:00 In tha viden the following conversation tonk place in opan
caurf,

dudge Jennifer Efliot:

t lind that thora is undus influence in the case.

There are encugh sthical problems don't add te the problem.

if that's not an ethlcal prablem | dert know what is.

Court is charged te malking sure that justice is done.

Yaur clisnl iled about bis finances.

1 am the jutdge and in a moment.| am gaing ta ask you ko lesve,

Yaur firm does this a ot and atlack other Jawyers.

Hind it io be a pattein with your firm.

You are going ta be leking out of hore if you don't st down.

| am tha Judga not you.

Jennifer Abrame:

RA000249 o1



Excuse me 1 was in thz middla of a sanfence.

1s thera any relationship betwaan you and Louis Schaeider?

At whal point shauld a judge sanction an altorney?

I3 & judge oo comfortable or ntirmidaled by an atlornay that they give
them lasway o basically 1un thelr awn sotidrooni?

IFthers is an sthical problem or the law has beeh broken by an attorney
tho Judge s mandated by law ta raport it to the Nevada State Bar or a
govarning agency that could teal with the problem appropriately.
10/5{20:16 .48 AM (UTC -07:00}
|campilobaxter Dang, | thougit there was actually gaing ta be an attack in there.
S| 10/5/2016 12:17 FM (UTC -07:00)
One Stop Tech Shop Typical for celc and abrams law firm
Rap 101512016 3:52 PM (UTC -07.00)
SajectLasYegas This is crazy....|f there is no monay and they ayree...Really? Insane, no
551 wonder there Is a backlng.
10712016 4:58 AM {UTC -07:00)
JPumela Lawson Good job Judge Ellick Sumebcty should have been found in conternpll
1047420416 1:35 PM (UTC -07:00)
Chuck Jameson The fitle of this vidzo is backwards. It&apos;s the judge who is attacking tha
Ly altamey. But the attorney 1s not intimidated and stands up to the ludgs.
You have to watch the entire video to sa= the truth, The judge has no idea
what is going oh in the paee and then eompletely reverses herself of the
end when she finally enderstands the facts.
10172016 6:13 PM (UTC -07:00)
Eviluclan Abrams did an awesome job cenvincing the judge she wag wrongl You need to
iwateh the ond whera tha jurdgs takes back her accusations and admils Ahrams
was right! '
108720418 921 PN (UTC -07:00)
,@ Stava Sanson District Court Judge Bullisd by Family Attorney Jennifer Abrams

5

District Court
Jugye Jennifer Elliolt orders video of family court case lu be removed.

Clark County, Mevada

October 9, 2018

Yesterday, Vewrans In Pofities Intematlonal, inc. (VII") was
served with & copy af a Court Order sealing case materlais n a family court
nass on which Wwe lwive been reparting, Saiter v. Saiter, case ne,
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-15-521372D,

Ve fad recently posted a videolape of a hearing that took

place on Saptember 29, 2616 in the Salter case. §
The video expesad the distespeciful and obstructionist behavior of the :
nisband's lawyer, Jennifer Abrams {sea Navada Attorney altacks a Clark
County Family

Caurt Judge in Open Courd

hitp:/imyemail,conslanteontact coniNevada-Attornay-attacks-a-Ciark-County-Family-Court: i
Jutdge-in-Open-Court himiPsold=1119987097 423&ald=yvZHZhB224w
}. H

After our video posled, Abiuins, seeldng lo siop us from

showing ths vidso, obtained a Caud Order which staled that "the current
past

ol the Heptember 29, 2018 hearing video, and any and all other heating
video{s})

from this case shall be iimmadiately removed from Ihe internei.” The Order
does nol name VIPI but states that

it pertains to "all persons or wiliiles.”

i
i
I
i
1

While we disagree that there [s anything private in the

video, we are abiding by it out of respect for the Court. The Order states
that it is bolng lssued “in

the hest Interast of the four {4) children in the cags,” however, ihe focus

of

tha video |s the mishaehavior of Abrams, not the children. Abrams is nota
parant, child or & paity in

the case, Her embarrassing behavior

hafars the judge has no bearing on the children,

This Crder appears to [ust be an atternpt by Abrams to hide
he: behavior from the rast of the legal cammunity and the public,

We will, however, contifive to work on sshalf of otir

sammunity to kaep our couris and those working within tham, accou ntaala for

their aciions.

10/912015 10:50 FM (UTC -07:00)

Stave Sanson Rule 1. Nevada Rules lor Sealing and Redacling Courl Records, purposs,
policy, and scope of 1ules.

1, THla. Thase rules may he known and cited as Navada Rulss for Sealing
und Redacting Court Rezords, or abaravisted SRCR.
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%, Purpose. These fules provide a uniform pracedure for the sealing ard
redacting of couat records in clvil actions.

3, Policy, ANl eourt records in civil actions arc avaiiable ta tha public,
excapl as otherwiso provided in thass rules or by statute,

4. Scope. These rules apply to al| court racords in civil actions,

regardless of the physical form of Lhe court record, the method of
recending the courl record; or the methad of storage of the court reeord.
Those rules do pot apply to the sesling or redagting of court recards under ?
specific statutes, such as NRS Chapter 33, MRS Chapter 178, juvenie cases
pu-stian! io NRS Chapters 62 and 63, or domesiic relations matters pursuant
to MRS Chapters 122 (Marriage), 123 {Rights of Husband el Wife); 126 :
{Digsolulion), 126 (Parentage), 127 (Adoption}, 128 (Terminallon of i
Parental Rights), 122 (Mihors' Disabilities}, 130(C hild Suppert), 453
{Tiealmeni and Rehabliitation of Addicts), 433, 433A (Adinission ta Mental
Health Facililiss/Seaiing of Records), 433B {Provisions Ralating to

Children), 435 (Relarded Parscns), and 438 (Commupily Programs for Mente!
Health) or to MRS Tilfe 13 (Guardisnships; Conservatorships; Trusls), These
rules do not pravida for the rétention or deséruction of ourt racords of

files.

{Added; effective January +, 2008.)
10M0/2018 3:39 F‘M {UTGC -07:00Q)
Bteve Sanson District Court Judge Bulliex! by Famlly Altarney Jannitar Aprams

District Court Judge Jennifer Elliott orders vidac of family court case fo-
be removed.

Clark County, Nevada
Octaber 9, 2016

Yeaterday, Veterans |1 Palitics intarnational, Inc. (VIR was served with
0 copy of a Caurt Order sealing case materials in a family rourt case an
which we have been reporting, Saitar v. Sailer, case no, 0-15-521372D,

W had recantly posted a videotaps of a hearing that Wolk place on

September 28, 2015 In the Sziter case, The video exposed tha disrespectiul

ang absireclionisl behavior of the hushand's lawyer, Jennifer Abrams (see

Nevada Attarney attacks a Clark Gounty Family Court Judgs in Open Courl

hitp #imyemiail.constantcontact canvNevada-Aftorney-altacks-a-Clark- County-Family-Colrt-
Judge-in-Opon-Court. itmi?soid=1119987007423%ald=WZHZh8224w

).

Afler sur vileo pasted, Abrams, seeking lo step us Iram showing the viden,
ablained a Court Order which stated that "the curcent post of the Saptember
29, 2045 haaring video, i any and all other hearing video(s) from s
case shall be immeadiately remavad fram tha inlernet.” The Order does not
name VIPI but states thal i petlains to "all persons or entilies.”

White wa tiragres that lhere is anything private in the video, we aro
abiding by it autof respect for the Gourt. The Order states that [t (s

RA000252 914



balng isauad "in the best Intarast of the four {4) children In the case,” i
however, tha focus of tne video ig the mishehavior of Abrams, nat the
childeen. Abrams ia not a parent, child or a paily ih the case, Her :
embarrassing behaviar before the judge has no bearing on the chlidren.

This Drder appears to just be un attempt by Abrams to hide her behavior E
fram the rest of the legal community and the public,

We will, however, cortinue fo work an behaif of our goramunily to keep aur

courts and those working within them, acoountails for their ackons.

1DM0/2046 5:16 M (UTC -07:60)

Steve Sanson Jennifer Abrams wes never a party to this case, until joday Qctober 10th,
29016.. Alter we Lled an articie informing har thai she wasn&apos;t.. 3o the

quastion is who askad for ths case to be sealed?

10M Q2016 5:19 PM ({UTG -07.00)
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Dav]dl Schoen

From; YouTube Support Team <yautube-
disputes+P42GISTUIZSWEYNXFQACYRMURU@google.com:

Sent: Sunday, January 15, 2017 11:34 FM

To: phsatter@cox net

Subject; RE: Privacy Camplaint Recelved

Hello,

We have removed the material in question for a privacy vielation, pursuant to our Comrnunity Guidelines.

T muy lake some time for video search resnlts and thumbnail imeges to disappear from the site, Typivally, this
should not take more than a couple of days. Please be essured that the content has been remaved,

For more information regarding our Privacy Guidelines, please visit: http:/voutube.com/tfprivacy guidelines.

Sincerely,
The YowTuhe Team

RAQ00255
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David Schoen

Fronx YouTuhe Support Team <youtubz-disputes+
AAKEMSPSRERNUYLEDZNLQPCIEU@ gnogle.coms=

Sent; Sunday, January 15, 2017 1133 PM

To; pbsaiter@comnet

Subject: RE: Privacy Complaint Received

[ella,

We have removed the materia! in question for a privicy violation, pursuant to our Community Guidelines,

It may take some titne for video scarch results and thumbnat! images 1o disappear Trom the site. 1'ypically, this
should not take more than a couple of days. Please be assured that the content has been removed,

Tor mote information regarding our Privacy Guidelines, please visit: hiips//youtube.coma/privacy gvidelines.

Singerely,

The YouTube eam
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David Schoen

From;
Sent;
Taj
Sybject;

Yimen SUpport <support@yimen.corm?
Wednesday, Janvary 18, 2017 11:03 AM
Branden Salter

Mimeo Support] Re! Privacy Yiolation Repart

e

D= Pl B yout meply sboie s line -6
To caiuurs doivary . add po-rapldvi to yuar widress ook,

vimeo

Melissa B. (Vimeo Suppart)

B TR, AUE N AT

Hi there,

Thank yau for bringing this to our attention. We have reviewed the videos in

guesitan and remaoved ther as a viclation of our Terms of Service,

With such a gigantic community and library, we trudy appreciate the affarts of our
community to bring Inappropriate content to our attention. Thank you for helping

us keep Vimeo awesormel

Sincerely,
Melissa B.

Trust and Safety Coordinator

Brandan Saiter
b 18, 12

257

!l Contact Information

tptamc: Brandon Saiter
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Email Address: phsalter@cox.net
Mailing Addrass: 831 Wintersweet rd
Hendersen, NV 89015

Phane Number: 7022052604

[ Privacy Complaint

Descripticn: This complairt and the other complaint(s) are regarding my divorce,
My ex—-wile has reguested it to be remaoved as well, The publisher will not, Hence
him being sued. This video has ALL our personal and business information an, We
also have 4 rinor chitdren that could come across this, Things on this videaq, that if
were on paper would be a confidentlal court document. This case was also sealed
and he was ordered by the court to remove It and has not.

‘Pt Is rot enought? Please advise

Detalls: district court Judge ordered to seal records and orders to remove the
video. The entlre videa infringes on a court order and a family. Along with myself
of course. My ex wife has requested to be removed as well. Can gladly provice
court documants [T between us,

URLs at §ssue: hitps//vimeo.com 199774775, hilps:/vimeo.com /199773603,
https: / fvimeo.com/ 199772986

[/ User Information

User Name: Lagged Out
Lser Email: Logged Out
User URL: Logged Out

Th = & 2016 Vimeo, ifc
356 Was( 1Hth Slreal, New Yol MY 1001
Texms | Privagy Polivy
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Mail.Ru  Mall My World  Ocnoliassniki  Games  Dating  News  Search  All projecls

Find - Find video

WERK'S TGP

 SUBSCRIBERS -

Anexcen Bopobbes -
A NpoeTo Xavy

! i T 112:0 4 BaBonAKKMRAINLWE
MNevada Attorney attacks a TaHay, AenbOHHoE!
Clark County Family Cawrt

EESIE AR N TR H T I

"What s Lave" s
BANTENMHOM CTHRE

ANTXHUHWNLR CTPAT-
apTom
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EXHIBIT 6

EXHIBIT 6
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Brandon Safterv. Tha Sajter ST
D-18 621372-D; Pept, 1. L

Exhihit 5 -
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EXHIBIT 7

EXHIBIT 7
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AT Sirvros 5. Aniomy & Michael Halnes to Appear O the "Weterans In Polies" Video- Telk- Show

Share;
Tweat

g VETERANS
"IN FOLITICS

Stavros S. Anthony & Michael
Haines to Appear On the

"Veterans In Politics” Video-
Talk-Show

Las Vegas City
Counciiman &
Former US Sanate
Candidats

FINE DL BORE

"Veterans In Politics Talk Show" { Anthony & Haines }
Call In to the show 702 685 8380

Htip:fimyeme, sonstanlontaot.com/fBtaviog-5-- Anthory-- Michesl-Halnes-to-Ayiear- On- tha--Vielerans- n-Plliiea--Vide-Talk-Show- iim s old= 1180002,
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H2Ha07 Stavrog S, Anlrory & Michae] Huines ta Appear On i "Veterans In Fofilics” Viden-Tuik-Show
Stavros S. Anthony Las Vegas e '
City Councilman Ward 4

Learn More Abhoit Stavres 5.
Anithuny

Michael Haines former US
Senate Candidate

L.anen More Bhoot SEchiael Habes

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA- - Veterans In Politics video Talk Show
proudly announces that Stavros S. Anthony Las Vegas City
Councilman Ward 4 and Michael Haines former US Senate
Candidate to appear on the "Veterans In Politics " internet video
talk-show as a special guest on Saturday - January 28, 2017
from 2-3pm PT. Listen and watch LIVE on
h_ttp:waw-.Wwdbtv.oom/veterans-in-noiitics,htm! :

For more than a decade the non-partisan "Veterans In Politics
Talk-Show" (VIP Talk-Show) has informed listeners about national
veteran and political issues,

Past guests include active duty and veterans from ali branches,
authors, business owners, organization heads and political
candidates and incumbents representing all parties from federal,
state and local government branches.

The listening audience spans nationally and reaches a
demagraphic of avery gender, age and socioeconomic

h‘.tpcﬂmywna?!.ocnstanb:aunlaa[.cumelavmn-’ﬂ--Pnlhcnf---_MIchaﬁl-Hai.rm-lnmeer—Omﬁm-‘Velum-lrn-Puiiﬁus—-wde&Talkahdn-.mml?sdd-'l1 1928700...
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11262 Sleveos S, Anthony & Michast Heines to Appear On (he *viterans In Politice” Video-Talk-Show
background. The VIP Talk-Show has become a trusted source of
information and excerpts from past episodes have been quoted
and published in reports of media and investigations of
government agencies. Achisvements include awards and special
recognitions from countless non-profit organizations, Mayors and
City Councils plus schools.

Listen to hosts Steve Sanson, Jim Jonas and co-host Steven
Sonnenburg and Christina Ortiz plus special guests co-hosts live
during the VIP Talk-Show on every Salurday from 1400-1500
(2:00pm-3:00pm PT) on World Wide Digital Broadcasting Corp.

Learn Mors

Opninion Corner

CLARIFIGATION:

Attorney Marshall Willick's lefters against opposing party
found defamatory per se in 2008; Willick settled before trial
on issue privilege,

Click ontfo link below:

Atlorney Marshall Willick's tetters egainsl opposing party found defamatory per se in
2008; Willick settiad hefore trial on lssue privilege.

Richard Crane, formerly with Willick's firm, quilty of sexual
misconduct invelving a minor and suspended from the
practice of law.

Hitginyemall canslameontacl.eantilavros-S--Aitdny---Michaal- } talinas-to-Appear-On-iha- Miterans- i Polilics--Video-Telk- Show- | Ll Ps0ide R AT
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172027 Stavros 2. Anihory & Mistag Hadees lo Agpear Git the "Velerans I FPolitics™ Video-Talk-Shew

Click onto link below:

Richargd Crane, formerly with Willick's firm, guilty of sexual misconduct involving a
minor and suspendad from the practice of law.

Sintompont fram Steve Sanson President of Welovans in

Pealitics Internstionsd, ne.

A lawyer managed fo get YouTube to delele my videos thal was
ohtained by the Freadom of Information Act; before the case was
sealed. The lawyer in this matter sent the prasiding fudlge an email
demanding that she persuade me to take the videos down,
because It puls her in a "pad light”, Once 1 refusad the fawyer
sealed the cass. Since tha videos were ohiained before the
sealing and was taking down Hlegally, we have placed the videos
on a multitude of channels. We will not be pushed sround by
pecple that think they are eptitled o beyond approach,

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 pbased oh "Stipulation of tha Parties." WE are not a party to

rmpﬁh'myemall.ccnalenicun’.ag:!.gnm.&tavrcs-s--ﬂnlhony---mic?ml—Haimsdn—Appam-On—HmnVutm ang-liePolilios--Vdeo- Talk-Show- bml7sdid= 111000708, AH3

RAQ00271

933

ST




117 Stavros 8. Ariheny & Michael Halnes ku Aupaar Un the "Veterans InFolifics” Video-Talk-Blwiw
the case. The fact the case was sealed after the fact is prospective
not retrospective and cannot change what has aiready 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
orcler by Judge Elliot who is the only one who can enforce that
order or lssue sanctions - but again - that order only pertains to the
parties that engaged in the stipulation. | see a counter for First
Amendment retaliation and violation of immunity and then removall
to US District Court on federal question involving violation of rights,

1 received this notice from Facebook, indicating that this law firm
owns my articles and a video that | received from the courts under
the Freedom of Information Act. That [ am in violation of copy right

infringement signed under penalty of perjury.
It you helieve that this cortent should not have been rermiuved frenn
Facebook, you can contact the complaining paity direcily to
resoive your saie

Report #: 3078751 7027575

Hights Owner: Jenniter Abrams / The Abrams & Maya Law Firm
Fmall jabrams@thesibramskawiinm oam

Copyrighted Work: Other

hitpdiayem alheosta

RA000272

ntcenisel comSleus- S—Anbiony---Michuel-Halnes: to- Apper Un-Ihe—Valirans-0rPoliic g--Virloa- Falke Shoee himi Psaid= 111998708,
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RE0T Stavros S, Antrony & Mlchag] Helrks 1o Appear O Iha "Vetarans InPolilles” Video-Talk-Showr
If an agreemant is reached to restore the reporied content, pleasza
have the complaining party email us with their consent and incude
the report nurnber.

Facahoalk complies with the notice and takedown procedures
desfined in section 512 of the Uigital Millennium Copyrighl Act
CDMOA". 1T you belisve that this comtent was removed ag o resull
uf migtake oF misidentification, you can subrnit & DMCA courder-
notification by filling out cur automated form at

http /iwww. facebuol comiegaifcopynghit.php?
howto_appeal&parent_yeport_id=30787517627574L06,

M Defended Us, Let's Defend Himl

Click Here Lo Suppart Volerans in Pofitics International, tne,

Listen & Watch the Interview of Last YWeek's Show;

LIVE every Saturday from 2-3PM Pacific Time.

“1f you would like to be a guest on our show please comact: emaif
veleransinpoliaol.com or if you would like fo place a commercial on
anyone of our shows please dial 702 283 6088,

sIf you would fike to visit any of our archived inferviews go fo our You Tube
Channel,

Click here for our YouTube Channel or

hitps:Jwww,youlube com/channelUC1vBzrcE JOUIBCREBATEQ  and
Click here for archived shows on Word Wide Digital Broadcasting Corp

Dildvyemall.conatentber nct poi wiSlavras-S--Arhiny--—Michsel-Halnes-to- Appaar- On-the-«Veterans- v Aelfina--Videa-Tallke-Shrowehiml Pecid= H1{MIE7dG . BH3
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2 ¢ Stavrea S, Antheny & Miciiwt Halis [0 Appear Gn the "Vaterens In POHICE" Video-Tabk-Shuw

“If you would like fo see who is coming on our show next go fo our radio
webpage.

hitp:/fvww,w -politics.html |

Veterans In Politics video Talk Show proudly announces that
Janiece S. Marshall former Las Vegas Justice of the Peace
Department 3 and Rick Workman candidate for Mayor of
Henderson Nevada

hitp:fmryermuil o lamcontasicomStavees - 5--Anlbony- - Michag)-Hel nes-lo-Apy war-Ory-lhe--Vetarang-In-Politios—Video-Teth-Show- il 7aedd - 1HG08700.. 713

RA000274 936
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Stawrcs S, Anthony & Miciuad Haines to Appear On tha "elarans i Peillics” Video-Talk-Stw

Pléase contribute to Veterans In Politics in an effort in helping us to continug
our mission by Exposing Corruption, Champion Veterans Rights, and
Educating the public on candidates running for elected office: go to
www,veteransinpolitics.org and click onto our PayPal Page or at our PO Box

28211/ Las Vegas, NV, B9126...

Learn More

JOIN US ON ERIDAY JANUARY 27TH FROM 7-11PM |
Hang in the Veterans In Politics Section by Ringside call
702 283 8088 for tickets

hpethmypernedl.conslanicenisckcomStavraa-S--Anlhony-—Micha:d Halnm:-I:r-Appeal~On-lim—\«’et&rans-ln-l’wUus--\ﬁduu—Tulk&Shmv-.html?soid'-‘11199?3?(!9... a3
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fzeizons. Stavrce 5. Anlhony & Michae! Halies to Appear On the "Valstans InFofilies” Video-Talk Show

‘EF (il Guest
_!l_ﬂ.g—_ﬂ ﬂ_ﬂl]-!i ERL

Lisa K

Click here for more Information on REAL MMA X1l

JOIN.US ON SATURDAY JANUARY 28TH FROM 1-4PM

1\[Ip:.f..’nr,fam_r_:li.nmmlnn:_c_o: RaotéoniStarros-S--Anthony---Misheul-Halnas 10 Appes f- Ol - Velgrars-in-Poiilles--vidoo-Tatk-Shiew- himifsold- 141 BEETER. .,

RAQ00276
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WHRF2057 Slavres S, Arlhuny 5 Iichae! Halnes to Appear On (he *atarans InPelltics™ Viceo-Talk-Show
Spo 1iti ternatiohal

Click hers for more Information on STREET SMART EVENT

Faith Ind and Family Counseling

g4

At Lakeside Business Sultes:
i 2620 Regalta Driva Suite 102
Heldl Hanusa Las Vegas, NV 80128
Navada License MA, LMFT 702 553-23496 (office)
702 370-4244 (oell)

iy mll atrstanloanlactconyBlavEs-Se-Anthory---Midiel Halnas-o-Appear-On-dha--Veleraus-In-Poliics- -Video-Talk-Show- hiriPsold= 1119957C. . k]

RAD0QO277 939
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W7 Stavcos 5. Anthoay & lchael ¢ talnes lo Appear Onlhe "Velcrans (n Pollilea® Video-Talk-Show

-~ AealGhanbeOiCompercacolrss

hilg=2feysmall.corala mar_\t.cum,@{a‘qlﬁ_8.;}'\{1}?“1)[-——M|chae|-|-Idrﬂsut&ma?—oﬁm'VB]H:’HIL‘S\JI'I'F"H]" ng-- Vidat-Te k= Shws-hin faoid= 111008708, 1613
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ay Siwros 8. Asthony & Michael Hanes o Appesr Dn e "welurans InPolilicy® video-Talk-Bhow

11

ﬂaf's News

Chck herg form More YouwrNows

WERSHE  NEWS  GOALE AND VALLIES  OFFIGER3  COMIACT US

Yeteraits i Polities Interational ine.
Y0223 R0RE
devildog 2E5Ees . oomn
wiwy yatarssinpalitivs. oy

alian L FOR EMANLS

hipsfmyornadl conslantoarlect.eemiStany 8~ Senfrithony—-Michael-Haines-to-Appear-Onethe- -Vetersie In Peifics--Vidut-Tuik-Shose hiniZactd= 1199570,

RA00Q279
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W2BHNT Bluvrus 3. Arlbony & Michacd Hainos lo Agpear On the "Velerans In Polifes” Vidzo-Tall- Shaw
Confirm that you like this,

Click the "Like" button.

Hitp: Penyemsil constaricomtast.com/Stavias-S- - Anthony---ilehasl-Hal nes-1o-Appagr-On the--Veter ans-ir Pelt ies--Video- Talk-Show- hlml s ol 15H09870...
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03/06/2017 03:58:14 PM
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Margaret A. MelLetchie, Isq. (State Bar No. 10931) GLERK OF THE COURT
MCLETCHIE SHELL LLC

701 East Bridger Ave., Suite 520

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Phone: (702) 728-5300; Tax: (702) 425-8220

FEmail: maggic@nvlitigation.com

Anat T.evy, Baq. (State Bar No. 12550)

ANAT LEVY & ASSOCIATES, P.C,

SR41 H, Charleston Blvd., #230-421

Las Vegas, NV 89142

Phone: (310) 621-1199; E-fax: (310) 734-1338
E-mail: alevy96@aol.com

Attorneys for: NON-PARTY STEVE SANSON

DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
BRANDON PAUT. SATTER, ) CascNo: D-15-521372-D
)
Plaintiff, ) Hearing Date: 3/30/2017
) Time: 9:00 am,
V8. Y Dept: L
)
TINA MARTH SATTER, ) SPECIAL APPEARANCE
)
Defendant. )

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE RE: CONTEMPT

Non-party Steve Sanson hereby gpecially appears to opposc Petitioner Brandon Saiter’s
Motion for an Order to Show Cause against Sanson, The Oppusition is based on the Court’s
lack of personal jurisdiction over Sanson and the Court’s lack of subject matter jurisdiction to
enforce an Order that i3 lepally void, Void orders can be attacked in any proceeding in any
court where the validily of the order comes into issue. Pennoyor v. Neff, 95 U.S. 714, 24 LEd.
565 (1877); McDonald v. Mabee, 243 US 90, 61 L.Ed. 608 (1917); U.S, v. Holtzman, 762 F.2d

720 (9th. Cir. 1985). Sanson hereby requests that the Court vacate the Order.

OPPQSITION TO MOTI.C"}N FOR OSC RE: CONTEMPT
iy
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITILES

I INTRODUCTION

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

Saiter’s motion to issue an OSC re: contemnpl against Sanson for his purported violation of the
Court’s October 6, 2016 Order in this case (the “Order™). A copy of the Order is attached as
Exhibit 3 to Sanson’s Declaration (“Sanson Deel.”) filed herewith,

‘I'his motion is but one part of the over the top, beyond the bounds of rvason measures
that Abrams is taking to eliminaic from public view a court-produced video transcript that
simply shows her arguing 2 clicoi’s casc in cowt.

Abrans is apparently so mortificd by her own behavior that she will «t nothin g' {0 pet the
video out of public view. This includes now asking the Court to find Sanson, the President of
Veterans in Politics International, Tnc. (“VIPI”)’ which posted the video onling, in criminal
contempt. Abrams is actually asking the Court to throw Sanson in jail for 54 days, which she
unabashedly implies is a goud Taith break from the 7 years, 4 months and 24 days she thinks he
should othersise receive.? Min., 17:19-21. All this, for Sanson purportedly vialating &
Stipulated Order issucd in a case in which he is not a party. As shown below, the Court has no
jurisdiction over him, and the Order is legally void because it was issucd in vielation of state
and federal laws,

The harassment moted out by Abrams and her fiancé, Marshal Willick, towards Sanson,
VIPI and others demonstrale that this motion has much to do with Abrams and little to do with

her client, Aftor disscminating the video, Abrams sent the Court an Email complaining that the

'VIPI i3 a non-profit that opcrates as a government watchdog. It fobbics government on behalf
of veterans and works to expose public wrongdaing and corruption. Sanson Decl., 2. Hs
philosophy is to safcpuard (he prineiples of democracy that countless velerans have lost their
lives to protect. VIPLis also for all intents and purposes a member of the media. it operales a
weekly internet talk show that features public officials and others who discuss issues of public
concern, it writes blogs and articlcs, adminisiers Facebook pages on which it distributes
information, and it sends email updates to its members and others with its latest news. 1d.

* This in spitc of the fact that NRS 22.100(2) caps impriseument for contemipt to 25 days.

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE: CONTEMPT

“a
* e
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video made her look bad. Sanson Decl,, Y 4, Bix. 2. Indeed, Abrams cven argues in this motion
that the video should be taken down because “the information being disseminated with the video
is "intended to place [the undersigned] in a bad light.” Mtn,, 11:3-5. Tellingly, despite ail of the
conclusory staterncnis fhat Abrams makes about how upsct her client is over the release of the
courtroom video, she fails to provide any affidavit from her client in support of the motion.
Tiven the “fakc down” notices that Abrams claims her client sent to VIPT's online service
providers were in fact sent by her and Willick, Sanson Deel,, 11, Ex. 7. huterestingly, she
refised to provide copies of these notices to Sanson’s counsel and now fails to submit thom as
exhibits to her motion even though they are prominently discussed in the moving papers.
Abrams and Willick recently each filed separaic lawsuits against Sanson and VIPI (and
others) in District Court claiming a plethora of identical causes of action. (See, complaints in

lick v. Sanson, case, attached as Exs, 4

and 6 respectively to Sanson Decl) Abrams’ complaint is based on VIPT's distributivn at'the
court video and its criticisms of Abrams® court praclices. Willick®s lawsuit is based on VIPT's
criticism of his court practices. While the gravamen of their complaints is defamation, the
complaints make fantastical claims of RICO viclations (even though there are no factually
supported RICO related crimes alleged), intentinnal and negligent infliction of cmotional distress
(even (hough this is improbable given that Abrams and Willick are hardened furnily law
litigators), conspiracy of action (even though no inherently dangerous activity, ¢.g., diag-racing,
is alleged as required for this cause of action), capyright infringement (even though state courts
have no subject matter jurisdiction over federal copyright claims), ete.

But Abrams and Willick didn’t stop there, They individually and topether cngaged in a
campaign to shut VIPI down by getling its email service provider, Constant Contact, to suspend
its account so it could no Tonger effectively communicate with its members. Sanson Decl., Y11,
Ex. 7. While VIPT has since switched to the Mail Chimp email distribution service, its
viewership under this service has significantly dropped. Sanson Decl., §11. They are also using
unfounded claims of privacy und/or copyright infringement (reportedly including claims of

ownership the Cowt’s video transcript) to take VIPT's pustings off' the internet,

OPPOSITION 1O MOTION FOR OSC RE: CONTEMPT
-3
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Willick has also resorted to viciously disparaging Sanson and VIPT enline, falsely
claiming that VIP is a “sham organization,” is an “unethical scheme to extort concessions,” is
used {o fund Sanson’s personal expenses, fails to filc tax retuins, has a “sham” radio show and a

LRI 11

fraudulent endorsement process, He calls Sanson a “hypocrite. .. but even worse,” “repugnant,”
*a sleazy extra out of “Harper Valley PTA,” “slimy beyond words,” and 2 “two-bit unemployed
hustler,” who was “forced to flee California.” Ile also accuscs Sanson of “shaking down
candidates for cash and conspiring with like-minded cronies.” Sanson Decl., T 8-9, Bx. 5.
These statements are worse than thuse for which Willick and Abrams are suing VIPT and Sanson
in their defamation actions.

Whilc the above alone should give this Court pausc, the reasons to deny the present
motion are cmbedded in the most basic of legal and demacratic principles:

1. Courts do not have jurisdiction over non-partics. Sanson is not a party to this
action, has nover been served with legal process in [he case, and does not voluatarily submit to
the jurisdiction of this Court. An OSC re: contempt. against a not-patrty would bs, among other
things, a violation of Sanson’s federal and state constitutional due process rights. Moreover, (he
Ordoer was oxpressly issued and based on the “Stipulation ol the Parties.”™ Sanson was not
invnlyed with such stipulation and never agreed to be bound by it. 1t is axiomatic that
stipulations cannot bind non-parties, and neither can orders thereon.

2. Couwts do not have subject malter jurisdiction to enforce void or voidable orders.
This Order is void because it violates federal and stutc constitutional free speech righls and was
issued in violation of Nevada laws. Discussing and disseminating information aboul 1 court
proceeding - which is of course presumed public— is a constitutionally- protected right that
cannot he infringed absent a “compelling state interest.” Such interest must be specifically
identified and supported in the Order. Necither the Order nor Petitioner identifies such state
interest. Further, any measures taken by the court to address such interest must be narrawly
tailored. 1t is nulawful for the Court to simply seal the entire case, as the Ordor purports to do.
Further, the Order is based on the Stipulation of the Parties and cannot bind non-parties such as

Sanson who never agreed to the Stipulation, Accordingly, the Order is void and is therefore

OPPOSTTION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE: CONTEMPT
-4
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beyond the subject matter jurisdiction of the Coutt to enforce. Instead, the Court has a legal

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

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

3 If this Courl granis Petitioner’s motion and issues an OSC re: Contempt, which it
should not, then Sanson hereby moves to disqualify this judge, and demands that a different
judge be assigned to hear such OSC. While contempt hearings in family law cases are typically
heard by the judge wha issued the underlying order, in this casc, this judge has s vested interest
in the cutcume of such QSC and should be disqualified pursuant to Rule 2.11 of the Code of
Judicial Conduct. VIPT’s postings indicate that the video transcript that is the subject of the
Order reflects negatively on the judge for failing to control her courtroom. This Judge, an
elected official, would not be able to avoid the appearance of partiality should she preside over
an OSC thal would affect whether a video that may reflect poorly an her should be kept from
public view.

Accordingly, the Court should deny Petitioner’s motiun in ils entirety.

11, THE COURT DOES NOT HAVE PERSONAL JURISDICTION OVER SANSON

There can be no dispute that Sanson is not a party fo this action. The Nevada Supreme
Court has “consistently defined a party as someone who has been named a party in the record,
and wha, as such, is served with process and enters an appearance.” Frapk Settelmeyer & Sons,
Tne. v. Smith & Harmer, Lid., 124 Nev. 1206, 1212, n.3, 197 P.3d 1051, 1055 (2008). Generally,

a stranger 1o a0 action cannot appear in the action or make a mation in it (State ex rel, Garaventa

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

can a court adjudicate such non-party’s rights without appropriate constitutional Due Process
prolcctions, including an opportunity to be heard. The United States Supreme Court has held
that the validity of the Order may be affected by « failure to give constitutionally required due

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

(1875). 1t should go without saying that no order may be rendered in violation of constitutianal

protections.

OPPOSTTION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE; CONTEMPT
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Here, the Order was issusd after VIPT (acting through Sanson) disseminaicd the video,
and after V1P refused to voluntarily and unnecessarily relinquish its Pirst Amendment rights.
The Order, undoubtedly drafted by Abrams, purported to retroactively seal all the records in the
case and to broadly apply even to non-parties who were never given an upporiunity to be heard.
This is of course not constitutionally permitted.

Moteover, the Order was cxpressly entered into by Stipulation of the Parlies — again,

Sanson was never a party and never stipulated to the form or contents of the Order. He cannot
therefore be bound by it. Tndeed, it is axiomatic that stipulations carmot bind unrelated third
parties,

Petitioner’s argument that Sanson should become subject tu the Caurt’s furisdiction
because he “interjected himsclf into this case by taking possession of and disseminating a closed
hearing video for the purpose of impacting the outcome of the titigation in exchange for Mr.
Schneider's payment Lo him” and “by reposting two hearing videos after being personaily served
with an order prohibiting their dissemination” is unfounded. First, no one submits to the
jurisdiction of the courl simply by obtaining a publicly available videa transcript or
dissemdnating it. 17 that were fhe law, news agencies and uny vitizen could be subject to the
jurisdiction af every court, which is of course not the case. The allegation that the hearing was
“closed” under Rule 5.02 is of no import since, as discussed in Section H1LB herein, Rule 5.02
does not operalc (o seal hearing transeripts. Moreover, i appears that there may have been no
basis to close the hearing if it was in fact closed at the time. Further, reposting the hearings after
being served wilh the Order is also of no import since the Courl had and continues to have no
jurisdiction over Sanson and cannot purport to bind him to an Order based on a stipulation of
counscls in a case in which he ig not involved. Indeed, Petitioner cites to no law to support this
untensble position.

Since the Court lacks personal jurisdiction uver Sansan, the motion for OSC re: conternpt

shoulid be denied for this reason alone.
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NI. THE COURT LACKS SUBJECT MATITER JURISDICTION AS THE QRDER IS

Pr,

VOID OR VOIDABLE AND CANNOT SERVI AS A BASIS FOR CONTEM

Even if the Court somehow had personal jurisdiction over Sanson, which it does not, it
does not have subject matter jurisdiction to enforce the Order since the Order is void for failing
to comply with applicable law. In a 1996 family law case, the Nevada Supreme Court held thal
an order that is void excceds the subject matter jurisdiction of the court, and the court cannot
enforce it

In this state it is clearly the law thal the vislation of an order in excess of
the jurisdiction uf the issuing court cannot produce a valid judgrnent of
contempt, and that the “jurisdiction” in question extends beyond merc
subject matier or personal jurisdiction to that concept deseribed by us in
Abellgira v. Distriet Court of Appeal [17 Cal. 24 280, 109 P.2d 942, 948
(1941)]: "Speaking genetally, any acts which exceed the defined power of
a cowrt in any instance, whether that power be defined by constilutiomal
provision, expross statutory declaration, or rules developed by the courts
and followed under the docirine of stare decisis, are in excess of
jurisdiction, [. . . .]

Del Papa v. Steffen, 915 P.2d 245, 249 (1996), quoting, In re Berry, 68 Cal, 2d 137, 65 Cal.
Rpir. 273, 280, 436 P.2d 273, 280 (1968) (somc citations omitted). The court in Dcl Papa
conciuded:

Although the Whitehead pancl had subject matter jurisdiction in the
Whilchcad case, it acted in excess of that jurisdiction under the Firsl
Amendment, NRS 1,090, and the ARID in ordering that the proceedings
in thc Whitshead case before this court be kept confidential. Therelore,
those orders were wvoid, and their violation cannol praduce a valid
judgment of contempt.

(1984) (“a person may not be held in contempl of 2 void order”), Kalb v, Feuerstein, 308 TS,

433, 60 8.CL 343 (1940) (a void order does not create any binding obligatiomn).

For the reasons stated below, the Order is vaid and cannot serve as the basis ofa

contempl order.
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A. COURT PROCEDINGS ARE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC AS A MATTER OF
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGITT, COMMON LAW, AND STRONG PUBLIC POLICY.
In the family law casc of Del Papa v. Steffen, 915 P.2d 243, 248 (1996), the Novada

Supreme Court recognized that the unwarranted sealing of court documents or procedurcs
violates constitutional rights:

Court ordered confidentiality orders implicate First Amendment concerns.
The First Amendment prohibits Congress lrom making any law "abridging
the frecdam of speech, or of the press; or the right of the puupic peaceably
to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.”
1.8, Const. amend. 1. The Fourteenth Amendment makes this prohibition
applicable to state actions as well. 11.S. Const. amend. X1V, § 1. The First
Amendment guarantees public access to pluces traditionally open to the
public, such as criminal trials. Richmond Newspapers. Inc. v, Virginie
448 11,8, 555, 577, 580, 100 S. Ct. 2814, 2827, 2829, 65 L, Ed. 2d 973
(1980). Tn Richmond. the Supreme Cowrt noted that though the right to
attend civil trials was not at issue before it, "historically both civil and
criminal trials have been presumptively open.” Id. at 580 n, 17, 100 S, Ct.
at 2829 n. 17. A state may deny this right of public access enly if it
shows that "the denial is mecessitated by a compelling government
intcrest, and is narrowly tailored lo serve that interest.” Globe
Newspaper Co. v. Superiar Court, 457 U.8, 596, 607, 102 8. Ci. 2613,
2620, 73 L. £d. 2d 248 (1982),

(Emphasis added); See also, Civil Rights for Seniors. Nonprofit Corp. v. Admin. Office of the
Courts. 313 P.3d 216, 129 Nev. Adv. Op. 80 (Ncv. 2013) (acknowledging First Amendment

rights of access in criminal and civil judicial proceedings).

Indeed, thers is a strong legal presumption, daling to commeon law, that courtroom
proceedings ate open to the public. Stephens Media v. Eighth Judicial District Court, 125 Nev.
Ine. v. Virginia, 448 U.S. 555, 564-69, 580, n. 17 (1980);
Nixon v. Warner Communications, Inc,, 435 U.S. 589, 597-98 (1978).

8409 (2009); Richmond Meawspapers

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

criminal and civil courts in Gannett Co., Inc. v. DePasquale, 443 U.S, 368, 386, n. [3 (1979):

“For many centuries, both civil and eriminal trials have traditionally been open to the public. As
early as 1685, Sir John Hawles commented that open proceedings were necessary so “that truth

tmay be discovered in civil as well as criminal matters.” (1d.; citation omitted; emphasis in

OPPOSTTION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE: CONTEMPT
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original ) The Court recognized that the salutary cffcct of public access is as important in civil
cases as it is in eriminal trials,

In fact, the issue of open procecdings is so important that in 2008 the Nevada Supreime
Court convened a special task force to address (he problem of attorneys and courts over-sealing
coutt records and promulgated civil rulcs pertaining to this jssue. NRS 1.090 also rceopnizes
{his important public policy and provides: "[(]he sitting of every court of justice shall be public
except as otherwise provided by law."

Accordingly, the Court must allow the proceedings to be open and public unless it
specifically and factually identifics a “compelling government interest™ and then, can only
impose nasrowly tailored measurcs to protect such state interests,

Petitioner’s unsupported argument that Sanson has no right to disscroinate or critique the
court video because it is, in her opinion, part of a “smear campaigns” (Mtn., 10:16) actually
underscores the importance of Mvee speech rights-—and makes evident thal silencing Sanson’s
criticism ig Abrams’ goal in this case and part of the campaign she and Willick have initiated
against him. Tiven if Abrams docsn’t like him or his criticism, Sanson has cvery right to
comment on court proceedings, That is the very meaning of having » First Amendment right.
Abrams’® distaste for its contents and her opinions on whether the speech is justified are entirely
urelevant.

Lastly, Petitiuncr boldly argues that Sanson is not allowed to walch or disseminate a
court video transcript because Sanson was allegedly paid to distribulc il or paid to state VIPF's
opinion. Not only is this baseless (Sanson Decl., § 12), but the notion thal constitutionally
protected free specch rights are somehow extinguished if moncy is involved is illogical and
untrue. If that were the law, then television stations that depend on revenue from sponsered
commercials, or media that pay for celebrity stories would simply not have free speech rights.
Not surprisingly, Pctilianer cites to no authority for this argument.

B. 1T IS IMPERMISSIBLE TO SEAL ENTIRE CASES.

Scaling cntire cases is not permitied under Novada law.

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR. OSC RE: CONTEMPT
.8

RADO0289

1057

AT




20

21

22

23

24

26

29

28

NRS 125.110(1) requires (he lollowing coutt records to remain public repardiess of any

attempts to seal a case:

(2) In case the complaint is not answered by the defendant, the summons,
with the affidavit or proof of service, the complaini with memorandum
endorsed thereon that the default of the defendant in not answering was
cnlered, and the judgment; snd in case where service is made by
publication, the affiduvi( for publication of summons and the order
dirccting the publication of summons.

(b) Tn all other cases, the pleadings, the finding of the court, any order
made on motion as provided in Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, and the
Jjudgment.

Further, while NRS 125.110(2) permits lhc court to seal certain documents such as
certain lestimony or exhibits if they are shown to be “private,” it is a manifest abuse of discrotion

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

Nevada Supreme Court stated:

We conclude that the district courl was obligated to maintain the divarce
proceedings' public stams under NRS 123.110 and manifestly abused any
discretion it possessed when it sealed the entire case file, We further
conciude that the district court abused its discretion when it issued an
overly broad gag order sua sponte, without giving notice or a meaningtul
opportunity to_be heard, without making any factual findings with respect
in Heht of any clear and prescent danger or

examinine the exjstenee of any alternative means by which to accomplish
this purpose. Gag orders must be narrowly drawn if no less restrictive

means are available; (hey may be entered only when there exisls a serious
and imminent threat to the administration of justice. This was certainly not
the case herc.

1d. st 99 (emphasis added).
Tn violation of these requirements, the Stipufation and Order in (his case is impermissibly,
stated in the broadest possible terms. The Stipulation portion states:

Counscl [hen stipulated to seal the case and to disallow any further release
of case information and to demand (hat the current post of the September
29, 2016 hearing video, ot any other hearing video from this case be
immediately removed from the internet and to prohibit any purtion_ of
these proceedings from being disseminated or published and that any such
publication or posting by anyone be iminediately removed...

OPPOSTTION TO MOTION FOR OSC RF: CONTEMPT
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Order, at 1:27 — 2:6; emphasis added. The Order portion likkewise states:

...IT IS [IEREBY ORDERED that the current post of the Septcmber 29,
2016 hearing video, and any and all other hearing video(s) from this case
shall be immediatcly removed from the internet. All persons or cnlities
shall be prohibited from publishing, displaying, showing or making public
any portion of these case proceedings: nothing from the casc at bar shall
be disseminated or published znd that any such publication or posting by
anyone or any cnlity shall be immediately removed ...

Order at 2:12-19 (emphasis added). Such blanket prohibition on access 1o an entire case file is
specifically disallowed under Nevada law, and thereby renders the Order void.

C. TIIERE I8 NO COMPELLING STATE INTEREST IN SEALING THE
COURT VIDEO,

The Ordor stalcs that the video transcript of the September 29, 2016 hearing should be
sealed because the hoaring was closed putsuant to Bighth District Coutl Rule 5.02.

Yet, Rule 5.02(a) does not purport to fustify the sealing of pari of & hearing, let alone an
entire hearing. Rule 5.02 simply provides that members of the public and others may be
excluded from & hearing to the extent that private facts arc revealed or discussed:

Tn any contested action for divorce, annulmeni, seperate maintenance,
breach of contract or partition based upon a merstricious relationship,
cusiody of children or spousal support, the court must, upon demand of
either party, dircel (hat the trial or hearing(s) on any issuc(s) ol fact joined
therein be private and upon such direction, all persons shall be excluded
from the court or chambers wherein the action is heard, cxeept officers of
the court, the parties their witnesses while (estitying, and counsel.

Here, there was no finding, nor could there be, that any particular issue discussed at the
hearing portained to any private fact about the partics or their children. While Petitioner makes
conclusory allegations about Sanson having disscminated private information, Petitioner’s
rolion is completely devoid of any specificity regarding what particular private information
was disserninated. The information it does mention is not private:

(@)  Atpage 4:18-19, Petitioner argucs that “the Saiter family’s private matcrial™ was

disseniinated, "This conclusary statcment fails without an identification of what specific

private matetial is being referred to.

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE: CONTHMPT
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(by  ALS5:1-2, Petitioner finds objectionable that Sanson disseminated “copies of this
Court’s arders, and named Brandon and Tina Saiter personally, listing their case number
ropeatedly.” Yet, none of this information is privatc. Tn fact, it falls squately within the
purvicw of NRS 125.110(1) which expressly statcs that pleadings and all court orders must
rermain public; the litigants’ names and their casc numbers are necessarily part of those
documenis. So, as a matter of law, this information is not private.

(c) At 5:2-3 Petitioner states that Sanson “continues to comment on Mr., Saiter's
income and business information,” Again there is no specificity to this statement, Any mention
of annual income or the type of business Mr. Saiter I8 in, is typically public record in divorce
proceedings, All divorce and custody litigants are required under NRCP, Rule 1682 to file
detailed income and expense declarations thal set out this information. Likewise, affidavits of
financial condition must e filed when a party seeks fees in connection with 2 motion for
support and other matters, NRCP, Rule 5.32. There is no explanation for why this case should
be treated as more confidential than any other fanly law case.

(d) At 5:4 Petitioner statcs that Sanson somehow commented on “Ms. Saiter’s
emotional state,” though again there is no specificity to this allegation and no claim that ary
edical records or other confidential medical fact was disclosed.

(¢)  Finally, Petitioner argues at 5:4-6 that the video contains “commentary by this
Coutt on very sensitive, persunal matters, -- which, frankly, have no place in the public forum.”
This too is conclusory and fails (o identify the subject matter of any confidential information. If
it refers to the Court’s critical stalements about Ms. Abrams firm’s court praciices, then
commentary on that would be exactly the type of speech. that would be of public concern and
would be protected by the First Amendment - speech about the actions and statements of an
officer of the court and the actions and statements of an elected public official, made during the
course of thelr respective service.

Again, there is nothing private, and certainty nothing about the Jitigents or their children,
that was discussed in the courtroom and that would justify closure under EDRC Rule 5.02, let

alone justify a “compelling state interest” to seal the otherwisc public record,
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Moreover, even if the court wanted lo seal part of the hearing, the Order was required to
cxpressty state which part was being scalcd, identify the compelling state infcrest involved in
that particular part of the hearing, and then seal only that portion of the record to protect that
particular interest. It cannot simply state in conclusory terms, as the Order does, that the
lranseript is being sealed “In the besl interests of the children.”

D. THE ORDER SHOULD BE VACATED,

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

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

any judgment entered in cxcess of its jurisdiction.”)
‘Ihis Court has broad discretion to and should set asidc the Order for mistakes and ervors,
and can also de so pursuant (o N.R.C.P. 59(c) and 60(b). Doing sa is well within the Court’s

sound judgment, and would not be reversible absent an abusc of discretion. Union Peirochemicsl

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

Indeed, this is the Court’s opportunity to rectify the situation without having the parties
incur additional fees and costs to appeal the enforcement of the stipulated Order against non-
party Sanson.

V. IFTHE COURT GRANTS THE MOTION FOR OSC, THEN SANSON HEREBY

MOVES TO DISQUALIFY THE JUDGE FROM PRESIDING OVER TIIE OSC,

Rule 2.11 ol the Code of Judicial Conduct requires a judge to disqualify herself “in any
proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality might reasonehly be questioned.” Here, the article
that VIPT issued with (he video franscript was critical of the Tudge as well as Abrams:

Bul, what judge allows a lawyer o bully her in court and then gets hor to
issue an overbroad, unsubstantiated order to scal and hide the lawyer’s
actions?

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

Sanson Decl., Ex. 4. By signing an order hat purports to take the video off the internet and

OPPOSTTION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE; CONTEMPT
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cease its further distribution, the court was clleetively seeldng to stifle public criticistm about
herself, an elected official. As such, the Judge has a vested interest in the outcome of an OSC
hearing and would be subject to having her impartiality reasonably questioned. Conscquently,
Sanson hersby demands that she be disqualified trom presiding over an OSC bearin gt

V. PETITIONER SHOULD BE ORDERED 10O PAY SANSON'S

ATTORNEYS® TEES AND COS1S

Petitionet’s motion is bascless and his request for attorneys’ fees and costs should be
denied. Instead, it is Petitioner who should be ordered to pay Sansen’s allumcys’ fees for filing
a motion that lacks legal suppuri and appears to be yet another tool used by Abrams to harass
and attempt to intimidate Sanson and VIPT into stifling their constitutionally protected speech.

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

V1.  CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons stated above, Defendants respectfully request that the Court:
a. Deny the Motion for OSC re: Contempt;

b. Vacats the Order;

C. Order Pelitioner to pay Sanson’s attorneys’ fees and costs; and

d. Order such [urther relief as the court may deem jusl and praper.

DATED: March 6, 2017 Margaret A. McLetchie, Esq. (Bar #10931)
McLctchic Shell LLC

701 Fast Bridger Ave., Suite 520
Las Vegas, Nevada §5101
Telephone: (702) 728-5300

Fax: (702) 425-8220

Ermail: maggie@nvlitigation.com

(signature block continued on next page)

¢ Potitionet’s repeated argument that Sansan, a non-lawyer, at one point stated that only this
Court can enforce ils order is of no import. NRS §22.030, which applies to non-family law
cases, even recognizes otherwise: “Fxcopt as otherwise provided in this subscetion, if'a
contempt is not comanitted in the immediate view and presence of the court, the judge of the
court in whose contempt the persen is allcged to be shall not preside al the trial of the contempt
over the abjection of the person.”
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Anat Levy, Esq. (Bar #12250}
Anat Levy & Associates, P.C.
5841 E. Charleston Blvd,, #230-421
Lag Vegas, NV 89142

Cell: (310)621-1199

E-fax: (310) 734-1538

Email: alevy96@iaol com

By: Q)@J" '*///C«//

Aftorneys for: Non-party’ STEVE SANSON
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

1 am over the age of 18 and am not a party to the within action.
On the dalc indicated below, 1 caused to be served a true and correct copy of the document

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

CONTEMTT on the below listed recipients through the Court’s wiznct E-service program:

Jennifer Abratns, Isq. Louis Schneider, Tsq.

Brandon Leavitt, Faq. Law Offices of T.ows C. Schneider, LLC
The Abratts & Mayo Law Firm 430 8. Seventh Street., Las Vogas, NV 89101
6252 8. Rainbow Blvd., Ste. 100 (702) 435-2121

Las Vegas, NV 89118 LCSLawLLC@gmail.com

(702) 222-4021
IV AGroupi@theabramsiawfivm. com
bklgroup@thcabramslawirm.com

Maggie McLetchie, Esq.

McT .ctehic Shell

702 L. Bridgsr Ave,, Ste. 520
Tas Vegas, NV 89101

(702) 728-5300
Maggie@nvlitigation.com

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Nevada that the
foregoing is true and correct.

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

Rk,

AnatLevy 7/ '
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MOTT
DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
BRANDON PAUL SAITER CaseNo. _ D-15-521372-D

DlaintfPetitioner
Dept. L

.
_ TINA MARIE SAITER MOTION/OPFOSITION
Defendant/Respondent FEE INFORMATION SHEET

Notlre: Motions and Opposilions fled alter entry of u Gunf order Issied pursnant to NRS 125, 125B ar 125C are
sabject to the reqpen filing fee of $25, unless specifically excloded hy NRS 19.0312, Additfonally, Molions and
Oppositions filed 1k cases iitiated hy joint petition may be subject to an additional fiking fee of $129 or $57 in

accordance with Senate Bifl 388 of the 2015 Legislaiive Session.
Step 1. Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the hox below.
0 $25 The Molion/Opposilion boing filed with this form is subject to the $25 1eopen fee.
OR-
(X 30 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subjeet to the 3235 reapen
fee because:
&X The Motion/Qpposition is being filed before a Divorce/Custody Decree has been
cntered.
0 The Mation/Opposition is being filed selely to adjust the amount of child support
established in a final order,
¥ The Motion/Opposition is for reconsideration or for a new (rizl, and is being filed
within 10 days after a final judpment or decree was entered, The fing] order was
entered on

& Other Excluded Motion (must speclfy) Pa rt‘y s seekmg an O8C re: confempt against ng

J.‘iU]i pdlt} ﬁ bUliLU-‘.‘llli]g lliUJllllbUlbllU!l TS ‘,‘UUH
Step 2. Select the $0, $129 or 357 filing fee in the box balow.
K $0  The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subjeet to the $129 or the
$57 fee because:
0 The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that was not initiated by joint petition.

X Th th YQpposili id a fee of $129 or $57. It
o T Phepaity fiipe the Moton Capssitian greviously baid ¢ fec of $129 0r 357, “Ihe mo

O $129 The Motion heing filed with this form is subject to the $129 fes because it is a motion
to modify, adjust or enforce a final order.

-OR-
[T $57 The Motion/Dpposition being filing with this form is subjeet to the $57 fee beeausc il is
an opposition to a motion to niodify, adjust or enforcs a final order, or it is & moiion
aud the apposing patty lias already paid a fee of $129,

Ving

Step 3. Add the filing fees trom Step 1 and Step 2.

"The total filing fee for the motion/opposition T am filing with this form is:

B50 %25 (%57 LS82 %129 1154

Party filing Motion/Cpposition: Non-Patly, Steva Sanson | ___ Date _March 6, 2017

f /{
Signatute of Party ot Preparer Q& . \ﬁ/\- /t—‘/‘{'J
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Electronically Filed
03/06/2017 04.05:05 PM
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Margaret A. McLetchie, Tisq, (NV Bar #10931) CLERK OF THE COURT
MCILETCHIE SHELL LLC

701 East Bridger Ave,, Suite 520

Tas Vegas, Nevada 89101

Telephone; (702} 728-5300

Facsimile; (702) 425-8220

Emaii; maggie @nvlitigation.com

Anat Levy, Esq. (NV Bar # 12250)
ANATLEVY & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

5841 T. Charleston Blvd., #230-421

Las Vegas, NV 89142

Phone: (3107 621-1199

E-mail: alevy3(@aolcom; [ax: {310) 734-1538

Attorneys for; NON-PARTY STEVE SANSON

DISTRICT COURT

FAMILY DIVISION
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
BRANDON PAUL SATTER, Y Case No: D-15-521372-D
)
Plaintiff, 1 Hearing Date: 3/30/2017
1 Time: 00 am.
Vs, Y Dept: L
}
TINA MARIE SATTER, Y SPECIAL APPEARANCE
)
Defendant, )

DECLARATION OF STEVE SANSON IN OPPOSITION OF
MOTION FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE RE: CONTEMPT

1, STEVE SANSON, hareby declare as loliows:

1. 1 am not a purty lo Lhe instant action and do not voluntarily submit to its
jurisdietion. Tam SPECIALLY APPEARING IN TIIIS CASE TO CONTEST THE
TURISDICTION OF tHE COURT. 1make this declaration in support of my Opposition to

Petitioner’s Motion for an Order to Show Causc Re: Contemipt. ‘T'his declaration based on my

DECLARATION OF STEVE SANSON IN
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personal knowledge, except as to matters stated Lo be based on information and belief. Iam
competent to testify as to the truth of {hese statements if called upon to do se,

2, 1 am the President of defendant Veterans in Politics Tntornational, Inc. (“VIPI).
VTP is a non-profit corporation that advocates on behalf of veterans and that works to expose
public corruption and wrongdoing, We routinely publish articles online on our VIFI wehsite,
various Facebook pages and through Constant Contact group smails, We also host an online
weekly talk show which features public officials and others wha discuss veterans, political,
judicial and other issues of public concern.

3. In Qctober 2016, acting in my capacity as President of VIPL, T posted the court
video wanscript of the September 29, 2016 hearing in the instant case, The video showed what 1
believed in good faith was Abrams being disrespectful of the Judge and the Judge failing to
adequately control her courtroom. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 s a tue and correct capy of the
article that | posted.

4, I thereafter received an email from the Court which attached an email from
Jennifer Ahrams slating that the video should be taken down in part because she thought it made
her fook bad. Since VIPL was within it rights to post a video of a court proceeding, 1did not
take it down. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a true and cortect copy of the email from Abrams,

5 I was then personally served with a copy of the October 6, 2016 Conut Order in
this case. Allached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and comrect copy of the Ouder.

G. The Qrder purported to seal all of the decuments and proceedings in the case on 4
retroactive basis, While I did not agree that the records should be sealed or that there was a legal
basis to take the vidco down, out of an abundance of caution, I took the video out of public view
temporarily until T could get turther legal advice. Once I lcarned (hat the Court had no
jurisdietion over VIPI ot me, and had no legal basis for sealing the records, I reposted the videa
online, along with an article reporting on what had taken place and analyzing the practice of

sealing court documents, A true and cosrect copy of the article is attached hereto as Exhibit 4.

DECLARATION OF STEVE SANSON IN

QOPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR OSC RE; CONTEMPT
-2

RADGC299

1067




19

L1

24

26

27

28

7. Shortly after January 9, 2017, 1 was served with a cornplaint in which Abras
sued me, VIPI and each of its officers and directors, its former web administrator and her
opposing counsel in this family law procecding. She even sued a VIP1 officer who lives in
Missonrt, None of those ofTicers or directors had anything to do with the postings I made on
behalf of VIPT, nor did they know about the posting in advance, In addition, Abrams sued
Sanson Cotp., an entity which has nothing to do with VIPLor ils aclivities. Attached as Exhibit 5
is a true and correct copy of the oporalive complaint in that case, without its exhibits.

3. I thercalter learned of a letter that Abrams® fiancé, Marshal Willick, posted online
and addressed to mie, but never sent to me, A true and correct copy of lhe Teter and the links to it
on his website is attached as Exhibit 6.

9, In the letter, among other things, Willick accuses V1Pl of manipulating its
candidate intorview process, using VIPDs income for my personal expenses, not filing tax
returng For VIPL, and using VIPI as an “unethical scheme to extort concessions in an ongoing

EERLY

case.” He further accuses me of being a “hypocrite. .. but cven worse,” “a sleazy extra out of
‘Harper Valley PTA,” states that Tam the very detinition of “bypocrite — not to mention slimy
beyond waords,” calls me a “two-bit unemployed hustler,” accuses me of “shaking down
candidates for cash and conspiring with like-minded cronics” and says “you are repugnant.” He
also accuses VIPYT's radio show of being a “fraud,” claims that VIPI is a “sham organization,”
and claims that I was “forced w {lee California.” None of those statements are true.

10.  On or about February 4, 2017 Willick sued VIPI, me, and all of the same VIPT
officers and directors as Abrams sued, alleging fhe identical causes of action that Abrams alleged
in frer complaint, He claimed that VIPD’s posts crilicizing him were defamatory, Attached
hereto as Oxhihit 7 is a truc and correct copy of the complaint,

15, Starling on Tanuary 6, 2017 and continuing into February, I have received emails
irorm VIPI's online service providers advising fhat Jennifor Abrams sent “take down” letters to
them and that they were either taking matcrials off my site or shutting down my service vntil an

investigation could be made. Altached as Exhibit 8 are true and correct copies of take down

DECILLARATION OF STEVE SANSON IN
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notices that I recetved from YouTube which took down the court Leanseript video of Abrams in
the family court proceeding, Facebook which ok down numerous of VIPI's posts on Abrams,
Vimeo, and Constant Contact. Constunt Countact hag shut down VIPTs account so that VIPI
could no longer send emails nsing that sccount to its followers and members. While VIPL has
now switched to distributing ils cmails via Mail Chimp service, out readership has fallen
significantly with this new service provider. Thave spent considerable thne and aggravation
dealing with these take down notices that I believe are complolcly unwatranted and that are
disrupting VIPI's operations.

12.  VIPI has never accepted paynent from anyone in exchange for publishing articles
or disseminating a parlicular news story to its members or the public. We are a non-profit
organization of veterans who have risked their lives to preserve owr democracy. We take pride in
the work that we do to expose government-related wrongdoing and corruption.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Nevada that the
foregoing is true and }ol‘rect to the best of my lmowlgdgc and belief,

Dated this : ) _day of March, 2017 in Las Vegss, NV.

A

)
Stew’eVS anson

DECLARATION OF STEVE SANSON IN SUPPORT' OF
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Nevady Attorsey attacks & Clak Connty Family Court Judge in Open Court hitp:/fmiyemail.constanicontact com/Nevada-Attomey-attacks-a-Clark-C...

lof3

hare:

Twiccd

VR TERANS

IN POLITICS
Nevada Attorney attacks a
Clark County Family Court
Judge in Open Court

A behind the scenes look
inside our courtroom

FIND OUT MORE

No boundaries in our courtrooms!

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

The above are examples of the court room over stepping

RADO0303
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Nevada Aftorney attacks a Clark Cowity Family Court Judge in Open Court  hitpi/myernail.coustantcontact. con/Nevada-A torney-attacks-a-Clark-C...

2of5

boundaries. But what happens when a Divorce Attorney
crosses the line with a Clark County District Court Judge
Family Division?

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

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

T Start42:43:00 in the video the following conversation took place in
apen court.

Judge Jennifer Elliot:

2715/2017 11: 11 AM
RAQO0304 1072
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| find that there is undue influence in the case.

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

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

Court is charged to making sure that justice is done.

Your client lied about his finances.

| am the judge and in a moment | am going to ask you to leave.
Your firm does this a lot and attack other lawyers.

| find it to be a pattern with your firm.

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

| am the Judge not you.

211572017 11111 AM
RAQ00305 1673
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Nevada Atiorney attacks a Clark County Fatuily Court Judgs in Open Court hilp://myemail constanicontact.conyNevada- Attomey-attacks-a-Clark-C...

Jennifer Abrams:

Excuse me | was in the middle of a sentence.

ls there any relationship between you and Louis Schneider?

At what point should a judge sanction an attorney?

s a judge too comfortable or intimidated by an attorney that

4of§ 2/15/2017 11:11 AM
RA000306 1074




Nevada Aftomey attacks a (lark County Famity Court Judge in Open Coust  http://myemal.constantcontact.com/N cvadu-Alloruey-atlacks-a-Clark-C. .

they give them leeway to basically run their own courtroom?

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

Learn More about Nevada State Bar Ethics & DlIscipline

UPCOMING EVENTS

WEBSITE NEWS GOALS AND VALUES OFFICERS  CONTACT US

Veterans In Politics International inc.
702-283-8083
devildog1285@cs.com
www.veleransinpolitics.org

SIGN UP FOR EMALLS

Confirm that you like this.

Click the "Like" bullon,

Sofs 2/15/2017 11:11 AM
RADGO307 : 1073
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Re: Wevarla Attorncy attacks & Clark Counly Funily Cowt Judgs in Ope...

lof 10

bttps:fmail.aol.com/webmail-stdfen-us/PrintMessage

Fram: Louia Schnelder <lcslawllc@yshoa.com>

To: Jennifar Abrams <Jabrams@thesbramslawirm.com=; 'veleransinpolit@cs.com' <veteransinpollli@cs.com=; Elllott)
<Elfatt)@clarkoountycourts us>

Ce: vipipresidenl <vipipresident@cs.com>
Subject: Re: Nevada Atlomey attacis a Clark County Familly Caurt Judge in Open Gourt
Date: Tue, Ont 11, 2016 1010 am

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

Louis

Law Qffice of Losis C. Schneider
Wevady Bar Mo, 90683

430 South Seventh Strees

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Phone: 702-4355-2121

Fax: Y02-431-3807

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

Sent: Manday, Ociober 10, 2018 7:03 PM
Subject: RE: Nevada Atiorney altacks a Clark County Famify Court Judge in Open Court

PERSONAL ANT: CONFIDENTIAL
he information cortalnel i thive-meil is feom The Abzanes & Mayo Law Firm which may be confidential and mery alsn b attorncy-disnl puivileged, The informatian
i lendad for Lhe use of the individual orentity 1a whom it 1s addreszed and nthers wha have heen spectfically authorlzad to receive it. Hyou ave not the intended
racipient, you are herehy itstructed to retarn this v mail nnred wal delele it Brom your inbox and racycle bin. Yow are hereby notified that any disclnsure,
dissemination, dstrlbutinn, nge: nr eapying of tie canlents of this Informattan is strictly prohibited,

Mr. Sanson,

Whoaver provided you with the legal analysis below Is mistaken. | am nat providing you with legal advice here but the
authority you cite deals with civil, nat family law cases. The hearing was closed and such was announced at the very
beginning. See EDCR 5.02, NRS 125.080, and NRS 125.110. | had the case sealed at my client’s request becausa
e does not want iis children, their frisnds, or anyone in his circle of friends, family, or business assoclates ta see his
private divores proceedings broadeast on the intemet.

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

} arn & zealous advocate and will continue to pursue my client's interests without any hesitation whatsccver,

2/15/2017 10:57 AM
RADOG309 1077
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Re; Nevada Atterncy attacks 3 Clak Conaty Famity Court Judge in Ope...

20f10

htips:/fmail.gol.com/webrnail-sid/en-us/PrintMessage

Sincarely,

Jennifer V. Airams, Esq.

Board Certified Farnlly Law Spacialist

Fellaw of the American Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers
THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM

6252 Sauth Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118

Telk: (702) 222-4021

Fax: (702) 2489750

www. TheAbramsLawkirm,.com

From: veteransinpolititdes.com (nailtoveterancinpaliti@es.coml
Sent: Monday, Octohar 10, 2016 4:08 PM
To: Ellioti fickarkcountycolits us

Cc: Jennifer Abrams; juslawllc@vahoo.com; vipipresident@@es.com
Subject; Re: Navads Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Open Court

Judge Elliot and all involved.

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

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

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

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

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

| have also taking the liberty to investigate the following, general rules on

sealing: hitp/www.leg.state nvusicourtrules/SCR_RGSROR hitm (see pariicularly 3-1 and 4).
The entire case cannot be sealed. RJ article: http:{fwwwe.revigwinurnal.com/nows/standands-
sealino-civil-tases-loyatier from when current rules went in. Paolicy discussion in a criminal
case, first couple of pages of hitpsischolar.google. com

facholar case?oase=658005305R5%1334224 1&q=saalteourtirecord8hl=entas sdi=4.29 A
unanimous NV opinion keeping recards of a divorce open (involving a former judge)
hitns:/lschotar.google.com/scholar_case?case=3787817847563480381&g=sgal-court+record&
hi=en&as sdi=4,29.

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

2/15f2017 10:57 AM
RAJ00310 1078
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Re: Nevada Attorngy attacks 2 Clark Connty Family Courl Judye in Ope... hittps:Amail.soblovt/webmall- std/en-us/PrintMessage

ol 10

We might have sent out the second articie prematurely.. We have also received numerous
attorneys pointing us in the direction of other cases Abram's have had her outburst and bullied
other Judges and Attorneys. |s she going asked for those cases to be sealed as well?

(i |

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

Steve Sanson
President Veterans In Politics International
702 283 8088

--—0Original Message-—--

Fram; Elliott, Jennifar <EHiotti@clarksourilysouris. us=

To: veteransinpoliti <yeteransinpoliti@es.com>

Cc: jabrams <jgbramsi@theahramsiawfim com>; leslawlic <leslawilc@yahoo.com>; vipipresident <vipigresideni@cs.com=>
Sent Thu, Oct 8, 2018 4:00 am

Subject: Re: Nevada Atterney attacks a Clark County Family Caurt Judge in Opan Gourt

HE Steve, thank you for your quick response. | need you to know that | was wrong regarding the finances as they had been
disclosed at the outset of the case, from tha first filing, albeit ate. At the further hearing we had in this matter | put on the record
that 1 believe thal he did not hide anything on his financial disclosure form; it was a misunderstanding that was explained and the
recard was carracted. We thereaiter worked out all the remalning financial matters in the Decree. The hearing that you have was
the pinnacte of the condlict betwaen counsel and unfortunately this was affecting the resclution of the casa,

A cass always goes much betler when the attorneys are abla to work weli together and develop mare trust from tha beginning.
The abilily to build trust in this case went south from the gate and created a dynamic that was Loxic to seeing and reaching the
metits of the case. Thus pleadings filed were accusatery on baoth sides and a sourt only krows what comes before it through
napers propely filed or repotis that have heen orderad.

At this juncture i iz my balief that both sides felt all financial information had truly been revealed and that both adjusted thelr
positions enough to achieve a solution that wes accepiable to both parties.

| understand that VIP does try to educate ahd provide information to voters so they will be more informed about who they are
putting into office. In this case, the dynamic and the record was changad for the better afler thal hearing. | think that information
wauld be important to the voters as well. it is my hope that you wilt reconsider your positian. Thank you Stevet

Sent from my iPhone

On Qct 5, 20186, at 11:16 PM, "veteransinpoliti@es.com"” <veteianginpoliti@es.gom> weata!

Hi Judge;

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

2/15/2017 10:57 AM
RADD0311 1073



Re: Mevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Jadge in Ope... https:/‘mail.aoL.com/webinuil-std/en-us/Printivessage

sit down), the years we have been doing this we are lired of attorneys running a tax
payers courtroom. They feel that they are entitled and they will walk over anybody to
make a buck.

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

Steve Sanson

President Veterans In Politics International
v vaieransingolides. org

702 283 8088

—-Criginal Mossage----
From: Elliott annifer <E|)igkt J@darkcouﬂtymuns s>

Sent. Wed, Oct 5, 2016 6:02 pm
Subject, Fwd: Novada Atforney attacks a Clark County Family Gourt Judge in Open Court

Hi Sleve,

[ was made aware of this video today and would kindly requast that VIP please take it down. Since this hearing the
court and parties waorked further an resolving the issues and the case was resoivad, Leaving this video up can only
sorve to inflame and antaqonize where the parties are frying lo move on with terms that will help them restructura
their lives in two different hames, We all hape for tha best pest-divorce atmosphsre; the parties will be working
togather to co-parent their children and | would loath to think thay or their friends would encourder Lhis and have to
faa! the suffering of their parents or relive their own uncomfortable feelings of lasa. | know you care about chifdren
and families as murch as you do about pelitics and justice, and | appreciate your courtesy in this ragard. Thank you
for your anticipated cooperation, Judge Jennifer Clliott

Beqin forwarded message:

From: Jannifer Abrams <jahrams@@heabramsiawiiin. coms

Date: Octoher 5, 2018 at 1:48:20 PM PDT

To: "ellicltiiclarkeountyeontts. us" <aiotti@clarksountycourts,us>

Cc: Louis Schnelder <lcslawllc@yvahgo.corn>

Subjeet: Fwd: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in Opan Court

! PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
frhe information centalned In thiz e-mail is from Tho Abrams & Mayoe Law Firm which may be confidential and may also be
pliomuy ol privileged. Tha Information is intendad for the use of the individual or enfity to whemn It i addressed and othears

iwho have baen speciicatly authorize lo recelve it. If you are not the intandad recipient, you are haraby Instructed to returm
\is: -l unraad and delete it from your inbox and recycle Bin. You are haraly nalillst hat any discloswa, dissamination,
ifiatr|bution, Lsa of capying of (he contants of this Informalion is strictly prokibited.

Judge Elliotl,

The helow was hrought to my altention. Theae parties dant need a video or other Information about

ask that you pleassa demand hal th is post video, ele, be immediately

ramoved.

Mr. Schosider is copled on this amail.

4of 10 2/15/2017 10:57 AM
RAO0O312 1080
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Re; Nevada Attoracy allacks a Clark County Family Caurt Judge m Ope...

Sof 10

JVA

Begin forwarded message:

Date: Octobar 5, 2016 at 11:02:11 AM [POT
To: "Jennifer V. Abrams Esq. (abrams@thaabremslaw{inmn.cong)”
<abramséitheabramslewfirm.com>, "vafasedek3gmail.com®

Subject: FW: [Junk releasad by Allowed List] Nevada Attorney aftacks a Clark
Gounty Family Court Judge in Opan Court

Thought you ought to know abaut this as scon as 1 saw It

Marshal S, Wilfick

From: Vetarans In Politics International Inc. [melito:davildog1285&)cs.com]
Sent: Wednesday, Octobar 05, 2016 9:59 AM

To: Marshal Witlick

Subject: [Junk released by Aflowed List] Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County
Farmily Court Judge in Open Gourt

Having Irouble viewing this amall? Stigk here wewyeteransinpoiilics.omy

Hi, jissl a rerainder that you're receiving this smail bz you have expressed an inlerast [n Velerans In
Falilics Inlarnational Inc... [Yor't forget ke add devidog285@es.comy o your address book so we'll ke suie to

land I your Inkox!

https:/fmait.act conwebmail-std/en-us/Printhicssage

Nevada Attorney attacks a
Clark County Family Court

Judge in Open Court

RAQD0O313

HS2017 10:57 AM
10K1




Re: Mevada Attornay attacks a (lark Counly Faudly Cowrt Yudge in Ope... hilps://mail acl.com/fwebrnail-sid/en-ns/Printblcssage

A behind the scenes logk
inside our courtroom

No boundaries in our courtrooms!

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

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

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

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

6 af 10 2/15/2017 10:57 AM
RAQD0314 1082



Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Fumily Coust Judge in Ope... hittps:muil.acl.comfwebmail-std/en-us/Trinthcssage

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

Judge Jennifer Elliot:

SR

bl

| find that there is undue influence in the case.
There are enough ethical problems don't-add to the problem.

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

7of 10 2/15/2017 10:57 AM
RAOC0315 1083

T




Ra: Mevada Attorney atiacks a Clark Cotmty Family Courl Judgs in Ope...

Bofl0

hitps:/fmuil wol convwebmail-std/en-us/PrimMcssage

Court is charged to making sure that justice is done.

Your client lied about his finances.

| am the judge and in a moment [ am going to ask you to ieave.
Your firm does this a lot and attack other lawyers.

| find it to be a pattern with your firm.

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

| am the Judge not you.

§e_|]ni_fer Abrams: ;

5
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Excuse me | was in the middle of a sentence.

Is there any relationship between you and Louis Schneider?

271572017 10:57 AM
RAD00316 1084

T




Re: Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Count Judge in Ope... bttpss/Anuil uol.comfwebmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage

Qol10

A I B

At what point should a judge sanction an attarney?

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

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

Learn More about Nevada State ics & Disclpilng
LWPCOMING EVENTS
WERSITE OFFICERS CONTAGT S
ECY
i

Vetarans In Politics international Inc.
702-283-8088

vy voloransinpoliics.org

SHARE THIS EMAIL SIGN UP FOR EMAILS

Veterans In Politics International Inc., PO Box 28211, Las Vegas, NV 88126

2/15/2017 10:57 AM
RAD00317 1083




R Nevadu Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Courl Judie iu Ope... hittps:/Amail.aol conywebmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage

Safelingubscrbe™ marshal@willicldawgroup.carm

I i

Forward this smeil | Vodale Profite | About our servics provider

Sent by devildogt 285€acs.com In collaboration with

oot gfﬁggingﬁgﬁ“ ,

Trgit free today

Spam
Phish/Fraud

Not spam
Forget previous vale :

10 of 16 271512017 10:57 AM
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JENNIFER L. ELLIOTT
DISTRICY eng
FAMILY DIVIEION, DEPY, L
LAS VEQAS, NV 390l

Electronically Filed
10/08/2016 03:.01:48 PM

R

CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY COURT DIVISION
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

BRANDON PAUL SAITER,

CASENO: D-15-521372-D
DEPT NQO: L

Plainfiff,

Vs,

TINA MARIE SAITER, :
HEARING DATES: 9/29/16

Defendent. HEARING TIMES: 10:0( a,m,

ORDER PROHIBITING
DISSEMINATION OF CASE MATERIAL

This matter having come before the Court for several pending matters on the
29" day of Septernber at 10:00 a.m., Plaintiff Brandon Saiter l:f}pl‘{:sent&d by Jemmifer
Abrams, Bstj. and Brandon Leavidl, Esq. and Defendant, Tina Marte Saiter reprosented
by Louis Schneider, Bsq., and the Court hearing preliminary matters, entertained and
granted Ms, Abrams request for a closed hearing pursyant (v EDCR 5.02, with the
gxception of permitting the pavents of Defendant to remain pursuant to NRS 125.080
(2) (e}.

Thereafter, the videotape of this hearing was posted on youtube and a link to
the video was emailed to multiple third pastles not involved in the case on or about the
3% day of October, 2016,

On October §, 2016, the parties resolved all issues required for a Decres of

Divorce, Counsel then stipuiated to seal the case and to disallow any further relesse of

RADQ0320




case information and to demand that the current post of the September 29, 2016

: hearing video, or any other hearing video from this case be immediately removed from
A the internct and to prohibit any portion of these proceedings from being disscminated

s || orpublished and (hat auy such publication or posting by anyone be imniediatefy

6| removed, as the Septemiber 29, 2016 hearing was a closed hearing, Additionally,

71l counsels and the parties recognize that the cuse has been gettled and that such an Order
8 is in the best interest of the four (4) children in this case and is algo authorizcd by NRS
12 125.080, NRS 125.110, EDCR 5,02, and Supteme Court Rules, Part VI, Rule 2(2)(z)
i atud 3(4).

12 PURSUANT TO THE STIFULATION OF THE PARTIES, IT 1S

13 {1 HERERY ORDERED that the current post of the September 29, 2016 Heal‘ing video,
14§} orany and all other hesring videa(s) from this case shall be immediately removed from

151 the internet, All persons ar entities stiall e prohibited from publishing, displayiny,

16 showing, or making public any portion of these case proceedings; nothing frem the
i7
cage at bar shall be disseminatcd or puhlished and that any such publication or posting
18
19 by anyone or any entity shall be immediately ramoved ns the Cowt finds the stipulation

20 of the parlies and this Cowrts’ Order to be In the best interest of the four (4) children in
21 || this case and to be fully sypported by law (NRS 125,080, NRS 125.110, EDCR 5.02,

22| and Bupreme Court Rules, Part VI, Rule 2(2)(a) and 3(4)).

23 DATED this {ﬁ day um_ 2016,
. b \‘ 'l

24 .
25 .‘/ ™
(e
26 Yennifer Blliott, Mistdct Court Judge,
a7 Family Djvision, Dept, T,
28
JENNTFER L. ELLYETT
TISTRICT UDGE
FAMILY BIVEON, DEPT. L 2

LAS YEGAS, NY 8910}
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JETERANS
INCPOLITICS

Law Frowns on Nevada
Attorney Jennifer Abrams’
"Seal-Happy" Practices

Clark County, Nevada
November 6, 2016

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

FIND QUT MORE

Its importance cannot be overstated!

State and federal courts, including Nevada's Supreme Coutt, recognize
that public access to court proceedings serves vital public policy interests,
including, scrving as a check on corruption, educating the public about
the judicial process, promoting informed discussion of government
affairs, and enhancing the performance ol the judge, the lawyers and all
involved.

2/15/2017 15:10 AM
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As former Nevada Supreme Court Justice Nancy Saitta wrote earlier this
year regarding the Supreme Courl's rules on sealing civil records,
"the cornerstones of an effective, functioning judicial system are

openness and transparency. Safeguarding these cornerstones requires

public access not only to the judicial proceedings but also to judicial
records and documents."

L

At least one lawyer in Nevada, however, Jennifer Abrams, appears to be
"seal happy" when it comes to irying to scal her cases. She appears to
have sealed many of he r cases in th ¢ past few years, including filing a
petition to seal in at lcast four cases just this past week, on [1/3/2016!

¥
¥
¥
§
¥ - . f : i
' Image Deleted |
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4 e
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It also appears, however, that at least one of her cases, and perhaps more,
may have been scaled to protect her own reputation, rather than to serve a
compelling client privacy or safety interest.

2/152017 11:10 AM
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Learn More

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

e

Click onty Nevade Attorsay aitacks @ Clask County Famidly Cowrt Judge in Gpan Gourt

Tnt response to our article, Abrams sought and oblained a court order
from JTudge Eliott which does not same VIPL, but which purporis o

3oLl 2/15/2017 11:10 AM
RAQ0D325 1093
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apply to the entirety of the general population. VIPL however, was
served with the Order. The document orders all videos of Abrams’
September 29, 2016 judicial browbeating to be taken oft the tnternet.

Chick oito District Court Judge Bullied by Family Aitornsy Jennifer Abrams

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

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

T *f.“ i
~ Start 12:13:00 in the video the following conversation
tock place in open court.

Laam Mors

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

2152017 11:10 AM
RAOOD326 10594
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case proceedings," such blanket prohibition on public access to the
entire casc is specitically disalowed by law.

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

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

Click onto Standards for sealing civil cases tougher

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

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

5of11 2/1572017 11:10 AM
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have to be scaled, and cannot seal the entire casc - complaints,
pleadings and other documents st remain public,

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

The Court stated;

"We conclude that the district court was obligated to
maintain the divorce proceedings’ public status under NRS
125,110 and manifestly abused any discretion it possessed
when it sealed the entire case file. We further conclude
that the district court abused its discretion when it issued
an overly broad gag order sua sponte, without giving
notice or a meaningful opportunity to be heard, without
making any factual findings with respect to the need for
such an order in light of any clear and present danger or
threat of serious and imminent harm to a prolecied
interest, and without examining the existence of any
alternative means by which to accomplish this purpose.
Gag orders must be narrowly drawn if no less resirictive
means are available; they may be enteved only when there
exists a serious and imminent threat to the administraiion
of justice. This was certainly not the case here."”

CHok onte Johanson v Dist, G, 182 F 34 84 - Nav: Sugrems Gourt 2088

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

- 2/15/2017 11:10 AM
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Indecd, it was drafted in the broadest possible terms to effectively
seal the entire case! Tt is also questionable whether Judge Elliott had
jurisdiction to issuc the Order against the general public, who was not
beforc het in court.

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

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

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

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

RADO0329
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So, who is to blame here?

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

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

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

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

Eearn More

RAOQ0O330
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UPCOMING EVENTS

WEBSITE NEWS GOALS AND VALUES OFFICERS  CONTACT US

Fa e

Veterans In Politics International Inc.
702-283-8038
davildog1285@cs.com
www.veteransinpolitics.org

SIGN UP FOR EMAILS

Confirm that you like this.

Click the "Tike" buiten.

11of1l
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JENNIVER V. ABRAMS, E5Q. CLERK OF THE COURT
Nevada Stete Bay Number: 75785

THE ABRAMS & MAVO LAW FIRM

6zp2 South Rainhow Boulavard, Suite 100

Las Vogas, Nevada 89118

Phote: (y02) 222-4021

Baeit: JVAGronp@theabramslawiinn.com

Attorney for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURY
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

JENNIFER V. ABRAMS and THE ABRAMS } CQasaNo.o A-17-748318-C
& MAYO LAW FIRM, ) :
Depariment; I

Plyintiff,

V&,

Heaving Date:  N/A

LOUILS C. SCHNEIDER; LAW OFFICES OF
Henving Time:  N/A

J
)
)
)
)
LOUIS C. SCHNEIDER, LIC; STEVEW. )
SANSON; HEIDI J. HANUSA; CHRISTINA )
ORTIZ; JOHNNY SPICER; DON p)
WOOLBRIGHT; VETERANS IN POLITICS )
INTERNATIONAL, ING,; SANSON ]
CORPORATION; KAREN STERLMON, and )
DOES ITHROUGH X, %
}

ACTION IN TQRT

ARBITRATION BEXEMPTION
CLAIMED

Defendant,

COMPLAINT ¥FOR DAMAGHS

I'
ITROGDUCTION

I, Flaitiffs, Jennifer V. Abrawms and The Abrams & Meyo Law Firm
(“Plaintfa®} buing this action for damages based ypon, #nd to redress, Défendants|

Intentfonal Defamation of the character of the Plaintiffs through libelous writings

Page 1of 38

and slander, for Tntentional TnfHelion of Rmolional Distress, Negligent Inflietion of

Emotional Distress, False Light, Business Disparagement, Harassment, Concert of

RADOC335
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Action, Civit Conspiracy, and vielations of RICO, all of which weve perpetiated
individually and in concert with others by defendants Louds €, Selielder, Louls C.
Schaelder, LLC, Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J. Hanusa, Chrlstina Outiz, Johnuy Spleer,
Don Woolbright, Veterans In Palitles Diternational, Ine, Sanson Corporation, Xaren
Stealmon, and Does T Through X (collectively “Defendanis”),

IL,
VENUE AND JURISDICTION

n, Plaintiffs incorporate and ve-allage all preceding poragraphs as if fully
stated herein,
3 Juriadietion 18 proper in Novada State cowrt as all alleged clalms werg
{ransmitted to or performed in Nevada by the Defendants individually or in concerd
with others,

111,
PARTIES

4. Vlaintiffs incorporate and re-alloge all preceding paragraphs as if fully
stafed hereln,
G  Plaintff Jennifer V. Ahegms, i & natwal person and an attorney
Tleensed to practics Jaw in the State of Nevada., She practices exclusively in the field
of Domestic Relations and iz a pesr-veviewed and coriified Fellow of the Ameriean
Acodemy of Matrhnonial Lawyets, and a Certified Specialist in Family Law.
6. Tho Abrams & Mayo Law Firm is & dba of The Abrams Law Firm, LLC,
a duly formed Limited Liability Company in the State of Nevada,
7. | Upon information and belief, Louls C, Schneider is 2 natural person
who is admitted fo practice law in the State of Mevads and Is the managing member

of Law Offices of Louis 8 Schneider, T1C,

Pupgo zof 38
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8. Upon information and belef, Law Offices of Louis C, Schueider, LLC i

a duly formed Limited ,Ttia'bili-ty Company located in Las Vegas, Nevada,

9. Uponinformation and belief, Steve W. Sansan is 2 uatural person, the
President of Vaterans In Polifics International, Tue,, and the Treasurer and Directol
of Banson Corporation,

1,  Epon informaﬁbn and belief, Heidi J. [lanusa is a natueal person, the
Traasurer of Veterans In Politics Intornational, Inc., and the President aud Seoretary
of Sanson Curporation.

1. Uipon infoumation and belief, Christina Ortiz is a natural person and
the Dirsetor of Veterans In Politics International, Ing.

12, Upon information and belief, Johuuy Spicer is a natural person and
Seeretary of Veterans Tn Polities Iatexnational, Ine.

13.  Upon information and Lelief, Doh Woolbright is a natural person and
Secratary of Veterang In Politics International, Ine.

14, Hpom information and belicf, Veterans Tn Polities International, Ine, is
A dluiy formed Domestic Non-Profit Corporation whose atirporied vurposs is "]
eduicate, organtze, and awaken our veterans and their families tg select, suppoct and
intelligently vote for these pandidates whom would help create a hetier world, to
protect ouisehves from our own gevernment(s) in a exlture of corvaption, sud to be
tha political voige for those in other groups wha do not have ene.”

15 Upon infosmsation and belief, Sauson Corporation 1s a duly formed
Domestic Corporation in the State of Nevada,

16,  Upon information and belief, Karen Steehnon is a natural person and

is the Registrant of the Domain veteransinpolitios,org,

Page 3 of 38
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17, Upon information and helief, additional persons and entities have been)
working with the above pamed Defendants either individually or in conesrl and have
been added as Doe Detendants in this action until they are personally identitied.

18, Jennifer V. Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law Flin are informed
and believe, and thercfore allege, that each of the Defendants designated heveln s
Lowds C, Schneider, Law Officos of Louls C, Sehnaider, LLC, Steve W, Sanson, Held!
J. Hangsa, Christing Qrtie, Johnny Spleer, Don Waolhright, Veterans In Politfes
International, Ine,, Sansen Covporation, Kaven Steehnon, and i),oes I through X
inchusive, are in soms way legally responsible and Hable for the events referved to
heain, and directly or proximately cansed the damages alleged hevein,

10, Al all times material hereto, and in doing the acts and omissions
a}lcged hersin, the Defendants, and each of them, including Lows C, Schneider, Lawi
Qfffees of Louis G, Schuoeider, LLC, Steve W, Sanson, Heldi J. Hanusa, Christina
Ortiz, Johnnjf Spicer, Don Woolhright, Velerans In Polities Internationsl, Ine,
Sangson Corporation, Karen Sigelmoen, and Doss 1 through X incluslve, acted
individually and/or through their officers, agents, employess and co-congpirators,
eachk of whom was acting withln the purpose and scope of that ageney, employinont,
and conspiracy, and these acts and omissions wera 1(1101&11 lo, and suthorlzed. and
ratified by, each of the othey Defendants.

A :
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

20.  Plainilffs incorperate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if fully
stated horeiz,

11

Tage 4 0fnf
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2t Plaintiffs reprosent Brandon Satter (hereinafter “Hushand”) in a
divoree aetion pending in the Elghth Judlelal Disteiet Coutt, County of Clark,
Nevada, Frmily Division, Case Number D-15-521372-T1 {herainafier “the ‘D Case™),
fTon, Jennifer L. ElHott, Departient L, presiding,

20,  Defendants Lm}is . Schnoider and Law Officey of Louis €, Schneider,
IIC (heteinafter collectively reforred 'to. as "Schnelder™ represent Tina Saites
(heveinafter “Wifs”) in the “T¥" Case.

23.  Qn Septembar 12, 2016, Plaintiffs, on hehalf of Hushand, filed a Motion
Jor Sauntionz and Aitorney’s Fees agaiust Schueider in the “D” Case for Schneider's
wolations of botl ethical and procedwial rules. Schneider was served via electvenid
servics the saine day, September 12, 2016,

24,  Ou September 15, 2016, Schneider sent the following emall to Brandon)
Leavitt, Bag. at The Abrams & Mayo Law Firim, which stafes in velevant part: |

e had abort 51] T can take,

Withdraw ot Motion sud 'l vedthdraw from the case,

Be advised - Tina has asked me not; to leave the cuse,

Twas geliing ready to withdraw ny molion te withdeaw,

1f your flem does not withdesw thet motion, T will dppose i and

ional potlo ond the opposition.

{Briphasis adﬁed.]

25, Plaintiifs did not withdraw the Motion for Sunctions and Attorney's

Fees against Schneider, Satd Motion for Sanotlons and Atorney’s Foes was set To
hearing on September 29, 2016,

' 26. Upon information and belief, Schneider engaged in one or mors ex

parte communleations with Judge Elliott, either divectly or through her stalf]

betwean Suptember 25, 2016 and the September 29, 2016 hearing,

Pagag of g

RAD0033¢8

1107

Lo it




{Paje 9 o BO)

o ot

10
11

12

1
20

21

23
24

27. At the baghnning of the hearing on September 29, 2016, Plaintily, on

behalf of Hushand, reguested a “closed heaving” puranant to BDCR 5.02. The tequest)-

vras granted by Judge Blliott and the hearing was closed,

28, At the beginning of the hearing on September 29, 2016, Judge Eiliott
accused Plaintiffs and Husband of misvepresenting financial information on
Hugband’s Fhiancial Disclosure Form and veferred to Tlaintiffs as “wunethical.” By the
exnd of the one-hour and twelve minute hearing, Judge Ellictt learned that she was
mistalen on o number of factual malters and rebracied her fncorreet actusations
against Plaintiffs.

ay, A decision on Plaintiffs’ vequest for samctions and feos against
Sehnelder in the “I0” Case was deferred and is still pending submission and veview of
addiﬁon'ai briefing.

30, ‘The duy after the September 29, 2016 hearing, on September 30, 2016
at 8:00 awn, Schneider sent an cimail to Kim Gurule at Video 'Pranseription. Services
staiing, in velevant pact:

Can you plegge tpload the video from yesterday's hearing?
Thnik vou.
)

31, Upon informution and belief, Schneider provided a copy of lhe
Septorber 29, 2616 “closed hearing” {0 Defendaids Steve W. Sanson and Veierany
In Potities International, Tne, -

32, Upon 'i11-ir'o'1'mat'mn and balief, Defendants conspired to affect thy
outeome of the pending ¥D* Case by defaming, inflicting emutional distress wpon,)

placing In a false light, disparaging the busivesd of, and harassing Plaintiffs and

Page-6 of i
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11

futlictlng emotional distress vipon Judge Idliott, and threatening to continue doing
30, |
33.  On October 5, 2016, Defondants published or caused to be published
on Yowfabe and on vateransinpolitics.org, a website purporiedly owned and
controlled by Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heldi J. Hanusa, Christing Ovtlz, Johony
Spicer, Don Woolbright, Veterans In VYolities Intersational, Inc, Sanson
Corpovation, Kaven Steelmon, and Does I through X inclusive, the video from the
“closed heaving” on September 2o, 2016 In the “D” Case, with an avticle entitled
"Nevadn Altorney attacke a Chak County Family Court Judge in Open Congt’
(heretnattor *fhe ‘Attack’ article”).r
24, 1o “Attack” article was published, or republished, or ativibmted fo ons
anothar, or dissemingted to thivd pavties agross state Hneg, via email across yauhiplg
atates, Inctuding Veterans fu Pulitics Miternational, Tne. sending it divectly to the
attorneys and paralegals al-The Abrams & Mayo Law Firin, and vis nurnerous social
media sites including Pinterest, Googlet, Twitter, and the .followin g ffacehook pages:
8. stovesansonl
b steve,ganson.g

¢ veleransinpolitics

o

veteransinpolitiesiniexnationai”

e, eyc.onnevada. politios

f. steve,w.sanson

g, Veterans-In-Polities-International-Endorsement-for-the-State-of-

MNevada

1 Acopyof the published "Atiack” avtick: is mitached as Bxlibit s,

' Pageyoigh
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b, Veterans in Polities: groups/OperationNeverForget
i, Nevada-Veterans-In-Polities

a5, Within the *Attack? article, Defendants defame Jennifer V. Abrams and
her law firm, The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm, with a nuanber of false and misleading
statements,

36, In the “Attack™ article, the Defendants published, oy republished, on
attrituted to one anether, or disseminated to third parties acresg state Hnes, folse
and defamatory statements divected against Plaintiffs, including that:

a. Plaintiff, Jenuifer Abrams “attacked” a Clark Couity LFamily Court
Judge in open court;
b. Abrams has “no boundaries in our courtrooms”s
¢, Abramsisunethical;
d. There is a “problem” requiving Abrams 1o be reported to the Nevady
Ytate Bav; and
o, That Abrams “prossed the line with g Claflt Cownty Distirict Cour
Judgs,”
g7, Despite knowledge that dudge FHliott retracted her geeusalions at the
end of the one hour and twelve minute “closed” hearing, the Defendants published,
o xepublished, or attributed 10 one anothoer, or disvemninated to third parties aeross
slate lines, misleading stetements about Plaintiffs, divecting viewers only to the
portion of the video wherein the incoreect and later vetvacted acensplions were made

("Start 12:33:00), and quating only those nisleading select portions, Atthough the

entire one howr and. bwelve minute video was posted, Defendants knew or should) -

Paga & of g8
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have kuowi that viewers ywere unlikely to wateh the entirety (or any) of the video,
instead, relylng upon the misleading snippete highlighted by Defondants,

58, During a break at another court hearing in the “I* pase on Octohies 5
2016 (immediately after the dissemination of the “Attack” articde via email)]
Defendant Schneider sald to Brandon B, Leavitt, Bsgy;, uf The Abrams & Meayo Law]
Firm, that a withdvawal of the Motion for Sanctions and Atteiney Fees would “make
this gl go away,” or words to that effect,

39, Defendants wera given the opportunity to voluntarily withdraw the
defamatory material, On Quiober 5, 2016 at §:02 pm, the Honorable Jennifer Bliok
sent an emall to Defendants heginmlng with “I was wade aware of this video today
and would kindly request that VIP please bake it down.”

40,  Defendants refused to voluntarily withdraw the defomatory material
On Qectober 5, 2016 at 1116 pw, Defendants Steve W, Sanson and Vaterans Tn
Politics Inteynational, Ine, tesponded to Judge Elliott stating in relovant part; ., |
ones we start @ course of action we do not rafse our hands in defeat,” and iy
combat we pever give up and we will not staxt given (sic) up.” Schueider was copled
on these exchanges and, by his silence, aequiesced,

41,  befendants were made awave that the information they disseminated
was incortset and again wese given an opportunity to withdraw the defamatory
material. Cir October 6, 2016 at 4:00 am, Judge Iilliott sent an email to Defendants

stdting, in relevant part: “1 need you to know that I was wrong xegarding the finances

as they had been disclosed at the outeet of the case, fromi the first filing, albeit late, At

the further heaving wa had in this matter I put on the record that I hbeliove that his did

not lide anything or: s financial disclosure form; it was a misunderstanding thai

Fapirgniad
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wag explained and the record was corvected. . . . T understand fliat VIP does try Lo
edueate and provide information to voters so they will be more informed abont whe
they are putting into office, In this case, the dymamic and the record was changed fox
the hetter after that hearing, I think that mformafon would be important to fhe
voters ag woll, It is my hape that you will recongider your position.”

42.  Detfendants did not take down the aviicle ot the video and, hstead,
continued to publish, republish, and disseminate the article and video they knew fo
he false and defamatory,

43, On Ortober 7, 2016, Defendants published, republished, or attribnted
1o one another, o disseminated to thivd parties acrose state lines, an advortisement
for Law Offices of Louis C, Schneider, stating “Law Offices of Louls Schneider” and
"Triends of Veterans in Politics,”

44, + Upon information and belief, 2 payment of money was made by
Schieider to Defoncants Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J, Hamisa, Chyisting Qutiz, Jahumy
Spicay, Dom Woolbright, Veterans Tn Poli‘i'.ics [nternational, ¥ne, Senson
Clorporation, Karen Stealmon, and Does T theongh X inciusive,

45, On Qctoher 8, 2016, Defendants were served with an Order Prohibiting
Dissemination of Case Makerial entered by Judge Effiott,

46.  On October 9, 2016, Defendants published or coused 1o be published
on a webslte known as veteransinpolitics.org, a2 webslte purportedly owned and
controfled by Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heidl . Hapuea, Christina Ortiz, Johnny
Bpicer, Don Woellnigld, Velerans In Poliles Diterpational, Ine, Sanson
Carporatlon, Karen fit;:e]rrmn, and Does 1 through X inelustve, an acticle antitled

“BULLY Distelet Cowrt Judge Bullied by Family Atlorney Jounifer Abrams?
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(haveinafter “the BULLY' mticle”) along with a copy of the Ovder Prohibiting
Pissemination of Caso Material,2
47, The “BULLY" article, contalning a link to the “Attack” article, has been

re-publisiied tmerous tinies via email neress mltiple siates, including Veterans In
Polities Luternational, Ine. sending it directly 1o the attorneys and paralegals ut The
Abrams & Maya Law Jirm, posting it on ‘U'witter, Pintorest, Googlet+ and on the
foRowlng Facebhook pages:

8, Bleve,SAB0IL1

b, steve.sanson.

¢, velaransinpolitics

d. veteransivpoliticsingarnational

e, aya.onngvadapolitivs,

f, steve.w.sanson

g. Vetorans-In-Politics-Tntemational-Eudorsement-for-the-State-of-

Mevada

I Veterans i Polities: groups/OperatlonNeverForget.

L Wevada-Veterana-In-Politios
a8 well a5 on maltiple diffsrent Pamily Court ¥acebook groups including bt nal
Hnzited to “Nevada COURY Watchers” and “Family Cowrt Support Group (Clarl
County, NV),” '

48,  Within the “BULLY” asticle, Dafendmns defatoe Jennifer V, Abrams

and her law fivay, The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm, with a ngmber of fhlse staternents,

s A:;Jp;fof le pul:-i!shae;} ‘_‘Bﬁu]f” ayticle 13 attathed g Bahibit 2,
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49.  The Defendanuts have pubtished, ar republished, or altribited to one

anuther, or disserminated Lo thicd parties across state Tines, false and defamaiory

stntements dirccied against Abrams, Including:
g, That Abrams bullied Judge Elliott inte lssuing the Order Prohibiting
Dissemination of Case Material;
b. that Abrams’ hehavior Is "digrespectful and obstenelionist”™;
¢ That Abrams “mishaebaved” In court;
dv That Abrams’ behavior before the judge is "erbarrassing”; and
g Thal Judge Blijoit's order appears to he “an aftempt by Abvams to hide
het behavior from the rest of the Ingal community and the public.”
On October 10, 2016 at 4:08 prn, Defendants responded in an email to Judge Elliot
stating, in relevant part: “When we expose folks we do it under the umbrella of a
journalist and we use the Freedom of information Act (sle)” and “We might have
gent out the second article prematurely.(slc) We have slso veceived mmmerqus
attorneys pointing us in the direction of other cases Abram's (sic) have had ber
outburst and bullied other Judges and Attorneys.”
50.  ©On October 10, 2016, Plaintiffs sent an email to Defendants at 703
p.ow, stating, i relevant puri:
The Freedom of Information Act is inapphcalble ~ 1t applies to
the Feders] Govermment; not State divoree coses, And most
mporiantly, T afm not & publie figure or an elected offfcial. Iam s
private citizen with o private law practice, The nmbrella of “a
journalist” does not apply as [ am not running for public office
and there ave no “votexs” that have any right to know enything
apout my private practice or my private clients.

T am g vealons advoeate and will continue to pursue my client’s
intetosts without any hesitation whetsoever,
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5. Upon information and belief, on or around Qetober 11, 2018,
Defendants ran a background search on Plainti, Jennifer V, Abrams, and did not]
find anything negative about her,

2. Defendanis vesponded on Octaber 10, 2016 &t 10:03 pan, via emadl,
again refusing to voluntarily withdraw the falze and &effamatm:y material. Thc email
states, in yelevant part: “But what I find intriguing {5 that you think because you are
not elected that you ave somehow wiiouehable 1o the media, then tell that to Eisa
Willardson, David Ameshury, Naney Quon, David Schubsrt, Barry Levinson, Noel
Cage and Richard Crane all Nevada Allorneys not eleoted and never ran for publig
offics, jusk tv name a fow,® and dJoxr't forget you practice law in a faxpayer's
courtroom,” Uniike Plaintiffs, all of the attornaeys mentioned weve n somme manney
mvolved o related to eniminal ipvestigations.

58.  On or about Novenihsr 6, 2018, Defendants published or caused o by
nublished on a website known as votoransinpolitics.org, a website pumportediy
owned and controlled by Dcfendau;cs Steve W. Banson, Heidi J. Hanusa, Christing
Orilz, Johnny Spleer, Don Woolbright, Veterass In Polles Interpationsal, Ing.,
Sanson Corporation, Karen Steelmon, and Does 1 through X inclusive, an article
sutitled “Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jepuifer Abvams’ ‘Seal-Happy’ Practices”
(heréinaﬂer “the 'Seal-Happy arvtlcle™) along with a prinfout of “Fainily Cage Records
Search Results” revealing the case numbers, parijes’ names, filing date, and type of
getfon of wiany of Abrens’ cases.s

54. ‘The “S.ea]—l’-iap_pjﬂ aviicle, containing & lnk 1o the “Attack” article)

containing a link to the "BULLY” axticle, and containing a link o the September 29

3 A copy;f the p;_]-sﬁshe;i ;‘Saal—Happy" articte I aitached as Exhibit s,
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2016 “closed hearlng” video still posted on YouTube, has been re-published

numerous times via email across multiple sistes, nchwding Veterang In Politl
International, Tne. sending it divectly to the attorneys and paralegals at 'The Abrm:l
& Mayo Law Firm, posting it on Twitter, Plotetest, Googlet and on the following
Faceboolt pagos; |

a. steve.sangon,:

b, steve.sansen.s

o, wveteransinpolitios

d, veteransinpoliticsinternational

e, eye.onnevada.politics

f. steve.wsanson

g Veterans-In-Politics-Internationgl-Eudorsement-for-the-Styte-of-

Nevada

h. Veterans in Polities: groups/OperationNoverForget

i, Nevada-Velerans-Tri-Politics
as well as on Fanlily ol Facsbook gi’om;s ingluding but not lmited 4o “Family
Cowrt Support Groug {Clark County, NV)L?

55,  Within the “Seal-Hlappy” article, Defendants defamc Jennifer V.
Abvnms and her law firtn, The Abramis & Meyo Law Fim, with a number of false
statemsnts.
56,  The Defendants have published, or republished, or att»ibuted i ong

another, or disscminated to third pactios across state linds, false and dofqmato;w

statements ditectad against &br'nm, ineluding tint:

Prgeigq ol 8
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published on a wehsite known as veteransinpolitics.org, a website purportedly
owned and conttolled by Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heldi J, Hanusa, Chrjsting
Oridz, Johmny Spleer, Don Woolbrlght, Velerans In Polities International, Inc,)

Sengon Corporation, Karen Steelmon, and Dass T through X inclusive, an exticle

Abrams “appears 1o be seal happy' when It coanes ta wying i.ﬁ seal hes
cases™

That Abvaws seals cases i conttavention of “openness and
fransparency™;

That Abrams’ sealing of cases is intended “to protect her own
repitation, rather than to serve # compelling client privacy or safely
interest”;

‘T'hat Abrains engaged in “judiclal browbeating”;

That Abrams ebtained an ovdar that ¥is specifically disallowed by law”;
That Abramg ohialned the order against the “general public” with "no
apportuaity for the pablic to be heard”;
That “altey issuing our initial story about Abraws’ behavior in thel
Suiter case, we wore contgeted by judpes, attorneys and litigants eager
to ghare similar batfle-worn experfences with Jeanifer Abrams”;
That Abrams obtalmed an "overbroad, wsubgtaniiated order to geal
and hide the lawyer’s actions”; and
That Abrams & an "over-zealous, disrespectfl lawyer(} ~who
ohatine(s} the judicial process and seekis] to stop the public from
having acaess to otherwise public docpments,”

01 or ahott Movamber 14, 2016, Defendants published or caased to by
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ontiiled “Lawyers acting badly in a Clark County Ramily Court” (hereinatier “the
‘Acting badly’ article”) aloug with another hearing video from the “D” Case.

58, ‘The “Acting badly” article, contalning a link to the "Attack” article,
which contains a fink to the "BULLY” arficle, has heen r;e»pub] ished munerous Hmes
via amail across multiple states, eluding Veterans In Polities Tnternational, Inc.
sending i directly o the attorneys and paralegals af The Abrains & Mayo Law Rivm,
posting it on Dwitter, Pinterest, Google+ and o the following Faceboak peges:

4. sheve.sansoml

b, stave.sanson.g

o veteransinpelitics

& veteransinpoliticsinternational

e, eye.on.nevada.polities

f. stevew.sangon

g Veterans-in-Politics-International-Endorsernant-for-the-State-of-
Nevada

h. Veterans in Politics: groups/OparstionNeverFoiget

i, Mevada-Veterans-In-Politics

59. ~ Within the “Acting badly” article, Pefendants defanie Jennifer V.
Abrams and her law firm, The Abrans & Maye Law Fun, with a number of false
statemanis,

60. 'The Defendants have published, or yvepublished, or attributed to ung
gnother, or disseminated to thitd pacties weross state lnes, false and defamatory

statements divected against Abrams, including that:

4 Acopyof tlm published “Acting badly" artiole i attached ag Exhibil 4.
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a. Plaintiffs were "acting badly” in Clark County Fawmily Comi;

b

Abrams’ behavior Is “disrespectinl and obstretionist™;
e Judge [fliott’s order appears to be “an attempt by Abrams to hide her
behavior from the rest of the legal community and the public”; and
d, Albvams engaged in conduct for which she should be held
“apecountable,”
6L Ou or about Novenber 18, 2018, Defendants published or cansed to be
published on a website known as veteransinpolitics.org, a webslte pmeportediy
owned and contrelied by Defendants Steve W, Saliéim, Heidi J. Henogs, Christing
(rtiz, Johuny Spicer, Don Woelbright, Veterans In Polities International, Tne.,
Sanson Corporation, Kearen Steelmon, and Does [ through ¥ inclustve, an articld
entitled “Clagl County Vamily Court Judge willfully decelves a young child from the
hench and it §s on the record” (heyeinaftor “Decelves” article”),s
62, The “Deceives” article primarily attacks the Honorable Rena Hughesﬁ
and also states the following: “In an wnrsleted story we exposed how Judges and
Lawyers seal cases 1o cover their own bad hahaviors. This is defiiitely an example of
that.” Pollowing this text is a ok "dick onto artiele Law Frowns on Nevada Aitorney
Jennifer Abrams' ‘Seal-Happy' Praviices.” The “Decgives” artlcle has been re-
published numerous times via email across multiple states, including Veterams T
Politics International, Inc. sending it directly to the attorneys and peralegals at The
Abrams & Mayo Law Finm, posting it on Twitter, Pinterest, Google+ and on thd
foltowlng Facebouk papges:

a. stovedEnsoi

1 A gopy of the puished “Devetves” ariloba iy attached as Bxlribit 5,
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Iy, stevesanson.s

e veteransinpolitics

d. veteraysinpoliticsinternational

e, eye.on.nevadapolitics

f, stevew.sanson

g. Veterans-Tn-Politics-Toternatiopal-Fndorsemeni-for-the-State-of-

Nevada _

h., Veterans in Politfes: groups/OperationMNeverForgel

i. Nevada-Vetorans-In-Polities
a8 well as on Family Courl Facebook groups including but not lmited to “Family
Court Support Group ((lark County, NV),"

6%, Within the *Decelves” artlcle, Defendants defame Jennifer V. Abrams
and lee low firm, The Abrams & Maye Law Fiem, with a number of false statements,

64.  The Defendants have publiched, or republished, or attributed o ono
ancther, or disseminated to third parties across state Hnes, false and defamatory
statenents flirected agaimst Abrams, including that;

8, Abrams "appesvs ta be ‘seal happy' when it comes o teying to seul hey
cases”; and
b, Abrams “bad behaviors” wers “oxposed.”

65,  On or about Decamber 21, 2016, Defendants published or cansed t0 by
published on Youlube, on an account or accounts purpofte&ly managed andi
controlled by Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J. Hanusa, Chrlsting Ortiz, Jolnny
Spicer, Don Woolhright, Veterans In Polities Tugtenetlonal, Ine, Sanson

Corporation, Keven Steclinen, and Does [ through X inelusive, three videos entitled:

Paga 1f of 98
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a. “VIDEO 1 Tha Alrams Law Rirm (0 05 15,”
b “YIDEO 2 The Abrams Law Ifiem fnspection part 1,”
o, "VIDEO 3 The Abrams Law Fiym Practices p 2.”
{hercinafier “the Inspection’ videos™),
66. 'The “Inspection” videos stemimed from another divoree acfion wherein

Plaintiffs repressnted Husband, this one a 2044 *D7 ¢ase, nurober D-14-507578-D,

67, Upon informetion snd heliek, Defendants oblained coples of the

“Inspectinn? videos from Wile in the 2014 “D” case, Yuliva Foliel F.X.A, Deleaney.

68,  Upon infommation and belief, Defendants hnew, ot the time thoy
published, yepublished, and dissenlriated the “Ingpeetion” videos, that Yullya Fohel
A, Delaney had been ordered to vemove these same videos from the interet and)
was prohibited fiom re-posting sald videos efther personally or through a thivd
party.

609.  The *Inspection” videos depict David J. Schoew, IV, a Certified

Paralegal employed at 'The Abrams & Mayo Low fliem and includa personal and| -

private information,

70.  Mr, Schoen spoke with Tiedendant Steve W, Sanson vn or abou
Deceriiber 22, 2016 and 1aquested that Sanson remove the “lnspection” videos, or &
least biwy his face and redact his pevsonal information,

74, During the December 22, 2016 couversatlon with My Schoen,
Defendaint Stove W, Sanson falsaly alleged that ¥r, Schosn and Plaintiffs “hulled’

and “forced” Yuliva in “unlawiully” enteving her home, or words to that effect,

i

4 Apriﬁtmt of tha pulilished “Inspaction” videns fs attached as ¥xbibit &,
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e, Duing the December 22, 2016 conversation with My, Schoen,
Defendunt Steve W, Sanson falsely alleged that Jenntfer Abrawms is “uneflical and o
eriminal,” or words o that effect.

73, During the December 2z, 2016 conversation with Mr. Schoen|
Defendant Steve W. Sanson falsely alleged that Jennifer Abrams "doesn’t follow the
law," ar words to that effect.

74.  During the December 22, 2016 conversation, My, Schoeh said that i
way obvious that Schmeider provided a copy of the Seplambsr 26, 2016 “closed

heaving” video to Defendant Steve W, Sauson, Defendant Stete W, Sanson did not

deny that he recelved the video from Schneider and rvegponded: “yeah, olay,” o

words to that effect.

75 Duiing the December 22, 2016 conversation with My Schoen)
Defendant Steve W, Sanson faleely alleged that Jonnifer Abrams was “breaking the
law by sealing her cages,” or words to that etfect.

‘ w6, During tha December 22, 2010 conversation with Mr. Schoen,
Defendant Steve W. Sanson jneorvectly alleged that he had a vight wnder "the
Yreedom of Tnformation Act® #o disseminate the “closed hearing,” despite having
been hiformed that the Freedom of Information Act is inapplivabie and despite being
served with a court order prohibiting iis dissemivnation.

vz, Duwring the December 22, 2016 conversation with My, Schocu)
Defendant Steve W, Savson said that Jennifer Abrams is on hls “prlority Hst'
because she “insulled [his] intelligence” Dy having him served with an order

allegedly “when the eotrt had no jurisdiction over [him],” or words to that effect.

/17
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[l words to that eflact,

78, Dwring the December 23, 2018 conversetioni with' Mr. Schoen,
Defandant Steve W. Sanson said that Jexmifer Abvams “started this war® and, had
she just dropped the issue after the initial article and video e, the “Atiack” article),
{re never wonld have “Lept digging,” or words o that affect.

7g.  Diving the Docember 22, 2016 conversation with My, Schoet,
Dafendant Steve W. Sanson said thar e is in possession of “dozens of hours” of

heaving videos from multiple cases where Jennifer Abrams s counsel of record, or

80, During the Decomber 22, 2016 couveisation with M. Schoen,
Defendant Steve W, Sanson sakl thar “Jennifer i In bed with Marshal Willick, that
explains a lot about the kind of pexson she is,” or words to that effact.?

81, The defamatory statemonts by Defendanis ware intended to havm
Plaintifly’ reputation and lvelihood, to hatass and embarrass Plainilifs, and to
impact the outeoms of a pending action n the “I* case,

82, 'The defamatory steioments by Defendants have cauded numerous
negatlve comments §o be divseted against Plaintiffs.8

V.
FIRGE CLAIM FOR RELIEK
(DEFAMATION)

3. Plaintiffs incorporate and ve-allege all preceding paragraphs ag if fully
stated hervein.

84. Defendsnis, sndfor Defondants’ agents, representutives, andfor

cnplayees, either Individually, or in concert with others, published one or more orgl

7 The relationship between J crsiter V. Abrams and Marshaj 8, Willick is not belng daniad.

B For example, ong person's comment 10 the “Acting badly” article and video boghus with
“Hepefilly, Hiejerh has a heart attack from all that anger and stress,” refarring o Plaintiffs puviner
Vineunt Mayo, ¥sg,
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or written: false or misleading statements which were Intended to frapugn Plaintiff's
honesty, integeity, virtus and;'.c-r personal and professional reputation,

85.  Jonnifer Abrams end The Abrams & Mayo Taw Firm ave nob publio
flgures, as some or all of Dafendants have relknowledged in writing, or been notified
of in writing. |

86, The referenced defumatory statements would tend to lower the subject
in the estimation of the comuumity; excite derogntory opinions about the subject;

and hold the subject up to contempt.

87, The referenced defamatory statements were not privileged,

88. 'Tha reforeuced defamatory staiements were published to ab least ong
thivd party,

8¢, 'The refercnced defamatory statements were published ov rapublshed

deliberately or nogligently by one or mote of sach of the Defendants.
an,  Some ov ali of the referanced defamalory statementy comstitute
defamation par se, making them actionable frvespective of special harm,
91.  Jublication of sume or ali of the referenced defamatory stotements
cavsed special harm In the form of damagoes to Jennifer Abrams and 'The Abrams &
Mayo Law Finm,
WIIERERORE, Plalniiffs, Jennifer V. Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law]

Firm, demand jodgment against named Defendants for actual, spectal,

compensatory, and punitive damages in an amount deemed at the time of frlal to by

just, falr, and appropriate in an amount in excess of $15,000.,

11!
117
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SECOWD €1,/ ?If'i FOR RELIE}
{INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS)

92 Plaintiffs incovporate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if fully
stated hevein.

93. Dofendants and/or Defendants’ agefs, re’presentativ‘es, and/or/|
employecs, efther individually, or i comcert with cthers, intentionally and
deliberately infiicted emotlonal distress o Platntiffe by defaming them o many
peaple, Including bt not limited to the following: several of Flaintils friends, e
workeys, colleagues, clients, and an unknown mumber of persons thal were subjectod
10 the defamatory comments on the internet.

o4, As a yeault of Defendruts’ extreme and outrageous conduct, Plaintiff
was, 15, and, with a bigh degree of lkelihood, will continve to be cmolionally
distressed due to the defamation.

95, As a vesnjt of Defendants’ extreme and outrageous eonduct, Plaintiff
have suffered and will continue to suffer mental paiu and anguish, and unjustifiable
gmniional tranma,

WHERRFORE, Plaintiffs, Jennifer Alnams and The Abrams & Mayo Law
Tirm, demand judgment against nated Defendants. for actual, special,
compensatory, and punitive damages in an smount deemed by this Court to be jusi
and far and appropriate, in an aniownt in exeess of 315,000,

VIL,
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEE
(NRGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRIESS)
o6,  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-alloge all preceding paragraphs as if fully

staied harain,
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g7.  To whatever extent ihs intliction of emotional distress asserted in the
preceding cause of acton was not deliberate, it was a resuit of the reckless and
wanton actions of the Pefendants, either Individually, or in coneert with others,

WHERRFORE, Plaintiffs, Jennifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law
Flom, demand jedgment against named Defendants for actual, spacial)
compensatory, and punitive damages in an amount deamned. by this Coutt to be just,
and fair and appropriate, in an amoumt in exeess of $16,000.

VI,
FOURTE CLAIM POR RELIEE
(FALSE LIGUD :

98,  Plaintiffs incorporate and ve-allege all preceding paragraphs as if fully
gtaled herein, '

09,  Dofendants snd/or Defendants’ agents, vepresentatives, and/o
employees, cither individually, or in concert with othets, intentionally made and
published false and misleading statements abont Jennifer Abrams and The Abrams
& Mayo Law Firnw

100, The stetements made by the Defendants against Jenmiler Abrame wers
made with the specifie intent to canse harm to Plaintilfs and their pecuniary
interests, o, in the alternative, the Defendants published fhe falae and misleading
statements nowing its falsity and inocouracy or with reckiess disragard for the
truth,

o1, 'Uhe statemnents made by the. Defendants place Jenpifer Abrams aud
The Abrams & Mayo Law Flm in a false light and are highly offensive and

nflammatory, and thus actionahle,

117
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Jennifer Abvams and The Abras & Mayo Law
Fm, demand judgment agalnst named Defendants for actual, speolal,
compensatory, and puniifve danages in an amennt deemed at the tims of ©ial to he

just, fair, and appropriate in an amount in excess of 15,000

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEY
{BIISTNESS DISPARAGEMENT)
we,  Plaintiffs incorporate end re-allege all preceding pavagraphs as if fuliy
gtnted herein,
108, Defendants and/or Defendants' ageuts, represomtatives, and/or

cmployees, either individually, or in concert with athexs, intentionally made false
and disparaging sl’aﬁamauté ahout Jenmifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law
Fiym and disparaged Jennifer Abrams and The Abrania & Maya Law Firm's business,

104, Yhe veferenced statemeits sud actions wore specifically directed
towards the quality of Jennifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law Riri's
services, sud were so extreme and oubrageous as o affect the ability of Jennifes
Abwaime and The Abeams & Mayd Law Firm to conduct bueinass,

105. 'ihe Defendants intended, in publishing the false and defamatory
statements to cause harm to Plaintiffs and fts pecuwiary interests, or, in the
aliernative, the Defendants published the disparaging stnfements knowing theh
falsity or with recldess disregdird for the truth, _

WHERRFORE, Plaintiffs, Jennifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Taw
Wiem, demand judgment against named Defendants for actual, speclal,
compensatory, and punitive damages in an amount deeyned at the time of trial to be

just, falr, and appropriate in an amount in excess of $15,000.
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{LIARASSMENT)

106,  Plaintiffs incorporate and ve-allege all preceding patagraphs as if fully
stated herelin

107, Defendents and/or Defendants' agents, ropresentatives, and/or
employees in concert with one another, have engaged in & defrmatory campaign
againet Plaintill and hes threatensd the dissemination of additional defamatory
campaigns against Plalntiif,

108, Defendanty’ malking of false and defomatory statements and
defarmatory campalgns against Plaintils were specifieally intended to interfera with
Plainfiffs’ business, and to civse the apprehension or aetuality of economic haym to
Maintiffs and Plaintiffs’ employees.

109. Defendants’ actions were Intended to result in substantial barm ta the
Plaintiffs with respeet to their mental health or safely, and to cause economid
damage to Plaintiffs.

WHEREFORE, Pleintiffe, Jennifer Abrams and The Abvame & Maye Law
¥irm, demand judgment egalost named Defendants for actual, special,
sompensatoty, and punitive damages n an amomnt deemed at the thae of trial'to by

just, fair, and appropristo in an.amount in excess of $15,000,

XI,
SEVENTEH CLAIM KON RELIIVE
{CONCERT OF ACTION)

110, Plaintifis tncorporate and re-allege all precading paragraphs as i fully
stated heyein,

111
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11,  Defendanie and/or Defendonts’ agents, repregentatives, and/o

employess In eoncert with one anather; based npon an explicit or {acit agreenont,

intentionally committed a tort agatnst Plaintilfs.

. Defendants’ coneert of acton resalted tn damages ta Jenmifer Abrams
aud? The Abvams & Mayo Law Firm.

WHEREFORE, Plalntiffs, Jennifer Abrams and The Alvams & Mayo Law
Fiem, demand  Judgmeont against named Defendants for actual, speclal,
compensatory, and punitive damages i an amount deemed at the time of trial ta be
just, faiv, and appropriate in an amount i excess of $15,000.

Wi,
RIGHTH CLAIM ROR RELIEF

i A oL R T

(CIVIL CONSPIRACY)

i13.  PladrdHfs incorporates and ye-alloge all preceding pavagraphs as if fully
stated herein,

114, Defendants and/ox Defendants’ agenis, representatives, and/oxg
employees, either individually, or in concert with others, based. tpon an explicit o
tacit agreement, intended to ascotaplish. an yntawful objective and intended to harny
Jonuifer Abyams and The Abrams & Muyo Law Flem's pectniary interests and
finaneial well-being,

115. Defendants’ civil conspivacy resnlted in damages to Jennifer Abreams
and The Abrama & Mayo Law Firm.

WIHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Jennifer Abrvams and The Abramas & Mayo Law
Firo, demand judgment against namwed Defendants  for actual, speciald
compensatory, and punitive dariages tn an amount deened at the tima of tal to be

just, faiy, and appropeiate in an muount in excess of 15,000,
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X111,
NINTE CLAYM JOR RELIEEF
{RICO VIOLATIONS)

116, Plaintiffs ineorporate and re-allege ali preceding pavag aphs as if fully
stated herein,

117, Defendanis andjor Defendants’ agents, representatives, and/oy
employees, either iudividually, or in concert with others, engaged in at least two
crimes related to rackeleering purtsuant fo MRS 207360 that have the same .o
gimilar patiern, ntents, results, accomplices, vietins or methuds of commission or
are ui'herwiseliuterrelated by distinpuishing characteristics and are not isolated
inpidents,

118, Here, Defendantsd have all either comitted, conspived to coramit, or
have sttempted to commit the following exinie(s):

a. Briblog or mtimidating witness ko Influence testimony (NRS 199,240(b) 4

canso or induce witiess fo withhold tras testimony).

b, Bribing or intimidating witness to iuflucnee testimony (NES .199.240(0} -
eanse ov induce withess o withlold o record, doenwent or other ohject
from the proceeding),

e. Intimidating public officer, publie employes, juror, referes, arbitrgtor
appraiser, asscesor or similar person (RS 199.300(d) ~ to do any act not
anthorized by law and ie intended fo harm any person other than the
person addvessing the threat o intimidation with vespect to the person’s

health, safety, business, financial eondition or personal relatiobships),

5 The nemed Dofendants—and others--constitule o aimingd syadlede o deSined in NRJ
RO7.470,
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d, Crimingl conterapt (NRS 199.240(4) — willful disobedience to the lawful
process or mandats of & court),
e, Criminal contempt (NRS 199.340(7) — publication of & false or grossly
inacewate vepart of esurt procesdings).
f. Challenges to fight (NES 200.450),
g. Furnishing Hbelous information (NRS 200.550).
h. Threatening to publish hhel (MRS 200,560,
i, Harrassment (NRS 200,571}
i, Multiple trapsactions involving frand or deceit in the cowrse of an
enterprise (NRS 205377}
¥, Taking propevty from another under eiremmstances not amounting jo
robbary {(NRS 207.360())

1, Bxtortion (NR3 20v.260(10)}.

10, Defendamis comprise a erhminal syndicater Anuy combination o
persons, so structured that the organlzation will contious s operalion eyen 1]
individiial members enter or lsave the organization, which engages in or has the
purposc of engaging jn racketeering activity, Hers, Veterans Tn Polities International,
Tue., Nevada Veterans In Politics, and Veterans i Polities are organizations-
headed by Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J, Hanusa, Chuisting Outiz, Johhny
Spieer, Don Woolbright, aad. Karen Steelmon.-that bave members that do come and
g and the organization eontinues on. These organizations and their principals have
coniapired fo engege M and have engaged in racketeering activity, Thesg

organdzations conspire with others, such ag Louls C. Schneldar and Law Offizes of
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Lowis C. Sehueider, LLC, who come and go, to engage fo and have engaged iy
rackeleerhng activity.

120, This group also meetd the statutory definition — NRS 207.380 — as an
anterprlee:

Any natural person, sole propietoship, parinership, corporation,

business tryst or other legal entity; and, any union, association or other

groep of persnns assoctated in fact althotgh not a legal entity.
Here Veterans Tn Polities Intermational, Ing., fs o vegistered not-for-prafit businesg
and Nevada Veterans In Politles and Velerans in Politics ave sub-nnits of Veterans In
Polities Tnternational, Inc. Each ean and should be considered individnal logal
sntities,

121, Law Offices of Louis €. Schmeider, LLC ts a for-profit law firm in
Nevada an&. is definitionally a geparate legal entity.

122, Sanson Coriwratinn Ja #lso a separate lepal entily and is a rvegistered
Nevada corporation,

s23. Evep if not all Defendants are members of Ve‘terans In Polities
International, Ine., Nevada Vetorans [n Politics, Veterans in Politles, snd Law Offices]
of Lous C. Sclmeider, they meet the “association o other group of persons
assocfatad in fact” vequivements under the stetve ne an enterpriss, The statute
axplicitly melndes beth Heit and 1Hlictt enterprises.

124. Racketesying is the engeging in at least lwo crimes related fto
racketesring that have the same or similar patern, intents, results, accomplices,
victims or methods of commission, o are otherwise fnterrelated by distinguishing|

characteristios and ave not isolated incidents, f at least one of the ineidents ocaurred

14 Nevadn Veterans Tn Politics and Vetcranshn Polftics eperate numerous soviab media sited
where the defamation continues,

Pagagonfall
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| Corporation, Karen Steelmon, amd Dosg I through X inclusive, gave or sent g

afior July 1, 1983, and. the last of the incidents oeerred within § years afler & priox
cornnlesion of a erime related to racketooring,

126, Defondmts used thieats, fathnidation, and deception with the intent to

cause or induce Plaintiff and Plaiptiffs client te withhold testimony against
Schyetder In the “T" case, (NRS 199.240)(b)}.

196,  Defendants used threats, intimidation, aud deception with the intent.{q
catige of induce Plaintiff and Plaintitfs clent to withhold a racord, document o
other ohjeet from the legal proceedings in the “T cage. (NRS i09.240{c)).

o7, Defendanis, direetly or indiveotly, addressed ﬂam.ats ond intimidation
to Judge Flhott with the {utent to indues Judge Filiott contrary to her duty 1o make,
omit or delay any act, decision ar determinstion, as the threat ot intirnidation
cammunicated the mtent, either immediately or in the future, to do an pet not
authowzed by law and lutended to harm Plaintiffs ciiotional healih, business, and
fnaneial condition. {NRS 199.900{d)}.

128, Defendants willfully disobeyed the lawful process or mandate of
court. (NRS 195440043 |

120. Defendants published a false or grossly inacommate report of family
court proceedings on nymerons oceasions, including, but not lmited to, the “IY
case, (NRS 199.340(7)).

130, Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Fletdi J, Hanusa, Christina Outis, Johnny,

Spicer, Don Woolbright, Veterans In Politics Internationsl, Ing, Sansom -

challonge in writing to fight Richard Carreon and othors, (NI:S 200.450),
11!
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131, Dofendants willfully stated, deltvered or transinitied to & manager,
editor, publisher, reporter or other employee of a mdlisher of any newspaper,
magasine, pyblication, periodical or sorial satements conceraing Plaiutifts which, i
published therein, would be a Hbel. (NRS 20 0.550),

30, Defendants threntened Pleintiffs with the publication of a lbol
concerning Plaintiffs with the intent 1o extort the withdiawal of the Motion for
Sanctons and Attorney Fees and 1clated legal procsedings fn the “D” case. (NRS
an0.5560).

188, Defendants, without lawful authoriy, knowingly threatened o
substantially harm the health or safety of Plaintiff and, by words and conduct placed
Plaintiffs In reasonsble foar that the threat would he cartied out. (NRS 200.571).

134, Defendants, In the counge of thefr enterprise, knowingly and with {bg
imrent to defraud, engaged in an act, practice or course of business or suiployed 4
device, sehems op artifice which oporates ox would operate as a fraud ov decelt upon
a person Ly meang of a false representation or omission of @ material faglt thay
Defendants knew to be false or onilited, Defendents Interd for others to rely on, and
resulfs in a losa to thoss who relied on the faise representation or omission in at least
two transactions that have (he same or similar pattorn, intents, resitlts, accompitces,
vietims or methods of commission, or are otherwise intervelated by distinguishing
charactenistics and are not isolated incidents within 4 years and in which the
apgrepate loss or intonded loss is more than §650. (MRS 205.377).

135, Defendants posted false and defamatory material v Jess than 130
timea in six sepavste defunatory campaigns against Plaintifls. The {otgl valug of

time, expended by Jennifor Abrams, and The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm. staff in
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responuding to inguities from clients, protecting client privacy, and altempling 1q
Lave the defamatory inaterial removed from tha infernct wae over $15,000 and this
daes not inchuds the costs of missed opporiwidties or time that should bave heap
gpent working on cases for paying clients, (RS 205.377 and NRS 207.860(9)).

136. It was the intent of the Defondants to cavse harm to Plaintiffs and

Plaintiffs client and the aggregate cosis far exceed the $650 threshold. Tach acy
which violates subseetlon one conslitutes a separate offense and a person wh
violates subsection oue is guilty of a cetegory B felony,
157, Additonally, NRS 205.0832 defines the actions which constitute thefl
ag inclnding that which:
Obtains resl, petsonal or intangible property or the sevoiced gf
ariother person, by a material mistepresentation with litent to
deprive {hat person of the property or sorvices, As used in this
pavagraph, “material migropresentation” means the wse of any
pretense, ot the making of any promise, representation ov statement of
present, past ot Tuture fact which is frandulent and which, when nsed
or made, 18 instrumental ih qausing the wrongful control o transfer of
propepty or services, The pretense mey be verbal o it may be a
physical act.
Additionally the statate goes ot to define the theft ae a persun ar antity that “Takes|
destroys, coneeals or disposes of property fn which snother peraon has a seeurity
interest, with intent o defrond that pergon,” Time is a lawyer's stock in tradel
Defendants~with maliee—stols valuable time from Plaintffs. Also, the iheft of
Jennifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law Fim's “good will” by the making of

false and defamstory conynents snd placing hoth Jennifer Abrams aud The Abrais
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& Mayo Law Firm in a false light has diminished the value of the husiness, These ard
intangible thefts, but thefts nonethelsss.

198, Defendants attenipted to extort Plaintiffs 1o withdraw the Motion fox
Sanerons and Atlorney’s Faes through a series of veiled thyeats, When Plaintiffs
vafused to withdraw the moetion, Defendants dissaminated ydditional defamatory]
saterial with the intent to do dameage to Ilaintiffs end threatened to continug doing
o unless the motion was withdrawn, (KRS zo7.360(10}),

130, 'The Defendants havo attempted to or did use extortion to Infiuenca thel
outcoms of at least one other pending fanily Taw case.

140, Defendants' Sllegal conduct resulted in damages o Plaintifts.

WHEREFORE, Plaintilfs, Jumifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayg Law
Pixmm, puvsuant to NRS 207470, ave entifled o treble deanages 08 a result of
Defendants’ aiminal conduct 1n the form of actuel, spedsl, compensatory, and
punitive datages in amount deeined at the time of tial to he just, faiy, and
appropriste In an amonnt in exeess of 315,000,

- KXV, _
TENTI CLATY FOR BRELIEY
(INJUNCTION)

141 Dlaintiffs Incorporate and ve-allege all preceding pavagraphs as if fully
staled hereln,

145, Defendants and/or Defendent’s agents, represcntatives, and/ox
employees, clther individually, or in concert with others are aftempting to sxtorl 2

vesalt 10 the “D” case Ntigation by unlawful out-of-court means, The “D” case]

N Goodwill — A 1}1zs{x1e;¢s’s reputation, patrouage, and other imtangible assets that are
considered when apuratsing the usliess, especially for purchase,”  Black’s Law Diotlonary 279
(Bryan A, Garner ed, Pocket od,, West 1906},
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litlgation s ongoing and an injunction Is necessary to stop the extortion and
continuation of harm and damage to Plainti{fs,
Delendmis and/or Defendants' agents, veprescntatives, and/or smployees, «ither
individually, or in concert with others, engaged fn acts that were so outragrmis Hhat
injunetive relief is necessary to effoctuate justice.
WILEREFORR, Plaintiffs request the following injunetive velief?
a. That all defamatory wrltings, video, postings, or any other documents
ar pubiic display of the same, concoming Jeunifer Abrvams, The
Abrams & Mayo Law Firm, and the employees of the same, be remaoved
from public view within 10 days of the Issuanice of the ijunction.
b, That all fpnuendo of fllegal, jmorel, or unethical condugt that bas
already heen atiributed hy defendants to Plaintiffs, wust never e
repeated hy any namaid Defendant or any rember of any of the named
organizations. Genetslities toward lawyers in geneval will constitute g

violation of the injunction.

frs

That & Tl retraction and apology be anthored by Dafandants Steve W,
Senson and Lows €. Schneider and disseminated averywhere the
defumation occurred, indluding, but not limited to, the entirety of the
mailing list(s), each and every social media site (Facebook, "Twiiter
Googlel, Pintevest, ste)) and anywhere else the defamatory material
was disseminated.
i
117
i1
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CONCLUSION

L Jennifer Alnams and The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm incorporate and
re-allege all preceding pavagraphs as if fully stated heyeln,

WHEREEORE, Jenuifer Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo law Fhun

respecti‘iﬂly pray that fudgment he entered against Defendants, and each of them|

individually, as follows:

1. Genetal damages in pn amonnt in sxeess of $15,000 fov each and sveryl

claim for relief}

g, Compensatory damages In an amount in excess of $15,000 for each)

and every clalm for rellef;

4. Punitive damages in an amount in excess of $15,000 for gach and avery

clabm for relef;

4. Treble damages for Defendants’ RICO violations pursnant to NES

207470 in the form of general, compensatory, andfor puniiive

damages in an ameunt it exceas of §15,000;

Jenuifer V, Abrams and The Abrams & Mayo Law Firn in pursuing this
action; and
Iy
/1
1
111
Iy

Page 36 0f 38

6. Al attomey's fees and costs that have and/or may be inanred by
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DATED this oib day of Jastvaty, 2017

6. For such other and firther rolief this Court muay deemn just and proper,

Respectfully submitted:

THE ABRAMS & MAYO %/I W
ol e

JENN;;#E&W,&B AME LbQ

Nevaga BtateBar Nupber: 7575
6&53%}5\511 alphow Boulevard, Snits 100
Las Végas, Nivada 80118

Phone: (702) 222-4021

Fxpails JVAGroup@thesbramslawfim.ecom
Attorney for Plaintifs
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YERIMICATION
STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK g =

JENNIFER V, ABRAMS, £8Q,, principal of THE ABRAMS & MAY(Q LAW
RTRM first being duly sworn, deposes and suys:

Phgt ler business s the Plaintff in the ahove-entitled action that she hag
road the above and foregoing COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES and koows the
comtents thereof and that the samge 18 brue of her own knowledgw, except 83 t0 these
matters theroin stated on juformation and helief, and as tu those matters, shy

helieves the to be true.

BURTHER, AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

o
pr NS

Jm(i}?ﬁ?m ¥ ABRAMS, B5Q,
SURBSCRIBED and SWORMN to bafors me

this ot day of Jannary, 2017, by Jemifer V., dbrams, Fsq.

NOTARY PUBLIC  \)

BTEPHANIE BTLE
QROTARY PUBLIG
HTATE OF NEVADA

i APPT, Ho, b 1305.5
LY ADPT. 0P IRES JULY 30, 2DeR
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To Steve Sanson;

You have re-posted the recording of our radio interview,
http:/www. witlicklaweroup.corm/audio/, accompanied by the falsc agsertion that it somehow
indicates “hypocrisy” on my part as to serving the vetcran commmunity.

Tt is possible that you have a problom with definitions. To help you, “hypocrisy” is “the
contrivance of a falsc appearance of virtue or goodness, while concealing real character or
inclinations, especially with respect to moral belicfs; hence in general sense, digsimulation,
pretense, sham.” You need to gaze in a mitror.

For my part, 1 write textbooks, teach seminars lo the 118, Army JAG Corps and many other
lawyers, and participate in Operation Siand-By and the Military Pro Bono Project (that means
“for free” - as in doing aclual good for actual service members without payment). Thave
dote so for decades, and that work has saved untold thousands of military members (and
their spouses) huge sums by ensuring (hoir lawyers know how military retivement and
benefits can be properly handlced in family law cases. Thelped crealc the Uniform Deployed
Parents Custody Acl, which protects members ffom wrongly losing custody of their lids.

The multiple posted testimonials by real live service members and retirces who Ihave served
over several decades speak for themselves -- there is a reason T was awarded the Military Pro
Bono Project Outstanding Services Award,

But this isn't about me — iL's about you.

You don’t appear to have actually achicved . . . anything for any actual volorans. Instead,
you have created a supposed “nan-profit” that from all appearances finances your personal
lifestyle, through which you solicit “donations™ from politicians, lawyers, and others 1o
generalc largely talse accusatory online smear campaigns against good people aclually deing
{heit jobs honorably. That leads Lo several ohservations,

First, defcctors from your organization have blown the whistle - there is no legitimate
“yoiting” af candidates. You pick the “panels,” spoon-feed questions io aller results (and get
video footage to mis-use), and conirol all discussions on cndorsemets. Directly or
indirectly, your rccommendations are a pay-to-play cxercise to “endorse” your personal
seleclion of whoever hands you cash, The entite premise of your organization is a fraud.

There is no indication that your “pon-profit” is actually anything other than a conduil
between political donations and your private cxpenses, or that Form 990 or other tax filings
have ever been made. A copy of this note should find its way to the IRS.

You have taken money as part of an unethical scheme to extort concessions in an ongoing
case at threat of posting slander against opposing counsel — which you have then done. That
is being reported to the Siate Bar, and will soon result in at Icast one lawsuit naming you as
a co-defendant.
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“Nepotism™ is another word you use but apparently don’t know; it is no such thing if Bric
and Susan Johnson are both appointed or elected, any more than it is for brothers Mark and
Michael Gibbons to each serve on Nevada's appellate courts. You should buy a dictionary.

More to the point, nothing in your postings as to judges Marquis, Harter, Elliott, Hughes,
QOchoa, Johnson, eic., has any frace of “scandal” or “corruption” — words you really need to
look up, both 50 you can use them correetly, and because your use of such terms to degeribe
professionals doing their jobs appears to be “defamation per se,” which can subject you to
Hahility even without proof of actual damages. Any of the lawyers and judges you have
wrongfully slimed could — and should —~ sue you and your various intertwined cover
organizations.

You apparently claim to be “fotally disabled” - while you simultaneously pose in ads with
boxing gloves challenging police officers, selected veterans, and others o “mixcd martial
arts” fights. The only time you don’t claim to be disabled is when you run for public office,
when you claim that you are just fine.

You don’t aclually have 2 job — while you obviously are capable of applying yourself, your
only legitimate incone is from the thousands of dollars of disahbility pay you get every month
— fax free - for fife. Your various posiings railing about what “the taxpayers” should
demand don’t include. . . you. And you have the gall to complain thal judges can note the
existence of all that tax-free income when you get divorced?

In the bigger picture, he ocath you took when you put on the uniform was lo defend the
Constitution. Andthe “goals and values” page of Veterans In Polilics International’s website
clnims that the organization’s purpose is *“to proleet and defend our Couniry and our United
Ytates Constitution,” etc,

But when Tappeared on your show, you openly admiticd that you don’t believe in the concept
of equal protection under law ~ the guiding principle of the American legal system, Your
co-host — with your apparent approval — added that “the 14th amendment shouldn’t apply to
velerans™ at all, but instead they should have “special privilege.”

That brings us back to “hypocrite” — see above - but even worse. Your position is revealed
as the one warned of by George Orwell in Animal Farm — “All animals are equal, but soms
animals are more equal than others,” The fast person T knew of (other than you) to publicly
reject the concept of equal protection under law was an avowed fascist. Public disavowal
of the foundation of the Constitution could be taken as a belrayal of oath or even an
cxpression of treason.

The reason I was inviled onto your show was your unhappiness with my testimony betore
the legislature on topics about which T am an expert and you know very little. Youhavenow
decided to attack me on your mailing list, but apparently could not coms up with anything
to criticize, so you decided to publicize the long-past personal problems of one of my
employces. T you have a beef with me, Steve, take il up with me; taking shots at third
parties to try to hutt someone is the act ol a craven coward.
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But since you brought up the subject of what people were doing during the past decade or
two, let’s take a quick look at yen. You declared bankruptey (twice) to run out on the debts
you promised to pay, and had a tax lien filed against you for failure to pay your laxes.

And that’s just your financial life. You’ve also been arrcsted on weapons charges for
running around the Strip drunk while pointing guns, and at the exacs same time you recently
tan for office claiming your numbcr one qualitication was as a “family man® you were seen
leaving a bar with your arms wrapped tightly around » woman who is not your live-in
companion. Ga back a bit further and we sec you being hauled into court for restraining
orders for domestic violence against your ex-wife - twice.

Despite doing all that, you have the brazen shamelessness to post a personal bio claiming that
your character is “beyond reproach™ and that you have “honor, inte prity, and vetacity” -
assertions that are either delusional or made in the belief that everyone who might read such
tripe is an idiol,

This is a free country, sure — bul anyone holding himself out as an arbiter of morality and
posing as a public crilic of others’ personal behavior should not act like a sleazy extra out of
“ITarper Valley PTA” (https:/fwww . youtube.com/wateh?v—rOZPBUNTTI0). You want to
tatk ahout the past personal problems of the employees of those you disagree with? That is
the vety definition of “hypocrite” — not to mention stimy beyond words. Congratulations.

When you were recently put on notice that you were in violation of dircet court orders to
maintain sealed files as private, your response was to repeat the violation and make a
foolishly irrelevant citation to “the freedom of information act.™ You reaily should get a
lcgal advisor who knows something, Steve, because your recent antics will soon require you
to have one.

I asked a fow real-world veiorans — guys who did decades of actual service 1o this country
and have legitimate disabilities resulling from that lengthy service, aboul you and your phony
“non-profit” organization, Their comments? “Ile’s a complete fraud and a disgrace to the
uriform he once wore.” “He hasn't done a damned thing for me or for any other velerans.
He's totally in it for himself and to flecce the system, the public, and all vets.” Other
remarks were similar.

So wherc does that leave you? A two-bit unemployed hustler taking taxpayer moncy instead
of working for a living who hides behind flag-waving while doing nothing of any actual
value to anyone butl himself, abusing the honor of the veterans he claims fo “serve.” You
hide a checketed past behind a facade of falsc virlue while shaking down candidates lor cash
and conspiring with like-minded cronies to do political hatchet jobs defaming 2ood people
of integrity who are wurking hard to perform their duties, represent their clients, and actually
defend the Constitution. You are repugnant,

No elected official or candidate should ever again engage in the fraud which is appearance

on yout radio show or submit to supposed “revicw” by your sham organization. And you
should be run out of town on a rail from Las Vegas, as you were apparenlly forced to tlee
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California — the sootier the better. In the meantimc, (o the degree possible, you should be
ignored.

Marshal 8, Willick, Esg.
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MARSHAL S, WILLICK and WOLLICK ) CageNoy A2717-750171-¢
LAW GROUP, )
] Depsrtmenk XIix
Plaintiff, 3
)
va. 3
)
|| STEVE W, SANSON; HEIDI J.HANUSA; ) HemvingDater  N/A
CLIRISTINA ORTIZ; JOKNNY SPICER; ) Heaving Tiine: NfA
DON WOOLBRIGHT: VETERANS IN )
POLITICS INTERNALIONAL, INC,; ]
BANSON CORPORATION; KAREN ) ACTION IN TORT
STEELMON; and DOES I'THROUGHX, )
)] ARBITRATION EXEMPLION
Defendant, ] CLAIMED
3

COMP | Elcctronlsally Filad
JENNIFER V. ABRAMS, ESQ. cctropioaty Fia
Nevada Ytate Bar Nu'mh’er: 9575 01/27/2017 10:03:48 AM
‘I'H'E-i_ﬁBRa{xMS & MLAYO LAW FIRM .
6252 South Raiithow Boulevard, Svita 100 _ L
T.a3 Vagas, Nevada 8y118 ' (ﬁf&* ﬁl‘ég—-‘“’“""
Phone: (7oz) azz-4021 GLERK OF THE GOURT

Rmail: JVAGroup@theabramslawfler.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT
CLARE COUNTY, NEVADA

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES

1
INTRODUCKEION

1, Plaistitfs Marshal 8, Willick and Williek Law Group (“Plaintiffs”} vy

and through thelr attorney of record, Jennifer V. Abrams of The Abrams & Mayo

Law Fitm bring this actien for dumuges based upon, and to redress, Defendant’

{irntentional Dofamation of the character of the Flaintiffs through lbalous writing

and speech, for Intentional infliction of Hmotional Nistress, Neglipent hiflicon o

fumotional Distress, False Light, Buainess Disparagoment, Hurassrhent, Coneert of
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Action, Civil Consplracy ang violations of RIGO, all of which were perpetrated
imdividually and in corcert with others hy defondants Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J,
Hanusw, Christina Ovifz, Johnny Spicer, Don Woolbright, Veterans in Politics
Tnicrnational, Me., Sanson Corpgration, Karen Stechmon, and Does § through X

(vollectively “Defendants”).

VENUEAND JURISDICTION
2. Plaintiffs incorporate und re-allege sll preceding pavageaphs as i fully
stated herein,
s, Jurlsdiction is proper in Nevada Statccowt:as all alleged elaitns were

transmitted to ox pexformed i Nevada by the Defendants fudividually ox in concert

with others,
KX,
PARTIES

4. Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if {ully

stated hevein.

g, - Plaintif Marshal §, Willicl s natural person and an attorney licensed;

fo practice law in the State of Novada, He praotices exctusively in the ficld of

Domestic Relations and is A/V rated, a peer-reviewed nnd certified (and re-cerlified)

Tellow of the American Academy of Matrlmonial Tawyers, and & Certified Specialisty

in Pamily Law.
6. ‘Willick Law Graup Is a db,a. of Marshal 8. Willick P.C., a duly formed
professional corporation iy thi: State 6f Nevadd.
[
I
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1 of Sanson Corpoation,

the Directar of Veterans in Politics Tulernational, Inc.

P Upon mformation and belief, Steve W. Sanson is a natural person, the
President of Veteraus in Politics Intarational, Ine, and the Treasiiver atid Director
of Sanson Corporalion.

&, Upon information and belisf, Heidi J, Hanusa is anatural person, the

Treasurer of Velerans in Politics International, Ine., and the President and Secretary
o Upon information and belief, Christina Ortiz is & natural persen and

10, Upon tformation and bhelief, Jehuiny Spieer s 4 natural person and
Secretary of Veferans in Politics Inteenational, Inc.

it.  Upon information and helief, Don Woolbright ks a natural person and
Secvatary of Veterans in Politios International, Ins

12, Upon information and belief, Veterans in Falitics International, e,
a duly formed Domestie Non-Profit Corporation that claims its purpose is “{tlo

cdueate, organize, and awaken our vetcrans and their fansllies to select, suppert and

Intsltigently vote for those candidates witom would Lelp ereate o hetter wosld, tof

protect ourselves from cur own government(s) in a eulture of corraption, and to be
{he political woice for thoss in othergroups who do not have one.”

13, Upon information and belief, Sanson Corporation is a duly formed
Domagtic Corporatton in the State of Nevada.

14,  Upon information and belief, Karen Sicelmon is a nakural person au&
is the Reglstrant of the Damain veteransinpolities.org,
i1
iy
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Janson, Heidi J. Hanusa, Christinag Ortiz, Johnuy Spicer, Don Woolbright, Vatgrany

15, Upon information and belief, additional persons und entities have baen
worldug with the above named Defendants either indtvidually or i concert and have
heen added as Dee Defendants in this action until they are personally identified,

16, Mareshal 8, Willick and Willick Law Group are informed and believe

and therefore allege, that each of the Deféndanits desiguated herein as Steve W,

in Politics Tniernational, Inc., Sanson Corporation, Karen Steelpaon, and Does I
through ¥ inclusive, are in some way legally responsible und {igble for the eveniy
veferred to lerein, and divectly or proximately cansed the damages alleged herein.

i7. At all times material hereto, and doing the acts and omissions
alleged hevein, the Defendants, and cach of them, incinding Steve W, Sanson, Fleldl
J, Tlanuse, Christina Oitlz, Johnuy Spicer, Don Woolbright, Veterans in Politicy

Imternationdl, Ine, Sanson Corporation, Kaven Stealmon, and Does I through X

inclusive, acted individually and/or through thelr offirecs, agents, exployees and co-

eongpitators, each of whom was acting within the purpege and scope of that agency
emaployment, and conspiragy, and these acts and omizslofs were known, to, and

anthorlzed and ratified by, each of thie other Defendanis,

FACTUAL AIXI‘;IE JATIONS
18, Pluintiffs incorporate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs s if full§
stated herein.
19.  On or ghoul Noverber 14, 2015, M. Willlck sppeared by invitation o

a vadio show hosted by Mr, Sanson, in his capacity of President of Velerans o)

Politles Inteynational, Ine, for the purpose of answering (uistions relating to

Yage 4 6F 26
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1iSpicer, Don Woolbtight, Veterans in Politics International, me., Sanson Corporation,

Assembly Bill 190 {2015) and other lssues inyolving veterans issues in Family Law
{hereinaftor “the Intexview").

00, Ou or aboul December 25, 2016, Defendants published ot canged to be
published on the vetevemsinpolitics.com, a welsite puxporiedly cwned and

eontrolled by Defendauts Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J. Hanusa, Christina Orti, Johnmy

Kaven Steslmon, and Does 1 through X inclusive, a post eutitled “D, Robin L, Titng
& Ron Q. Quilang to Appear on the Vetarans in Polilics video-talk show.”

21, Inclnded in this post, i a re-post of the “Tnterview” with the headline
“Weterans in Politics defense [sic] Military Veterans Service Connected Disability
Benefits” (heveinafier “the Defense post™). This re-post contains g link that re-
divects to a Soundelond.com page with audio of the interview. This ve-post also
containg a link to a Review-Journal article vegarding Richard Crane, an employee of
the Willick Law Group (herelnafier “the Avticle™),

oo Within the “Defense pust,” Defendants defame Mr, Willick-and his law

firm, Willlek Law Croup; with false and nrisleading statemeants published, off

republishad, or aftributed to one anuvther, ov disseminated to thivd parties across
state Hnes, false and defamatory statements directed against Plaintifs ineluding
that:
a. “Thie is the type of hypocrisy we have in ot commnity. Feople ti
claim to be for veterans but vet they screw us for protit and power”
23, On or about December 31, 2016, M. Sanzon sent an email blasl with)
the “Tntereiew” and the “Artiele” (heretnafter “the B-mail blagt™.

111
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published on veterensiupolitics,com, o websits purportedly owned and controlled by

24.  Within the “F-mail blast,” Defendanis defame My, Williek and his law
firm, Willick Law Group, with false and misleading statements.*
25.  The “Defense” post and the “B-mail blast” were published, republished)
ot ativibuted to oné anothier, o disseminated to third parties neross state lines, v
emmil aeross mnltiple states, and via numerous soclal media sites inclodivg
Dinterest, Googles, Twitter, and the following Facebook pages:
£ Sisve.ssnsont
b. stevesanson.g
¢, veteransinpolitics
d, veteransinpoliticsinternational
e, eyeonnevadnpolitics
f. stove.wsanson
£ Valerans-In-Politics-International-Endorsement-for-the-State-of-
Nevadu
h. Veterans in Politlcs; groups/OperationNeverForgst
§, Nevada-Veterans-In-Politics

26, On ot about Janvary 12, 2017, Defendants publshed or caused to be

Pefendants Steve W, Sanson, Heidi J. Hanusa, Chuistina Ortiz, Johnny Spicer;, Don
Woolbxight, Veterans in Polities International, Tue,, Sanson Carporatipn, Karen
Steelmon, and Does § through X inclusive, a post, entitled “Mark Amadei & Debya
March Lo appeat o the Veterans In Polities video-talk show.”

[

v The Bemail Blast has Identical language to the Trefense post and so will not he vepeated in the
intersst of coonovay,
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1 Williek and his pal convictad of sexually coctolon [sie] of a mxinor Richapd Crone way

1| fiem, Willick Law Group, with false and milsleading statements publislied, ox

Hirepublished, or attribnied to one nother, or disseminated to third partics seross

that:

another, or disseminated to third parties netoss state lines, via exnafl neross multiple

a7, Tneluded in this post is a link with the title “Attornay Mavshall [sie)

fonnd {gie] guilty of defaming a law student in a United States District Cotrt Western
Distriet of Virginta slgned by U8 Distriet Judge Nomnan K Moon,” (Hereinafter “th
Virghtia post”).2

8. Within the “Virginia post,” Defondants defame M. Wilkick aud his law

state Hies, false and defamalory statements divected against Plaintiffs iclnding

a. “Attorney Marshall [sic] and his pal convicted of sexually [sic] copreton
[sic] of a minor,”

b, “Rlehavd Cvane was found gouilly of defaming u law stndent.”

¢. The “Virginia post” was sccorapatiied hy pages of a legal decision by &
Virginla judge stating on its face that using the word “guilty” td
deseyibe » judgment in a clvil case for damages constitutes defamation
perse.

oy, The “Virginia post” was published, republished, or attributed 10 one

states, and via numerous soelal media sites Including Pintorest, Google+, Twitter,
and the following Facebook pages:

g, skevednnsotit

¢ Tha lind in the "Virginia post” re-directs tn Vaila v, Williek, No. 6:078v00011,-2008 T8, Dist)
LEXIS 5a81g (W.D. Va. July 14, 2008), & skitaish in a tengthy mudti-state puzsuit of My, Vadle; the
tout infamous Intemational ¢hild kidnapper and deadboent dad i Mevada for whom i airesk wiirkend

fe outstanding, fav veer n o dgllars In bagl ohild suppoct, aitarney’s faes, atd tort dumges.
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[iontis, Johnny Spicer, Bon Woolbright, Veterans in Politles International, Ine.,

1{ containing eight {8) photogtaphs (hereinafter "VIPT Faechobkpost™.

. steve.sanson.y

g, valersusinpolitics

d, veteransinpolilicsinfernational

e, eye.on.nevadapolitics

f. steve,w.sangon

g Veterans in Politics: groups/Operationiever¥orget

h. Nevada-Veterans-in-Polities

20, On of about Januavy 14, 2017, Defendants published or caused to be

published on the Veterans-in Politics International Facebook page, a I'acebaok page

purportedly controlled by Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heldl J. Hanusa, Christing

Yanson Corporation, Karen Sicelmon, and Does I throvgh X inclusive, a post
'} )

a1, Within the “VI1 Facchook post,” Defendants defene My, Willick and
his Jaw firm, Willick Law Group, with false and misleading statements published, o1
republished, or attributed to one another, or dissgminated. to third parties across
state lincg, false nnd defamatory statements divected against Plaintiffs inchuding
thats

a. “Wotld you have g Fumily Attorney handle your child custady case i
you knew a sex offender works in the same office? Welcome to The

[s1c] Witlick Law Groap,”
g2, On or about January 14, 2017, Defendants published or caused to be
published on the Veteras in Polities Facebook page, 2 Facehook page purportediy

controlled by Defendants Steve W. Sanson, Heidi J, Hanusa, Chiristina Ortiz, ohnny!
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Spicer, Thon Weolbright, Veterans in Polities International, Tne., Sagson Corporation;

Kaven Steelnion, and Does I through X inchhslve, a post entitled “Nevada Attornay

Marshall [gic] Wilick gets the Nevada Supreme Court Deeision” to which b

attached 12 photos of the Laventhal v. Lobello decision (hareinafter “VIP Face]‘.md}]
post #17).8

g3, Within the “VIP Pacebook post #1,” Defendants defame Mr, “Willieh

and his law fom, Willick Law Group, with false and misleading slalements

published, or republished, or atitbuted to one anather, or disseminated to thivd

partley actoss state lines, false and dofumatory statements directed agatnst Plaintiffs

ieluding that:

a. “From. lgoking at all thess papers It's [sic] obvious That Williely

aearnmed hiv client and later seammed tlie court by wdsrepresenting

that he wag enfitled to recover property under his len and reduce it to

judgement [sic].”

Iy, “He did not recover anything, ‘The ptoperty was distributed in the

Decree of Divorce.”

a “Willick tiied to get his clienf to start getling rofivement bensfiis faster,

It was not with [sie] 100,000 [sic] in legal bills.”

d. “Theu he pressuved his chent into allowing him to continue wilh the

appedl.”

a4, On or about January 14, 207, Defendants pitblished or cuased bo. by

pontrolled by Defendants Steve W, Sansan, Heidi J. Hanusa, Cheistina Qutiz, Johnny

% Mr, Sanson’s iniond to'_ dafme, denigrate, und Laem the plaintiffs is so preat that he
comipletoly ignoves the fack that Flaintiifs had absolutely nothing to do will: the Lobéily decision

Paps g of 26
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1 Willick loses his appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court,” to which he attached 10

‘his law fivm, Willick Law Group, with false and midleading statements pullished, oy

|| republished, or athibuted to one another, or disseminated fo third parties across

picer, Don Woolbright, Veterang in Politics Trternational, Ine., Sanson Corporal ion,
! P

Karen Steslinon, and Does 1 theough X inciisive, o post “Attorney Marshall [s7c]

photas of the Holyoal declsion (hersinafier “VIP Facebook post #2")..

35 Within the VIP Facebook post sz, Dofendants defame Mr, Willick and

state lines, false and defamatory statements divected against Plaintiffs including

thal:
a. “Attorney Marshall [sic] Willick loses his appaal to the Nevads
Supreme Cout,”
86, The defamatory statements by Defondents were intended Lo hari

Plaintifts’ reputation and tivelihond, to harass, and te embarrass: Plaintifls,

37, The defamatory statemerits by Defondants have caused nuneroug -

negative comments to be directed againat Plaintiffs. 4

38.  Defendants have expressed the intention to voutipue attempis to harny
Plaintiff yeputation und business to whatever degres they areable to acldeve.

39,  On Janyary 24, 2017, Defendants posted online an offer to pay “up to
$10,000 for verifiable information on Nevada Vamily Court Afforney Marshel
Williek
i1/

1
11!

4 Hor exampls, o cosmnent Lo the “Viegknds post” statea “Weil well woll, [fe] this always catches
v Lo thoss that try and perceive [3ic] they are good [sin}”
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FIRST CLAIM FOX RELIUN
(REAMATION)

40.  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allege all proceding paragraphs as if fully
stated herein.

41, Defendants, and/or Defendants’ agents, replesentatives, andfoy
eraplayees, either individually, or in coneert with others, published one ar more oral
or written false statements which were intonded to impugn Mr. Willick's honesty
integyity, virtue and/or personal and professional reputation.

42, M. Willick and the Willick Law Group are hot public fignves, as some
or all of Defendants have acknowledged,

43, The statements imputed by Defendants to Mr. Willick and published by

Defendants ave dlurs on Mr, Willidds chavacter inclading his honesty, integrity

virtue, and/or reputation.

44. The referenced falss and defuatory statements would tend to Tower
the subject in the estimation of the coyamunity, exciie derogatory opinions about the
subject, and hold the subject up fo vontempt.

45 The referenced false and defamatory etaternenis were unprivileg_ed.

46.  The refersnced false and defamatory statements wore, published fo at

{least one third party:

47, The vefersnced filse and defamatory stalements were published of
republished delfberately ar negligently by or under the authority and divegtion of ong
or move of cach of the Defendants,

48, Some ar all of the referenced fulse and dafamatory slalementy

cotistitute defamation per se, making them actionable frespective of special harra.
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slatements cansed special harm in the form of damages ko Mr. Willick and the

‘Willick Law Group.

[lang the Willick Law Group was, is, and, with a high degres of likelihood, wilt

T and the Willick Law Group have suffered and will continue to suffer wental paji and

|} aniguish, and unjustifiable emotional trawma.

49.  Publication of some or sll of the referenced false and defarnatory

WHERBFORE, Dlaintiffs Marshial 8. Willick and the Williek Law Group
demand judpment against named Defendants for actual, special, compensatory, and
punftive damages in an amount deerned at the time of trial to be just, fair, and
appropriate in an amount in excess of $15,000,

VL
SECONTD CLAIM FOR RELIEL
(INTENTIONAL INFLIGEION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS)

go.  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if Lolly
stated herein,

1.  Defendants sod/or Defendants' agents, representatives, and/or/
employees, sither individually, or In concert with others, hrtentionally and
deliberately Mfticted emaetional distvess on Plairti{fy by defaming them to many

peopls, including but not Hmited to the following: several of M. Williek's frisads, co;

workers, colleagues, clients, and an wnknown nuintber of persons that were subjecied

to the delamatory commants on the internet,

52, Asaresult of Defondants’ extreme and onfrageous conduet, M, Willel
continneto he emotonally distressed due (o the defamation,

53, Asaresuli of Defendanis’ ettreme and outrageons conduct, M. Willicld

/17
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‘deraand judgnent against named Defendante for actual, speclal, compensatary, and

7

| stated herein,

pithlished Talse staterents sbont Mr. Williek-and the Wiltick Law Gyoup.

WTRRLFORE, Plaintiffs Marshal 8, Willick and the Willick Law Grouy

punitive damages in an awount deemed by this Court to be just and faly and
apprapuiate, in an amount In excess of $15,000.
Vil
THIRD CLATM FOR RELIER
(NEGLIGENT INFLICTION QI TMOTIONAL RISTRESS)

54.  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if fully
siated hersin,

5. Lo whatever exlent the fnflictipn of cimotional distress assorted in the
preceding cause of ackion was not deliberate, it was a vesult, of the reekless and
wanton aetions of the Defendants, eithey fndividually, ov in concext with others.

WHEREFORE, Plainiiffs Meshal 8. Willick and the Willick Law Group
damand jndgment against hamed Defendants for actual, sp gclal, compensatory, and
punitive damages in an smount deemed by this. Court 1o he just and faly and
appropriate, h an amount in excess of $15,000.

VIIL
FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIR
(FALSE LIGHT)

56, Maimiffs incorporate and re-allegt all preceding paragraphy as i fully

57,  Defeudsnts andfor Defsndants’ agents, Lepresentatives, and/of

amployees, either individually, or in coneert: with pthers, infentionally made. and

58.  The statemsnts made by the Defendants against Mr, Williek were made

with the speclfic Intent to dausc. harm to Plaintiffs and their pecuniary interests,
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and/or the Defendants published the false statements knowing their falsity or with
reckless disregard for the truth,

59. The statements made by the Dafendants place Mr. willick and the
Willick Law Group in a [alse light and ave highly offensive and inflammatory, and
thus actionalble,

WHRREFORE, Plaintiffs Marshal 8. Willick ond the Willick Lew Group
demand fndgment agrinst named Defendants for actual, special, compensatory, and
penilive damages in an mﬁount deemed at The ime of izl to be just, fair, and
appropriate in an amount in excess of $15,000,

IX.
FIFTH CLATM TOR RELIRE

5o, Plaintiffs jncorporats and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if fuilky
staied herein,

6. Defendants andfor Defendanty’ agents, representatives, and/oi
employees, cither individually, or In concert with others, intentionally made falge
and disgﬂi‘a‘ging statements aboul My, Willick and the Willick Law Group and
disparaged Mr. Willick’s business, the Williel: Law Group,

6o, The vefervenced statements and actions were :Iapecifiea'lly- diveoted
towards the quality of §r, Willick and the Willick Law Group's services,

63, The statements and aciions were so exirsme and outrageous as to
affact the ability of Mr, Willick and the Willick Law Group to convduct business,

64. 'The Defendants intended, tn publshing the false and (%.Bfﬂtﬂa‘tbl‘ji‘

statements, to cause harm o Plaintiffs and its pectnlary imtersts, andfar the
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Defendanis published the dlsparaging statements knowlng their falslly or with
rackless disregard for the truth.

65, The false and defatnatory statements by the Defeadants resulted in
damages to Me, Willick and the Wiltick Law Group,

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs Marshal §, Willick and the Wwillick Law Group
demand judzment against named Defendants for actusl; special, compensatory, and
punitive damages fn. av amount decmued at the time of Lrial (o be just, falr, amd
appropriaie in an amount i gxcess df $15,000,

- &
SDEI CLAIV FOR RELIER
(CONCERT OF ACTION)

66.  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-sllege all preceding pavagraphs as if fully
stated herein.

67. Dafendauts andfor Defendants® agepls, represcitatives, and/or
etployses in concert with one another, hased wpon an explicit ot tacit agresment
intentionally cormnmitted a tort against My, Willick.

68, Defendants’ concert of action resulted in damages to Mr. Williek and
the Willlcl Law Group,

WILEREFORE, Plaintifly Marshal S. Willisk and the Williek Law Group
demand judgment against named Defendants far actual, special, compensatory, and
punitive daroages in an amowat deemed al the time of trial 1o be just, fair, and

appropuiate in au amount in exoess of $15,000.

11/
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1| erplayees, cither individually, ov in conceit with others, engaged in a1 Jeast twoy

{CIVIL CONSPIRACY)

69, Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allege all preceding paragraphs as if fully
stated herein,

70, Defendants and/or Defendants’ agents, representatives, and/ol
employees, either individually, o in concert with others, based upen an explicit or
tacit agreement, intended io- secomplish an unlawful objective for the specific
purposes of harming My, Williek and the, Willick Law Grouy's peciniary interesis.

71, Defendants’ ¢ivil-conspiracy resulted in darages to Mr, Willick aﬁd thel
Wiltick Law G,{'oup,

WHERRRORE, Plaintiffs Marshal 8. Willick and the Willick Law Group
demand judgment against named Defendants for éc‘tuai, specidl, compensalory, and
punitive damages in an amount deemed at the time of tuial to be just, fair, dnd

appropriate in an amount i exeess of §15,000.

FIGHTH CLALM FOIL RELIEE

72,  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allegs all preceding paragraphs as if fully
stated hepein,

73, Dofendants and/or Defendants’ agenls, represcniatives, and/on

crimes velated to racketesring pursuant to NRS 207.360 that have the same or
similay pattern, intents, results, aceomplices, victims or methods of commission o
are otherwise intervelated by distinguistding characterlstics and are ot isolated

ingidents.
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[ anusn, Chelstina Ortiz, Johmmy Splear, and Don Woolbright—that do come and go

74, Here, Defondants have either committed, conapired to commit, or havd
dtterapted to commit the following erime(s):

a. Criminal contempt (NRS 199.840(7), publication of a false or groguly
inadcurate veport of court proceedings).

b, Challenges tofight (NRS 200.450),

¢, Fumsishing lbelous information (MRS 200.560]

4. Harassment (NRS 200.571)

e Multiple transactions involving fraud or deceit in the comse of anl
entovprise (NRS 208.3977).

{. Taking proparty from another under circamstances nol amoufiting to
robbery. (NRS ao7.300(0)%

g Extortion of “contributions” by iraplied threat of the mounting of
shmilar defarnation campaigns againgt candidates énd offictals.

76, Dofendants comprise a criminal syndicates  Any combinetion of
persony, so structured that the ovganization will continue ifs opetation éven i |
individial members enter or loave the erganization, which engages in or has th
purpose of engaging In gacketeering activity,  Fere, Velcrans in Politit‘-.j
nternational, Ine, Nevada Veterans in Polifies, and Veterans In Politics are

orggnizations that has memhers—hesded By Defendanks Steve Sansom, Heidi

and the orgenizetion coutinues on. Thesc otganizations and their prineipals have

rouspired to engage in and have engaged i yacketeering activity,

76, This group also meets the statutory dsfinition—NRS 207.380—4s an

enterprise:
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ind Nevada Veterans i Polifics and Vetarans i, Polities are suli-units of Votevans in
Politics International, Tne, Each ean and should be considered individual lopl

| entiifey.s

Any natutal person, sole praprictorship, partnership, corporation, business
trust or other legal cntity; and, Any union, associatlon ov other graup of
persons assoclated in fact although not alegal extity,

Here Vetorans In Politics International is a vegistered not. for profit business

77.  Sansep Corporation e also a separate legal entity and I8 a registared
Nevada Corporation,

=8, Lyvem if uot all Defeidants are members of Veterans in Polities
International, Ine, Nevada Veteroms in Politics, Veterans i Politics, and Sanson
Coxporation, they meet the “assoctation or othar growp of persons assoclated fn fant”
reyuirements under the statie ag an enterprise, The statute explicitly indludes both
Heit and {llicit entefprises,

79,  Racketeering is the engaging in at least two criings related to
racketeering that have the same or shnilar pattern, intents, results, accumplices,
victims or methods of commmission, or are otherwise interrelated by distinguishing
characteristics and are nof fsolated incidents, iF at loast one of the incidants ocrrred
afrer July 1, 1983, and the last of the incidents oceurred within 5 years after a priov
coramission of a evime related to racketeering.

8o, Defendauts published a false or groasly inncencate report of courd
proceedings on numerous oceasions, Including, but not limited to, the “Virginia
post,” V1P Facebook Post #1," and “VIF Facebook Post #2. {NRE 1060.5340(7)).

{11

5 Nevaln Veterana lo Palities anad Weleyuris fn Polltes opevals nunerous ocid media sileq
whera the defamation rontimies,
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{| Defendants lmow to be false or omitted, Defendants intend for others to rely on, and

{|viciima or methads of commission, or are otherwise interrelated by distinguishing

{|2ggregate loss orintended losa is move than $650. (NRS 208.477).

il expended by Marshal S, Willick, and the Willick Law Group staff in responding to

81, Defendants Steve W, Sanson, Heidl J, Hanuss, Christina Ortz, Johnny
Spider, Don Woolbxight, Veteratis in Polities Intérnational, Inc. Sunson Coiporation,
Karen Steelmon, and Joes T through X inclzsive, gave or sent 4 challenge in writing
to fight Richard Carreon and others, (NRS 200.450).

B2, Defendands willfully stated, delivered or transmitted o a manager
edftor, publisher, reporter or other employer of a publisher of any newspaper)
magazive, publication, pertodical ov sevfal statements concerning Plaintiffs which, i
published thersin, would be alibel, (NRS 200.550)

83, Defendants, without lawful authority, Imowingly threatened
substantially Tiarm the healtly or safety of Plalti{f and, by words and conduet placed
Plaintiffs in reasonabis faar that the threat would be carried out. (NRS 2o0.574)

84, Defanidants;, in the cgoise of ticiv entevprise, knowingly and with the
intent to defeaud, engaged in an act, practice or eovrse of business or employed a
devide, scheme or artifice which operates or would operate as a fraud or decsit upon

a persan by means of a false representation ov omission of a-material fact thaf

resulls in a loss to those who relied ou the fales representation. ox ornission iu al loast

two transactions that have the saine or simaflar pattery, intents, resulls, acuoniplices,
characteristics and are not lsolated Incidents within 4 years and in whidh th

85. Defendants posted false and defimatory material 1o less than 50 timey

in 10 separate defamatory eampaigns against Plabotiffs, The total value of time

Pape 15 0f 86

RADQO388

11466

g e e e




{Paya 23 of 31)

P S S-S o=

-1

10
i1

12

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

inguiries from. cliexts and atteropting to have the defamatory inuterial raroved from
the Internct was over $15,000 and this does not inclids the cost of wissed
opportunities .or time that should have besn spent working on cases. for paying
clints. (NRS zo15.977 arid NRS 207.260()).

86, Twas the Intent of the Defendants to eanse harm to Flainliffs and the
aggregale costs far exceed the $650 throshold, Fach act which violates subssction
aihe constitntes a separate offense gnd a person. who vielales subgection one Is guilky
of a category B felony.

87, Additionally, NRS 208.0832 defines the actions which constitite thet!
a8 Inclading that which:

Obtaius real, personal or intangible property ov the servites of imother

porsoy, by a material misrapresentation with intent lo deprive that person, of

the property or services. As used in this paragraph, “materlal
misrepresentation” means the use of any pretenss, or the making: of any]
promise, represcatation or staterment of pregent, past or futore fact which is
fraudulent and which, when used gr mads, is inshumenta] In causing the

wrongfial contrel or trangler of property or services. The pretenss may be
verbal or it may be a physical act,

The statate goes on to define the theft as a person of endity that "Fakes, destrays,

coneeals or disposes of property in-which another persen has a secnrity interest, with

inten| to défraud that person.” Here, as Abrahar Lificoln faimously pointed oit 150

years ago, tme is a lawyer's stoek in‘trade, Defendants—with malice—stols valnable

time from Mr, Willick, Also, the theft of Mr, Williel’s and Willick Law Gronp's “griod

will” by the making of false and defamatory eoraments and placing Tioth Mr., Williel({

and Willlek Law Group in a false light has diniinished the value of the business,
These ave intangible thefls, but thefts nonetheless.

I/

Tige 2000l 26

RADO0398

1167

B

RN —




{PRgm 24 of 21}

™ o B e

~I

9
10.
11

1z

17

18
10

20|

1 by Plaintife, for which copyright repistration is heing sought, by posting the work on

gontimiing to distuibute and. éopy the cominercidl withont compensation or credit o
{ the Plaintiffs,

Plaintit iz antitled to damages in an amount to be proven at telal,

| Defendants profils in an amount not yet determined.

Plaintiffs’ material heonghout the country and within this Judisial Distiot!

88,  Defendanty’ iflegal conduet resulied in damages to Me. Willick and the
Witlick Taw Croup,

WIHEREFORE, Plaintiffs Marsha! 8. Willick and the Willick Law Group)
pursuant to NRS 207.470, ave cntitled to treble demages as a vesult of Defondaiits]
critaingl conduet In the form of nelual, speclal, compensatory, and punitive damageg
in amount deemed at the tme of teial to be jusy; falr, and approprirte In an amoeint
in exeess of $15,000,

NI,

(COPYRIGHT INFRINGMENT}

80.  Plaintiffs incorporate and re-allepe all preceding poragraphs as if fully

glated heroin,

go. Defendants have infringed upon Plainiffs” photographic werks owned

social media websites, including but not limited ta, freebook, Pinterest, Googlot,

Twitter, and LinkedIn, without consent, approval or Heense of Plainliffs and by

gi.  As a direct and proximate veésult of said infringement by Defendanls,

g4, Defendants’ infringement of Plaintl{fs’ photographic works has viclded)

93, Defandanis’ infringernent has begn willful and deliberate snd was dond

for the purpose of defaming Plaintifs and making commersial nse of and profit on

Pngeziof v
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Plaintiffs are entitled to yecover inoressed damages as a result of such willful
SoPYINg.

g4. Phaintiffe ave entitled to attorneys’ fees and full costs pursumnt to 17
17.8.0, § 505 and otherwise according to law.

95. As a dirsct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and eanduct,
Plaintits havs sustalned and will continue to sustain substantial, immedlate, and
irveparable injury, for which thire is no adlequsite remedy at law. Upon information
and belief, Plaintitfs believe that unless enjolned and restrained by this Court,
Defendants will continus to ixfringe Dlaintiffs’ vights o the infeinged works,
Plaintiff ave entitied to preliminary and permanent infunctive reliel to yestrain and
argoin Defendants’ continning infringing conduct,

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs Marehal 8. Willick and the Willick Law Group
demand that

4. Purstent to 17 U8.C § 502(a), Defendants, thel: ageiks gervants and
crnployees and all partles in privity with them be gnjoined permanently
from. infringing PlainttlPs copyrights inany manner.

b. Pursuant to 17 18,6 § 04(), Defendants be required to pay to the
plaintiff, such actual damages g the Plaintills may have sustained in
tonsequsnce of Defendants' infuingement and alt profits oEDefendanté_
that ave attributable to the infringement of Plalutiffs" copyrights
Plaintiffs request Defendants acconnt for ali gains, profits, and
aétva‘n;cag es dstived by Defendaitts from their infrigemiant,

e, Purspant to 17 US.C § su4(e)(s), Defendants be required to pay an

award ol statutory damages in a sum not less than $g0,000.
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d. The Court finds the Defondants’ conduct was committed williully,

s, Pussuent to 17 118,00 § 504()(2), Defendants be veqaired to pay an

awnrd of increased statutory damages ln a som of not less than)
$150,000 for willful infringement. |

{. Pursuaut to 1;,7 U.8.C § sos, Defendants be requived to pay thé
Plaintiffs’ fill costs in this action and veasonable attorney’s faes,

g Defendants’ condiet was willful or wanton and done in recllegs
disregard of Plaintiffs' rights thgveby entitling Plaintiffs to reeover
punitive damages i an amount to be determindd at teial,

X1V,

TENT CLAIM FOR RELIER
{INJURCTION)

06,  Plainiiffs incorporate and o-allege a1l preceding paragraphs ag if fully
siated herein,
g7. Defandamts and/or Defendants’ agents, representatives, eand/or
employees, either individually, or it concert with others, engaged in acts that were so
outrageous that injunctive relief is necessary to effectnale justice.
WILTRERORE, Plaintiffs request the followlng itjunchive reliet:
a. That all named Defendants and members of the listed organizations be
enjoined from approacking within 1000 fest, of e person of Marshal
&, Williek, his velele, his home, the Willick Law Group offices and all
of its employces, and thefr places of residence and vehicles.
b. That all delamatery writings, video, ptstings, of auy other dosumsnts

or publie display of the same, concerrting My, Willick, the Willick Taw

Pupe 23 0f 26
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Gronp, and the employees of the same, be ramovad from public vidw
withiu 10 days of the issuance of the injunction,

¢ That all inovendo of filegal, immeoral, or wnethical conduet that lras
already been attributed by Defendants ta My, Willick, must never be

repedted by any mamed Defondant or any membier of any of the named

a violation of the prohibition.

d. That a full petraction and apology be authored by Defendania Steve W,

-

Sanson, approved by the Court, and disseminated everywhere ihe
defamiation ocourred, including, but not Hnited to, the enlivety of the
mailing Hst(s), each and every soclal media site (Facebook, Twiiter,
QGooplas, Pintevest, Linkedin, efe.) and auywhera alse the (]el.'amalhrj;

materfal was disseminated,

XV,
CONCLUSION
o8,  Plaintiffs incorporate and ve-allege all preceding paragraphs ag if fully
statad harein.
WHEREFQRE, Marshal 8, Willick and the Willick Law Croup vespectfully
pray that jodgmert he entered agrinst Defandants, and edeh of them individually, as
follows; -
a. Genera) damagas b an atpount in excess of §15,000 For ench and every
claim: for raliefs

1, Compensatory danmages it an amount ju excess of $15,000 for sach

angk avery clatm for rellef;

Tage 24 of ub
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a.

. -
DATED this £27 day of January, 2017,

Pugitive damages in an amount in excess of $15,000 for each and avery
aluim for relief

All attorney’s fees and costs that have and/or may be ineurved by
Marshal 5. Wilkick and the Willick Law Gioup in pursuibg this aclion)
and

For snch othar and further vehief this Court may deem just aud proper.

Respectfully submitled:
& MAYO J&W

THE ABRA

ey

Py :
JENNIEER Y, ABRAMS, ES(Q.
N 'a;;)/Si & Bar Namber: 7575
6o Foulll Raivhdw Boulevard, Suife 100
a8 Yegas, ey So118
Phivae: {yooYBas.gau
Laneilt $VAGroup@thesbramstawlira.com
Allorney for Plaintiffs
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E[u]y sworn, doposes and aays:

4

VERTFICARIGN
STATE OF HEVADA )
ath

)
COUNTY-OF CLARK )
MARSHAL §, WILLLCK, ESQ., prineipal of WILLICK LAW GROUP first beiug

“That hhnself and his business ave the Plaintiffs in the gbove-entifled action;
that he hag read the above andl foregoing Complaint fur Dameages and Knows the
eontents thereof and that the same is froe of bis own lmowladge, excopt as to those

matters thevein stated on information and belief, and as to those matters, ha believag

e b7~

MARSHAL 8, WILLICK, 730,

ther ta ha troe,

{lide_Z ]2 dny of Janwery, zosy. T T T
1/ SRS ) *ATEE G
Vo &) o
BNl - - RIIE ey Ao iy Baph 20
NETARY DUBLIC in and for sald
County ard Stale.
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Anat Levy

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Canstant Contact

Dear Mr. Sanson,

Steve Sansan <vipipresident@as.com>

Tuesday, February 7, 2017 8:36 PM
alavy26@aol.com

devildog12B5¢cs.com

Re: IP Counter Notification Form #386426505041326

Nue to a number of legal complaints that Constant Contact has received reganding your accaunt, we must suspend
setvices. YWe have recelved multiple allegations of copyright and trademark Infringement which are a violation of our terms and
conditions. Par our Terms and Conditions we reserve the right to terminate your services at any time. please sae "saction 8.

Termination.™

{'ve provided a capy of cur tarms and conditions here for your reference:

https:/fhewew.conslantcontact. com/legaiiterms

Please contact ma with any guestions.

Thank you,

Megen MacKenzie

Lagal Compliance Coordinator

Constant Gontact
3675 Precision Dr,
Lovaland, CO 80538

Email: mmackenzie@econstanlcontact.com

Phone: (970) 203-7345
Fax: (781) 6562-5130

Weh: www.canstantcaniact.com

Constant Gontact

Hellu Steve,

Our fegal department generally does not forward on any legal documents we receive fram atiorneys because we do not
want ta get involved in legal disputes. Howevar, | can send you fhe attorney's contact infarmation 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 attornays who have conlacted us are:

Carlos A. Moralas, Esq.
Willick Law Group

RADOD407
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3591 E. Bonanza Road, Ste, 200

| as Vegas, NV 89110-2101

ph. 702/438-4100 x 120

fax 702/438-5311

a-mail: Carlos@willicklawgroup.com
main website; www.willicklawgroup com
QDRO website! www.qdromasters.com

Warshal 5. Willick, Es.

3591 £, Bonanza Road, Ste. 200

Las Vegas, NV 89110-2101

Fallow, American Academy of Matrimoniat Lawyars
Feliow, International Academy of Family Lawyers
Certified Spaciallst In Family Law, Nevada Board of Legal Spacialization & NBTA
ph. 704384100 5 103

fax TO2428-5311

aiadl: marshal@willicklawgroup com

main webaite www.willicklawgroup.com
QRO website: www gdromastars.com

Jennifar V. Ahrams, Esqg.

Baard Cettifiad Family Law Specialist

Feliow of the American Academy of Matrimonial Lawysers
THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM

8252 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118

Tek (702) 222-4021

Fax: (702) 248-9750

www. TheAbramsLawFirm.com

If you have any questions, please contact Patty Andrews, | believe you speke with her this past woek regarding this

account. Her direct line is 781-482-74E6.
Thank you,

Megen

Megen MacKenzie

Legal Compliance Coardinator

Conslant Contact

3675 Precision Dr,

Laveland, CO 50538

Email: mmackenzic@constantcontact.com
Phone: (970) 203-7345

Fax: {781) 652-5130

Webh: www.constantcontact.com

Facebook:

Hello,

We've removed or disahled access (o (he following content that you posted on Facebook because we received a notice

from a third party that the cantent infringes their copyright{s):

"Nevada AHorney attacks a Clark Caunty Family Court Judge in Open Caurt”
hitp:/feonla.col2dKh34w

If you believe that this content should not have been removed from Facehook, you can contact the complaining party

Pl
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directly to resolve your issue:
Raport #: 3078751762757506
Rights Owner: Jennifer Abrams / The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm

Email: jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com
Copyrighted Work: Other

If an agreement is reached to restore the reportad content, please have the complaining party email us with their consent
and includs the report nuinber,

Facebook complias with the notice and takedown procadures defined in section 512(c) of tha Digital Millennium Guopyright
Act {“DMCA?). If you balieve that Lhis content was removed as a result of mistake of misidentification, you can submit a
DMCA counter-notification by filling aut our automated form

al http:iwww facebook.camfegalicopyright.php?howto_appeal&pa rent reporl_id=307875176275756.

We strongly encourage yau to review lhe content you have posted to Face baok to make sure that you have not posted
any olher infringing content, as it is our policy to terminate the accounts of repeal infringers when apprepriate.”

For more information about inteflectual property, please visit our Hslp Center:

https:/iwww facebook.com/help/370657876338359

Thanks,

The Facebaok Taam

Facebook:

Hi Stave,
The Facebook Team received a ranort fram you. For reference, your complaint number is: #620138334841917.

Fleasa note that this channel is only for reports of alleged infringements or violations of your legal Aghts, such as
copyright or trademark, If you filed that type of report, no further action is nacessary. However, if you contacted us through
this channel abuut another matter, you: might not receive a responsc,

If you'ra not confident thal your issue concerns intellactual property rights, please consalt the Intellectual Property section
of our Help Canter for additichal infarmation:

IP Help Center: https:/fwww facebaok.com/helpfintellectual_property/

Note (hat wi routinely provide the contact information included in reports aboul alleged infringementsivigiations 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:/iwww.facebook com/helpfsecurity

- Fake/lmpostor accounts (timelinas): https:Hwww . facebook .com/help/174210519303258/

- Abuse {including spam, hate speech and harassment}. hitps fiwww facebook.com/help/263149623790534/
- Pagss (including admin issues): hitps:/iwww facebook com/help/pages/

- Unauthorized photos or videos: hitps:fiwww.facebook.com/hel p/42847 8523862899

- Login issues: hitps:/iwww.facebook.comihelp/iogin

- Help for users who have been disabled or blocked: https /fwww.facebook com/help/warnings

if the links above do not contain the information you're lacking for, you may want to search the Help Center for more
assistance: hitps:iwww.facebook.com/help/
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As a temindar, if your submission contains a report of allaged infringement/violation of your lagal rights, no further action
is necessary. Wa will look into your matter shortly.

Thanks for contacting -acebook,

The Facebook Team

Full Name ; Steve Sansan

Address : 2620 Regatta Drive Suit 102
Las Vegas, Nv 89128

Tslephane : 7022533088

Email ; devildog 1285@0cs.cam

Facebaok:

Hello,

We've removed or disabled access to the following content that you pusted 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:/fconta.cof2dXY3Qb

If you believe that this content shauld not have been remaved from Facehoak, you can contact the camplaining party
directly to resclve your issue:

Raport #: 307875176275756

Rights Owner: Jennifer Abrams / The Abrams & Mayo Law Firm
Email: jabrams@theabramslawfirm.com

Copyrighted Wark: Other

If an agreamant is reached to restore the reported content, please have the complaining party email us with their cansent
and include tha report number.

Facebook complies with te notive and takedown provedures 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 migidentification, you van submit a
DMCA counter-notification by filling out our autemated form

at hltp:ﬂwww,facebmk.com/legalfcopyrighi.php?howtoﬂappeal&parent_reporl_id=30?8?51?8275756,

We strongly encourage you to review the contenl you have pested to Facebook te 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.

Faor more information about intellactual property, please visit cur Help Centar:

https://www facebook.cotn/help/37 0657876338359/

Thanks,

The Facebook Team

Youtube:
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From: YouTube Support Team <youtube-disputes-i-Pd,QGIS?UJZGWEVNXFQ4CYDMURU@goug!e.mm:-
Date: 1/6/17 20:29 (GMT-08:00)

To: stavewsanscn1985@ymail com

Subject: Re: Case Subject

Dear Steva Sansan,
This is to notify you that we have received a privacy complaint from an individual regarding your confent:

https:ifwww.youtube comiwatch?v=zdMgswl70Yg

We would like to give you an opportunity to remove or edit the privata information within the contant reportsd. You have
48 hours fo take action on tha complaint. If you remove the alleged violatian from the site within the 48 hours, the
complaint filod will then be closad. if the potential privacy violation remains on the site altet 48 hours, the complaint will ha
reviewed by the YouTube Team and may be remaved pursuant to cur Privacy Guidelines.

Alleged violalions commonly ccour within the video conlent. YouTube offers a Customn Biurring toof, which allows you ta
tlur anyliting irs your video, including individuals or information. For more informatian on this blurring featurs, visit

the Crealor Blog and Help Center. Alisged viclations may also accur in the title, description or lags of your video.
YouTube offers meladata editing tools which you can access by going to My Videos and clicking the Edit buttan on the
reported video. Making a video private is not an appropriate method of editing, as the status can be changed from privaie
to public at any time. Because they can be turned off at any time, annolations are also not cansidered an acceplable
solution.

We're committed to protecting our users and hape you understand the importance of respecting nthers' privacy. When
uploading videos in the future, please remsmber not to post someone else's image or persanal infarmatian without their
consent. Personal infarmation includes, but is not limited to, Sasial Security number, National identification number, bank
account number or contact information {e.g. home address, email address). For morg information, pleass raview

our Privacy Guidsalinas.

Steve Sanson

President Veterans | Palitics Ihternational
PO Dox 28211

Las Vagas, NV 89128

702 283 8088

www.veteransinpalitics.ory

————— Criginal Message-—----

From: Anat Levy <alavy85@aci.cam>

To: 'Steve Sanson’ <vipipresideni@cs.com:>

Sent; Tue, Feb 7, 2017 6:29 pm

Subject; FW: 1P Counter Notification Form #38642650504 1326

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

e S e

From: vipipraside
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 4:31 PM
To: Anat Levy

Subject: Fw: IP Counter Notiflcation Form #386426505041326

Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Smartphone
----- Original messuge--—-

From; Facchook
Date: Tue, Jan 24, 2017 [6:17
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SubjectiIP Counter Motification Tarm #35642650504 1326

Hi,Thanks for centacting Fecebook. Wo have recelved yourx Digital Millennium Copyright Act
("DMCAT) counTer-notification. Based on the information you've provided, we will restore
or cezse disabling access to Lhe content at issue within :4 business days Erom now,
uniecss we reneive rotice thal the reperting party has filed an zction seaking & court
order te restrain you from engaging {49 infringing activity on Facebook ralated to thal
content, Thanks, DarylinLellectual Property OperaticngrOn Mon Jan 23, 2017 00:15:08, Sleve
sanson wrote:>To answer your gqucstion; I wrete all the articlcs that wa posted, the
ariginal varsions cams Lrom my Constart Constant page. You ean vyarify this with Constanz
Cantact and ita also on our website ab www.VeteransInPolitics. org. >As far as Lhe vidcos
are concerned: Rule 5.02 only makes a haaring privatc, but doss not prohinil anykhicg
alsa. The Order Lhat was served does not apply because it was based on “Stlpulaticn of
the Parties.” WE ure not = party to the case. The fact the case was sealed aller the fact
is prospective nul retrospective and cannot changa what has already happensd. Next, First
Amendment and coeod faith participaticn in public processes are absolutely Lyaune £xom
stcit. Then there is ths lawsuit itself — iL viglates NRS Chapter 1 which roguires all
acticns Lhvolving the same parties in Fumily Court be heard by the oune judge - meaning
there iz no subjoct matter jurisdictien in Lhe District Court. This Zurlher supporvted hy
the faclt it inwvelves an erder by Judge Elliot whe is the only one who can enforce that
order or issue sanctichs — but again — that order only pertainzs to Lhe parties that
engayed in the stipulatien. T see a counzer fer Fi»st Amendmeni reftaiiatien and viclation
o immunity and then removal Lo US Digfrict Tourt on federal quastion invelving violation
cf rignzs.>»Piease leh we know.. We are geing to file a State Bar Complaint againast this
attorney for 1lying to TaceBock under peralty of perjury.> »5Steve Sanson>Presldant
Velerars Tn Palitios -nternetional>=0 Box 582:il>Las Vegas, NV 89:26>702 243
JpRErwww.vateransinpoiitica,gry » * »--m—r Original Message----- »From: Facebeok >Tc:
vipipresident >Sent.: Sun, Jan 22, Z0L7 16:32 pm>3ukject: IP Countcr Natification Form
$386426505011326>H1, >Thanks {or contacting Facebook. In crder Lo process your counter -
notification, we need more information from you. Please provide us with:>- an explanallon
af why veu believe the conlent should be restored. >We won't he anle to process vour
counter-not:fication withour thise information. [Dleassz neote that all information you
provide may be ssnt te Lhe original reporter.>Thanks, >Daryl>Intellectual Property
operations»»Cn I'ri Jan 20, 2017 22:41:34, Steve Sunuson wrote:>>»Full Wame : Steve
Sansons>Address : FD Box 28211»»Las Vegas, Nv §912@>>i'clephone @ 7022838088>>Email
vipipresidenticas. cem>>>
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CERTIICATE OF SERVICE

T am ever the age of 18.wid g stot a party o the wilhin avtien.

On the date indicated below, Foansed to be served » ue and etrvect copy of the dodinent

| entitled SPULLAL, APPEARANGE ~ GUPOSITION PO MUTION FOR O8€ RE:

CONTEMPT o fhs below listed vecipionts by E-mailing acopy of the dogimant-to the belaw

yiersois af thelr indivaied addregses. Suchi Fanail is in lien of service by U8, Fostal Bervige.

Teanifer Abuams, By Lauls Sclimeider, oy,

The Alrams & Miyo Law Fam Law Offeos of Louls G Bohasider, LLOC
6252 S, Fainbow Blvd., Ste. 100 430 8, Yoventh Srreeh Lag Voges, WY 89104
Tas Vegas, NV 89118 (702 4352024

LI03) 232-4021 loslowiabito.omn

IV AGroupEitheabrarmslaw firnn.com

 Magsie Malokhin, By
{ MoLetohie Shell

702 T, Bridger Ave, Ste, 320
L Vegns, NV 86101

{702 T28-5300

! Muppic@nmliigation.com

I heclare wnader porally of Pachuy indar the laws olithe Sfute of Nevada that the
foragoing ts trug and conect.

Bxeouted this S dayof March 2017, Las Vepas, NV
\ >i1--~5._.“-’;': el ‘i"ﬁ{f ""f‘\i: #

Ak Levy it

£

DECLARALION OF STHVE SANBON IN SUPPGRT OF
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR GSC RE: CONTEMPT
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JukNIFER L. ELLIOTT
THSTRICT JUDGE

FARULY DRVISION, DEFT. L
LAS VEQAS, NV 39f0(

Electronically ited
0372172017 03:18:07 P

ORDR % 1‘4%&““*~

GLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT
FAMILY DIVISION
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ok g R o
Brandon Saiter, )
)
Plaintiff, }
)
Vs, ) CASE N{.: D-15-521372-D
1 ) DEPT.NO.. L,
Tina Saiter, )
) Date of Hearing: 3-21-16
Defendant, ) Time of Hearing: 10:00 a.m.
}

ORDER WITHOUT HEARING
PURSUANT TO EDCR 2.23

The Court in review of Plaintiff”s NRCP 60(A) Motion to Correct the
O:;‘der After Hearing of September 29, 2016 filed February 2, 2017;
Defendant’s Opposition and Countermotion for Attorney’s Fees and Cosisg
filed Fehruary 14, 2017; Plaintiff's Reply and Oppusition to Countermotion
filed February 27, 2017; Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order to Show Cause fled
February 13, 2017; Steve Sanson’s Opposition filed March 6, 2017; and
Dtiefendant’s Opposition To Motion For Order To Show Cause Re: Contempt
and Countermotion For Attorney’s Fees filed March 7, 2017, hereby FINDS
and ORDERS, pursuant to EDCR 2.23, that these matters are hereby decided
without a hearing and vacates the hearings set for March 21, 2017 at 10:00
a.m. and March 30, 2017 at 9:00 a.m.

¢
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JENNIFER L ELLIOTT
DISTRICT JUDHE
FAMILY TI{VISION, DEPT. L
LAS VEGAS, WY 43108

AL Relevant Factual Background

1. The parties were divorced pursuant to the Decree of Divoree
(Hereinaﬂer “Decree”) filed December 28, 2016.

’ 2. Prior to the ﬁliné of the Decree, pursuant to emails between the
pérties’ counsel on October 5, 2016, and copied on the Court on October 6,
20116, the parties, through their counsel, stipulated to seal the case.

3. Additionally, Plaintiff filed a Petition to Seal Records Pursuant to
NRS 125.110(2), which was granted and an Order to Seal Records Pursuant
to NRS 125.110(2) was filed on October 6, 2016. An Order Prohibiting
Dissemination of Case Material was also filed on October 6, 2016.

} 4, Subsequently, on January 11, 2017, Plaintiff filed his Motion to
Enter the Order After Hearing of September 29, 2016,

i 5.0n January 20, 2017, the Order from the September 29, 2016
hearing was prepared and filed by the Court because the parties’ counsel
cauld not agree on the precise language of the order.

6, On February 2, 2017, Plaintiff filed his NRCP 60(a) Motion to
Correct the Court’s Order After Hearing of September 29, 2016.

7. Defendant filed her Opposition and Countermotion for Attorney’s
Fees and Costs on February 14, 2017,

i
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JERKNIYER L. ELLIOTT
DISTRICT JUDGR
FAMILY DIVISION, DEPT. L
LAS YEISAS, Ny 39441

8. Plaintiff filed his Reply to Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiff’s
NRCP 60(a) Motion and Opposition to Defendant’s Countermotion for
Attorney’s Fecs and Costs on February 27, 2017,

9. On February 13, 2017, Plaintiff filed his Motion for an Order to
Show Cause Against Defendant’s Counsel of Record, Lounis Schneider, Esq.
(héreinaﬂer “Schneider™), and a third party, Steve Sanson (heteinafter
“Sangon”).

E 10. The Court takes judicial notice that Plaintiff's counsel of record,
J e:nnifer Abrams, Bsq. (hereinafter “Abrams”) and her firm, the Abrams and
Mayo Law Firm, has filed a civil suit against Schneider and Sanson, among
oti’lers, in case A-17-749318-C alleging defamation, intentional infliction of
en:_:loticnal distress, negligent infliction of emotional distress, false light,
bl{siness disparagement, harassment, concert of action, civil conspiracy,
RICO violation, copyright infringement and injunction for acts that arose, in
part, from the current case. This case is pending before Department 21.
B. Plaintif’s NRCP 60(a) Motion

{  Plaintiff’s NRPC 60(a} Motion seeks to amend the Order from the
St;ptcmber 29, 2016 hearing, specifically requesting the following three (3)
chianges:

(1) “Upon Plaintiff’s request, the hearing is closed to the public.”

RADQ0418
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JENNIFEM L. ELLIOTT
RISTRICT JUDGE
F ALY DIVISION, DEFL. .
LAR VEGAS, NV 15701

{2) “In an email dated September 16, 2016, Tina | Defendant] made it
clear that she no longer wanted to be represented by Mr. Schneider.”

(3) Delete the “clerk’s note” on page 3, lines 7 through 10 of the
order,

The Court, afier review of all available records, ORDERS that
Plaintiff’s NRCP 60(a) Motion he granted in part and denied in part.
As to the first request to close the hearing, Abrams, pursuant to EDCR 5.02
(which was then in effect} sought to close the hearing (see video record at
12:08:02).

Rule 5.02. Hearings may be private.
(@) In any contested action for divorce, annulment,
separate maintenance, breach of contract or pattition
based upon a meretricious relationship, custody of
children or spousal support, the court must, upon demand
of cither party, direct that the trial or hearing(s) on any
, issue(s) of fact joined therein be private and upon such
direction, all persons shall be excluded from the court or
' chambers whercin the action is heard, except officers of
the court, the parties, their witnesses while testifying, and
counsel, . .

At 12:08;04, the Court stated, “Sure.” At 12:08:05, the Court Ordered
“All those not a party, not representing a party would please exit the
courtroom.” Later in the hearing, Abrams stutes that her request to close the

hearing is still pending (see video record at 12:13:06), However, the Coust

had already ruled on: Abrams’ request at the outset of this hearing, and the
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1195




= N

oo =] O a

10
11
iz
13
14
15
16
17
i8
19
20
21
2
23
24
23
26
27
28

JENNIFER I~ ELLIOTT
TIATRICT WD
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Coust, for good cause, had allowed Defendant’s parents to remain as support
for the Defendant who was struggling with whether she should continue to
have legal representation. Therefore, the Court GRANTS Plaintiffs
request to add this language to the minutes and the Order: “Upon
Plaintiff’s request, the hearing is closed to the pubiic.”

With regard to Plaintiff’s second request as to Defendant’s September
15, 2016 email to Schneider, and Plaintiff’s position regarding whether
Defendant stated that she did not want to be represented by Schneider
therein. The Court did comment that the September 16, 2016 email was the
first time where it appeared that there was any settled purpose or clear intent
by Defendant not to be represented by Schneider.

E» However, this did not alse mean that the Court made a finding or
believed that it was in the best interest of Defendant to be without assistance
of counsel. The Court was concerned with issues such as, the difference in
the economic kanowledge/power balance between the parties, Defendant’s
mental and emotional competency to make the decisions on behalf of
herself, issues pending such as the results of the forensic income report, and
later in the hearing, the allegation that Plaintiff must pay for the community
business from his posi-tax personal income rather than through the business

itself, leaving Plaintiff apparently unable to pay alimony to Defendant while

4
a
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grossing over $20,000 a month, and the significant equity in the business
that had not been accurately disclosed to Defendant, etc. Therefore, the
C&‘::urt was especially concerned that both parties continue to have the benefit
of: counsel pending the Court’s ability to canvas and ensure the fairness of all
of: the settlement ferms.

The Court further FINDS that Schneider had his Motion to Withdraw
pending before the Court at this same hearing, which he withdrew after the
Cc‘mrt asked him to remain on the case to look into the financial aspects of
th;: parties’ agreement, including the need to pay $5,000 monthly business
debt payment from personal post-tax income and expenses that Plaintiff
Ii éted on his Financial Disclosure Form (hereinafter “FDF”) filed April 4,
2016,

With those concerns having been mentioned, the Court GRANTS
Plaintiff’s request to add to the order: “In an email dated Seplember 16,
2016, Tina [defendant] made it clear that she no longer wanted to be
re_presented by Mr. Schneider.”

I Astothe “Clerk’s Note”, thase notes were specifically included at the
Court’s request following the hearing and constitutes a finding of the Court.
Plaintiff’s FDF, filed April 4, 2016, did not include the royaity payments

which were paid through mid-2016; the royalty payment was also not
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1
9 included in his December 14, 2615 FDFE. Plaintiff’s objection to the
3 inclusion of the “Clerk’s Note” is DENIED. Defendant’s
4 _
Countermotion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs is DENIED.
3
6 C, Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order to Show Cause
7 1. Parties® Arguments
P :
« a. Plaintiff’s Allegations
9
10 | Plaintiff alleged that Sanson, even after being served with the
11 + Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material, continued to post the
12 . . .
. video from the September 29, 2016 hearing on various websites and
13
14 . posted commentary that specifically referred to the parties’ names and
15 . case mumber. As a result, he alleged the safety of the parties” children
16
has becnt compromised and the parties® privacy had been invaded becanse
17 '
18 « neither parly wanted their divorce case to be public. Plaintiff managed to
19 , take the video down from YouTube and Vimeo after making privacy
20
. complaints, but Sanson allegedly continued to post the video on &
21
9 Russian website and despite further multiple requests, refused to take
23 . down the videos.
24 ,
Plaintiff argued that Sanson need not be inter-pled as a party
25
26 . because he interjected himself into the case by obtaining & copy of the
27
28
JENNIFER L. ELLIOGTT
DISTRICT JUDGE
FAMILY DIVIEION, DERT. L 7
LAS VEGAS, Ny 89111
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hearing video and posting it online in an attempt to influence the case,
bringing him within the jurisdiction of the Court.

Plaintiff further argued that Sanson’s actions do not constitute free
speech because the hearing was closed to the public and there is no

legitimate purpose in invading the parties’ privacy and risk of harm to the

_parties’ children. Furthermore, Schneider was complicit in Sanson’s
_actions because he acted in concert with Sanson to escalate the case and

released the case material to him. Plaintiff argued that since the violation

of the Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material cannot be
completely purged, Sanson and Schneider’s conduct constitutes ctiminal
contempt,
b. Sanson’s Aliegations

1t is noted that Sanson made a special appearance to oppose
Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order to Show Cause.

Sanson stated he is accused of violating an Order in a case to

which he is not a party and had not been given notice or opportunity to be

heard. He also notes the civil cases Abrams and her counsel, Marshal

Willick (hereinafter “Willick™) brought against Sanson and his
organization, Veteruns in Politics International (hereinafter “VIPI”): case

numbers A-17-749318-C and A-17-750171-C. Sanson argued that his

RA0Q04214
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criticisms of Abrams and Willick’s Court practices led to them filing

suits against Sanson and VIPI. Sanson additionally noted Plaintiff’s

Motion for an Order to Show Cause failed to attach a supporting affidavit
from Plaintiff and concluded the motion was filed to strengthen Abrams
and her civil lawsuit against Sanson and VIPI and has nothing to do with
Plaintiff.

Sanson noted that neither he nor VIPI were previously named as a
party or served with process; furthermore, the Order Prohibifing
Dissemination of Case Material was issued without a hearing or any due
process protection for Sanson or VIPIL,

The gravamen of Sanson’s opposition is as follows: (1) this Court
dues not have jurisdiction over Sanson and (2) even if this Court has
jurisdiction, the Court’s Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case
Material is void as nnconstitutionally overbroad, violating both federal
and state law. Sanson argued that this Court lacks subject matter
jutisdiction under Del Papa v. Steffer, 920 P.2d 489, 112 Nev. 369
(1996). However, even if this Court has subject matter jurisdiction, he
argues that there is a strong presumption for open courtroom
procesdings. Furthermore, Sansen argued that he has the right to free

speech to criticize Abrams' courtroom behavior and his posting of videos
P p £
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and making commentary regarding Abrams is a valid exercise of his right
1o free speech. Furthermore, even if the case was sealed, under Joharson
v. District Court, 182 P.3d 94, 124 Nev. 245 (2008), sealing the entire
case file without notice or opportunity to be heard constitutes abuse of
discretion, especially if it fails to make findings of any clear and present
danger or threat of serious and imminen¢ harm to a protected interest and
without examining alternative means to accomplish that purpose;
furthermore, the Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material was
not narrowly drawn and failed to discuss whether any less restrictive
alternatives were available. Since the Order Prohibiting Dissernination of
Cage Material cannot meet the Johanson test, Sanson argued that the
Court’s Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material is
impermissibly broad and thus, it should be vacated.

In addition, Sanson argued that if Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order ta
Show Cause is granted, that this Court should be disqualified per Nevada
(Code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 2.11 because he alleged that this Court's

impartiality may be questioned.

10
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¢. Defendant’s Opposition

Defendant's Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order to Show
Cause alleged simply that said motion is aimed solely at bolstering
Abrams’ civil case against Schneider and Sanson.

2. Relevant Law

Pursuant ta NRS 125.110(2), once a party requests that a domestic
case be sealed, the Court must seal the case, Other than pleadings,
findings of the Court, Orders, and Judgments, all other records shall be
sealed and shall not be open to inspection except to the parties or their
attorneys, or when required as evidence in another action or proceeding
(see helow).

NRS 125.110 What pleadings and papers open to
public inspection; written request of party for sealing.
1. In any action for divorce, the following papers and
pieadings in the action shali be open to public inspection
in the clerk’s office:
(a) In case the complaint is not answered by the
defendant, the summons, with the affidavit ot proof
of service; the complaint with memorandum endorsed
thereon that the default of the defendant in not
answering was entered, and the judgment; and in case
where gervice is made by publication, the affidavit for
publication of summons and the order directing the
publication of summeons,
(b} In all other cases, the pleadings, the finding of the
court, any order made on motion as provided in
Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, and the judgment,
2.  All other papers, records, proceedings and
evidence, including exhibits and transcript of the

1
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JENNIFER L. ELLIOTT
THSTRICT JUDGE
FAMILY DIVISION, DEMT. L
Las VEGAS, NV B910l

testimony, shall, upon the written request of either
party to the action, filed with the clerk, be sealed
and shall not be open to inspection cxcept to the
parties or their aitorneys, or when required as
evidence in another action or proceeding,
(Emphasis added.}

Under Landreth v. Malik, 251 P.3d 163, 127 Nev. 175 (2011), even
if the matter at hand is outside the scope of a traditional Family Court
matter, Family Coutt Judges do have subject matter jurisdiction over
such matters and thus, Lardreth overruled Del Papa v. Steffan.

The Court is mindful of the Nevada Supreme Court Rule VII, Rule
(3)(4), which states that sealing is justified by identified compelling
privacy or safety interests that outweigh the public interest in access to
tha Court record. However, under Johanson, the Nevada Supreme Court
clarified the use of NRS 125,110 in sealing cases. In that case, the
District Court entered an Order sealing the entire case file and sua sponte
issued a gag order preventing all parties and attorneys from disclosing
any documents or discussing any portion of the case.

The Johanson Court adopted the following standard regarding gag
Orders, or an Order that prevents participants from making extrajudicial
statements about their own case: (1) a party must demonstrate a clear and

present danger or a serious and imminent threat to a protected competing

interest, (2) the order is narrowly drawn, and (3) less restrictive

12
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alternatives are not available. In Johanson, respondent argued that the
Court has inherent power to completely seal divorce cases beyond NRS
125.110. However, the Nevada Supreme Court declined to adopt such
broad standard and even assuming, in arguendo, that the Court indeed has
such broad power, one must show the Court that sealing the entire case
file is necessary to protect his, or another person’s rights, or to otherwise
administer justice. Johanson, 182 P.3d at 97-98, 124 Nev. at 250,

Under NRS 22.010, disobedience or resistance to any lawful order
issued by the court constitutes contempt. Furthermore, under
Cunmingham v. District Court, 102 Nev, 551, 559-60, 729 P.2d 1328,
1333-34 (1986), the order must be “clear and unambiguous.”

Lastly, under new EDCR 5,301, (as with EDCR. 5,03, in effect in
2016), the parties and their counsel are prohibited from knowingly
permitting others to (a) discuss the case with the minor children, (b)
allow minor children to review the proceedings, pleadings or any records,
or (c) leaving such materials in a place where it is Jikely or foreseeable

that any minor child will access those materials.

3. Discussion

The Qrder to Seal Records filed Qctober 6, 2016 states the

following: “all documents filed... in the above-entitled action exception
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for pleadings, findings of the Court, Orders made on motion... and any
judgments, shall be and are hereby sealed.” There is no dispuie as to the
validity of this Order. However, as Sanson alleged, there is a dispute
over the validity of the Court’s Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case
Material,

2, Does this Court have Subject Matter Jurisdiction over Sanson?

Sanson, citing De! Papa, argued that this Court lacks subject
matter jurisdiction over him. However, there is no discussion of how
Landreth, which grants family courts subject matter jurisdiction over
other matters, is distinguished. Accordingly, Sanson’s argument facially
fails in this regard. The Court FINDS that it has subject matter
jurisdiction,

b, Even if this Court has Subject Matter Jurisdiction, is the Order
Prohibiting Dissemination of Cage Material Tmpermissibly Broad?

The Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material states,
pursuant to the stipulation of the parties, in the best interest of the
children, and the fact that the parties have settled their case, all hearing
videos shall be immediaiely removed from the internet and “all persons
or entities shall be prohibited from publishing, displaying, showing, or
making public any portion of these case proceedings.” This Order clearly

constitutes a gag order as to the patties as well as non-parties as

14
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contemplated in the Johanson case and hence, must be subject to the
Johanson 3-part test.

1. Is there a Serious and Imminent Threat to a Protected
Competing Interest?

The first amendment right to free speech and the frecdom of the
press are obviously protected competing interests when weighed against
divorcing parties’ privacy interests and the best interest of their children
in not being exposed to the case (see EDCR 5.301 and prior EDCR
5.03).

Plaintiff framed the issue as the pariies and their children being
dragged through the mud by unwanted exposure through the actions of
Sanson and VIPI, allegedly acting in concert with Schneider. On the
other hand, Sanson framed the issue as the exercise of his right to free
speech in eriticizing Abrams’ couriroom behavior.

At the time the Court drafted the Order Prohibiting Dissemination
of Case Material, it was very cognizant that there were four (4) minor
children, ages 14, 12, 10 and 8 involved in the case and that their parents
had settled this matter after over a year of great acrimony between the
parties, as well as between their counsel. The Court believed it was
certainly not in the best interest of the parties or the children to access

YouTube, or hear from others who have accessed YouTube, or {0 see

15
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their parents in Court during their divorce proceedings. This Court would
not want the children, their friends or relatives to see their mother
struggling with the divorce issues, struggling with whether or not to be
represented, to see their maternal grandparents in the background, clearly
worried about their daughter, who was very emotional and distraught
during the hearing, to listen to financial and other matters being discussed
in escalated tones, to hear accusations flying across the room, seeing their
parents in conflict in the courtroom setting where children are not
typically allowed to be present in divorce actions for very good reasons,
to know their friends and relatives can access this same video material
online at any time, etc, This material would clearly be disturbing
emotionally and mentally to most any child who witnessed it.

It was paramount in the Court’s mind that the case simmers down
and that the parties pet down to co-parenting and focusing on bringing
some peace to the restructuring they had done in two separate homes,
There had been little peace to date; in the Court’s view, continning the
case confroversy hased on any debate would not be in the best interest of
the parties or their children, Thus, the Court FINDS that the best interest
of the children would trump Sanson’s and VIPI's free speech rights in

this case,
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2. Was the Order Narrowly Drawn?

The Court must find that the Order is facially averbroad as it is not
natrowly drawn where it forbids ALL persons ar entities to disseminate
information obtained prior to the sealing without giving notice or
opportunity to be heard on the issues. However, the Court finds that the
Order to Seal Records filed Qctober &, 2016 forbids dissemination of
videos of the hearing, which is covered as the official transcript undet
NRS 125.110(2):

“All other papers, records, proceedings and evidence,
including exhibits gnd transcript of the testimony, shall,
upon the written request of either party to the action,
filed with the clerk, be sealed and shall not be open to
inspection except to the parties or their attorneys, or

when required as evidence in another action or
proceeding.” (Emphasis added.)

3. Less Restrictive Alernatives Not Available?

The Court Ordered removal of the video from the September 29,
2016 hearing from the entire “internet” and there was no discussion by
the Court of whether there were less restrictive means available (e.g.
removing the parties’ names or case number from the case--which would
be little help herc where dealing with identification by
video...). Plaintiff’s motion mentioned that the parties’ minor children

have access io FaceBook and could have accessed the videos, and this
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Court is in agreement with that view. In this era, children are frequently
online, especially watching videos on YouTube at age two (2) and older.

At this time, the Court FINDS that the only sure way it can
conceive of that would have worked to assure the restriction of the video
being shown only to interested adults, and not to children, would have
been through advertised scheduled showings in a place where children
are not allowed,

Apain, the Court FINDS as the Order Prohibiting Dissemination of
Case Material failed to give notices to any of the “All persons or
entities,” including Sanson, no one was given any means to challenge the
validity of the order, Thus, anty non-party, without prior netice, could
have been dragged into court unconstitutionally, despite lack of any
reasonable conncetion with the case,

Accordingly, the Court FINDS that the Order Prohibiting
Dissemination of Case Material to be unconstitutionally overbroad
and as such, the Court HEREBY ORDERS the Order Prohibiting
Dissemination of Case Material shall be struck and vacated.

Although the Court must find that the Order fails and cannot be
enforced as written, nonetheless, this Coutt must always have the best

interests of children in mind i all decision-making, and as such is
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compelled to find that, after the Court made it clear what the concerns
were, the Court does not find it was appropriate to continue to post the
hearing video on the internet where the parties’ minor children would
have casy access to emotionally and mentally disturbing material,
without attempting to reach an intended andience in a more responsible
way. Notwithstanding, there is nothing this Court ¢an do in this case to
enforce this viewpoint.

4, Disqualification of the Court

Since the Court finds that the Order Prohibiting Dissemination of
Case Material is overbroad and Qrders that it be struck and vacated, it
need not rule on Sanson’s request that shouid this court grant Plaintiff’s
Motion for an Otrder to Show Cause, that the Court disqualify itself under
Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 2,11 because Sanson argued that
he can reasonably infer that this Court is seeking to stifle criticism and
thus, the Court’s impartially may be questioned,

The Court would note thai there is a great deal of case law under
which his argument fails and Sanson fails to cite any rule of law in his
support. Following his reasoning, if Sanson c¢riticizes any or every
Judge, each and every Judge who he criticized must recuse from hearing

any cas¢ where Sanson involves himself. What then becomes of the
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independence of the judiciary? Independent, except for Sanson?
Independent, except for this or that reporter, or newspapet, ar news
station?

D. ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

The Court FINDS and Orders that without a valid Order
Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material, that Plaintiff’s Order to
Show Cause cannot stand.

Although the Order to Seal Records (1) excludes any pleadings,
findings, orders and judgments per NRS 125.110 requirements and under
subsection (2) this includes the video as the “official transcript” in family
court; this however, is not a fact that is widely known. The Courl does not
believe anyone working outside of the area of family court (or some inside
for that matter) would be aware that the video is the official transcript of the
hearing. Thus, the statute reads as if it is limited to documents only and does
not give proper notice to anyone as to the prohibitory use of a hearing video
as:a hearing {ranscript.

Additionally, at this juncture, the Plaintiff”s Motion for an Order to

- Show Cause is unquestionably vague as to sow fhe parties were or even

Plaintiff (real party/parties in intcrest in this case) was harined by the posting

v
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of the information on-line. Accordingly, the Court CANNOT FIND that
either Schneider or S8anson violated the Order to Seal Records.

The Court further FINDS that Plaintiff’s Motions appear to be more
about bolstering Abrams’ civil action against Schrieider and Sansan,
especially since neither party has alleged specific harm. Proper venue to
héar this matter appears to be Abrams’ civil action against Schneider and
Sanson, or the State Bar of Nevada, if appropriate.

Furthermore, it seems illogical that Plaintiff is seeking an order to
compel Defendant to personally appear in this matter when his Motion for
an Order to Show Cause is predominantly regarding allegations againat
Sanson, Plaintiff stated that both he and Defendant were mortified that case
materials were being posted on-line. Plaintiff stated that he attempted to
resolve the matter, but Sanson refused to remove the case
materials. Schneider’s alleged role in the matter was not made ¢lear to the
Court. In his Motion for an Order te Show Cause, Plaintiff made no claims
against Defendant. The Court declines to Order Defendant to personafly
appear.

s E,ATTORNEY'S FEES
Furthermore, the Court ORDERS that all parties to bear their own

fees and costs in this matter.
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i The Court Orders that the Clerk shall remove the hearings from the
Court’s calendar set for March 21, 2017 at 10:00 a,m. and March 30, 2017 at
9:00 a.m, and the case shall be CLOSED with the Notice of Entry of this
Order, which shall be prepared by Department L. The Order and Notice of
Entry of Order may be emailed and faxed to both counsel for the parties and
counsel for Mr, Sanson, who shall be advised there shall be no appearances.

Department L shall additionally mail the Order and Notice of Entry of Order

totall counsel.

\  Dated this M}' of M_, 2017.
. *

ILY DIVISION, DEPT, L
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