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ARGUMENT 

 During oral argument on January 9, 2019, this Court asked for citations 

pertaining to a purported “retraction or correction” posted by the Appellants to the 

false and defamatory claim that Mr. Willick was “convicted of sexual coercion of a 

minor child,” and inquired of the applicability of NRS 41.336 and NRS 41.337. 

 On January 14, Respondents filed a motion for leave to file a supplemental 

brief addressing, among other issues, those inquires, which Appellants opposed.  

On January 30, 2019, this Court entered an order granting the motion in part and 

directing Respondents to file a revised supplemental brief “solely addressing the 

purported retraction or correction of an allegation that respondent had been 

convicted of a criminal offense.”1 

 Respondents’ brief follows. 

I. THE ACTUAL STATEMENTS AND THEIR PUBLICATION 

 

 Beginning on January 12, 2017, Appellants posted an article, titled:2  

Attorney Marshall Willick and his pal convicted of sexually coercion 

of a minor Richard Crane was found guilty of defaming a law student 

in a United States District Court Western District of Virginia signed 

by US District Judge Norman K. Moon. 

 

 This false assertion was spread to tens of thousands of people by being 

repeatedly posted, re-posted, copied, and “boosted” by Sanson.3  One of Sanson’s 

                                                 
1  This was one of two false assertions of criminal convictions at issue in this 

case, as detailed below. 



3 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
2  AA II:000269. 

3  AA II:000269; AA VII:001506.  The publications and republications 

included at least the following: 

1/12/17 11:04 pm Steve.Sanson1 Facebook Page 

1/12/17 11:42 pm  Twitter  

1/12/17 11:51 pm   Nevada Court Watchers Facebook Page 

1/12/17   11:52 pm    Veterans In Politics Facebook Page 

1/12/17   11:57 pm Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

Facebook Page 

1/12/17   11:58 pm    Nevada Veterans in Politics Facebook Page 

1/12/17   11:59 pm    Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook Page 

1/12/17   11:59 pm    Steve W. Sanson Facebook Page 

1/13/17   12:00 am    Veterans in Politics International Facebook Page 

1/13/17   12:06 am    Twitter  

1/13/17   12:07 am    Steve.Sanson3 Facebook Page 

1/13/17   12:22 am    Family Court Support Group Facebook Page 

1/13/17   12:32 am    Twitter   

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page                              

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Veterans In Politics Facebook page  

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/14/17 3:33  pm   Nevada Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

1/14/17 3:34  pm   Twitter 

1/14/17 4:07  pm   Twitter 

1/16/17 10:00 am  Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page 

1/16/17 10:00 am  Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

1/16/17 10:00 am  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/16/17 10:03 am  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/16/17 10:03 am  Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/16/17 10:03 am  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/16/17 10:03 am  Veterans In Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17 11:00 am   Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/18/17 11:00 am   Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17 11:00 am   Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/18/17 11:00 am   Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17 11:00 am   Twitter 

1/18/17 11:00 am   Veterans In Politics Facebook page 
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subscribers, Lee Pudemonhuchin Gilford, read the words exactly as they were 

intended to be understood, and responded by posting a comment on Facebook:  

And this is how the defamation lawsuits begin. Nothing you shared 

indicates that Willick did anything but employ a nasty bastard. You 

have intentionally indicated that he was convicted. I offer you a 

couple of choices to correct this, because as someone claiming to 

represent veterans, I would appreciate it at least done in a legal 

way. 

A) provide evidence that Willick was convicted. 

B) change your caption 

C) take this crap to your personal page.4 

 

 Sanson did not retract or correct the false original assertion, but doubled 

down by publishing the false assertion that the original false accusation was true: 

Look Lee you are a Marine correct.. Everything we put out is true.. 

If you don’t believe that don’t engage in our page. We been doing this 

for over a decade. Maybe you should do your own reserach [sic] 

before you engage in another conversation with our group. Semper Fi5 

 

                                                                                                                                                             

1/20/17 1:20   am   Twitter 

1/20/17 1:22   am   Steve.Sanson3 Facebook page 

1/21/17 9:32   am   Twitter  

1/21/17 12:20 pm   Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/21/17 12:30 pm   Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page 

1/21/17 12:30 pm   Veterans In Politics Facebook page 

1/21/17 12:30 pm   Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/21/17 12:30 pm   Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/21/17 12:30 pm   Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/21/17 12:30 pm   Veterans In Politics Facebook page 

4  AA II:000269 [Emphasis added]; As detailed in the briefs, the issue raised 

by a communication is the message conveyed to those reading the actual words 

used. 

5  Id. [Emphasis added] 
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 This was not a matter of “poor grammar” or “two missing commas” as 

falsely claimed by Ms. Levy during oral argument—this was an intentional and 

calculated campaign to defame Mr. Willick and harm his reputation with false 

accusations of criminal activity, which went on for months.6 

 The false accusations were never retracted or corrected.  The postings above 

remained visible in their original form, unchanged and uncorrected, when the 

litigation at issue was filed to try to compel a retraction or correction.7  

                                                 
6  Ms Levy’s assertion at argument that there were “only five comments” was 

false.  Various versions, cross-references, and republications of the false 

accusations were made to tens of thousands of people over a period of months in a 

wide variety of formats and media.  There was nothing “accidental” about it 

whatsoever. 

7  AA VII:001510.  As of Friday, March 10, 2017, the original false accusation 

continued to be posted at: 

1/12/17  11:42 pm  Twitter  

1/12/17  11:51 pm  Nevada Court Watchers Facebook Page 

1/12/17  11:57 pm  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

Facebook Page  

1/12/17  11:59 pm  Steve W. Sanson Facebook Page 

1/13/17  12:06 am  Twitter  

1/13/17  12:22 am  Family Court Support Group Facebook Page 

1/13/17  12:32 am  Twitter   

1/14/17  3:33 pm  Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page                              

1/14/17  3:33 pm  VeteransIn Politics Facebook page  

1/14/17  3:33 pm  Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/14/17  3:33 pm  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/14/17  3:33 pm  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/14/17  3:33 pm  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/14/17  3:33 pm  Nevada Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

1/14/17  3:34 pm  Twitter 

1/14/17  4:07 pm  Twitter 

1/16/17  10:00 am  Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page 
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 One of the variations of the false accusation consisted of the reposting of the 

original two days later, this time with a comma after the words “sexually coercion 

of a minor”:  

Attorney Marshall Willick and his pal convicted of sexually coercion 

of a minor, Richard Crane was found guilty of defaming a law student 

in a United States District Court Western District of Virginia signed 

by US District Judge Norman K. Moon.8 

 

 That was no correction but actually, a worsening of the original defamatory 

post, which continued to make a directly false claim of fact about a criminal 

                                                                                                                                                             

1/16/17  10:00 am  Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

1/16/17  10:00 am  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/16/17  10:03 am  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/16/17  10:03 am  Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/16/17  10:03 am  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/16/17  10:03 am  VeteransIn Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Twitter 

1/18/17  11:00 am  VeteransIn Politics Facebook page 

1/20/17  1:20 am  Twitter 

1/20/17  1:22 am  Steve.Sanson3 Facebook page 

1/21/17  9:32 am  Twitter  

1/21/17  12:20 pm  Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  VeteransIn Politics Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

8  AA VIII:001648 
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conviction of Mr. Willick that never happened, and emphasizing a second false 

accusation of a criminal conviction, targeting Mr. Willick’s employee.9 

 On January 18, a purported “clarification” (not a retraction or a correction) 

was posted by Sanson.  It did not reference, retract, or correct the earlier false 

accusation of a criminal conviction of Mr. Willick.10  Nowhere in the 

“clarification” was the prior defamatory statement retracted. 

 Further, after Sanson posted the “clarification,” he reposted the original 

false and defamatory material at least 16 more times.11  As of today, they remain 

                                                 
9  This is discussed in the following section. 

10  AA VII:001469. 

CLARIFICATION:  

Attorney Marshall Willick’s letters against opposing party found 

defamatory per se in 2008; Willick settled before trial on issue 

privilege 

Click onto link below: 

http://files.constantcontact.com/...../88ac11b2-cd2b-434e-a9fb-...  

Richard Crane, formerly with Willick’s firm, guilty of sexual 

misconduct involving a minor and suspended from the practice of law. 

Click onto the link below 

http://filese.constantcontact.com/...00cf69c6-5558-48e6-8f73... 

 

The “clarification” contains the false assertion that many years earlier a case 

was “settled before trial on issue privilege.”  In reality, the Virginia matter was a 

civil case settled by an insurance company having nothing to do with “issue 

privilege.” 

11  AA VII:001512; AA VIII:001649. 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Veterans in Politics Facebook page 
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posted—unretracted, and uncorrected, in multiple places under Sanson’s direct 

control.12  This is a fact of which this Court can take judicial notice,13 and 

demonstrates that there was never any desire, or attempt, to retract or correct the 

original false accusations. 

In short, there was no inadvertent omissions of a comma, no “correction,” 

and no retraction of the defamatory posts, and Ms. Levy’s assertions of such at oral 

argument were false.  Sanson’s use of defamatory smear campaigns to harass, his 

                                                                                                                                                             

1/18/17  11:00 am  Twitter 

1/18/17  11:00 am  Veterans In Politics Facebook page 

1/20/17  1:20 am  Twitter 

1/20/17  1:22 am  Steve.Sanson3 Facebook page 

1/21/17  9:32 am  Twitter  

1/21/17  12:20 pm Veterans In Politics International Facebook Page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm Steve.Sanson1 Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Veterans In Politics Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Eye on Nevada Politics Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Steve W. Sanson Facebook page 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Veterans In Politics: Operation Never Forget 

1/21/17  12:30 pm  Veterans in Politics Facebook page 

12  34 of those original defamatory posts are still on Appellant’s Facebook 

pages and website. 

13  In Mack v. Estate of Mack, 125 Nev. 80, 91-92, 206 P.3d 98, 106 (2009), the 

Nevada Supreme Court detailed matters about which the Court might take judicial 

notice, and the policies applicable in doing so.  Specifically, the Court held: “we 

may take judicial notice of facts generally known or capable of verification from a 

reliable source, whether we are requested to or not. See NRS 47.150(1). Further, 

we may take judicial notice of facts that are “[c]apable of accurate and ready 

determination by resort to sources whose accuracy cannot reasonably be 

questioned, so that the fact is not subject to reasonable dispute.” See NRS 

47.130(2)(b).”  The fact of whether something is or is not posted on a web site as 

of a certain date is an objective fact susceptible to accurate and ready 

determination. 
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defiant refusal to correct or apologize for his wrongdoing, and his direct targeting 

of Mr. Willick and threatening members of the judiciary were noted by the 

Honorable Bryce Duckworth, in formal findings: 

Even at the August 30, 2017 hearing, Mr. Sanson remained 

unapologetic. In fact, his demeanor and conduct was defiant, even 

lashing out at Mr. Willick to the point of being admonished by the 

Court. Instead of apologizing to the Court, his follow-up 

communication was a veiled threat to the Court. This threat by Mr. 

Sanson, as stated by Mr. Sanson and interpreted by the Court, was to 

harass the Court and to hurl baseless and defamatory accusations 

about the Court.14 

 

If there ever had been a valid retraction or correction of the underlying false 

and defamatory accusations made by Sanson against Mr. Willick, the underlying 

lawsuit would likely not exist. Amongst the relief being sought in the case is a 

valid retraction and deletion of the false and defamatory material which remains 

posted today.  Sanson has refused every request to do so. 

                                                 
14  See Order of Recusal entered by the Honorable Bryce Duckworth in Irina 

Ansell v. Douglas Ansell, filed on September 5, 2017, in Eighth Judicial District 

Court case number D-15-521960-D, attached as Exhibit A.  This order is a public 

record from a reliable source; thus, this Court may take judicial notice of it.  See 

Mack, supra; NRS 47.150(1); NRS 47.130(2)(b).  

 As expressly held by Judge Duckworth, VIPI and Sanson are in the business 

of attempting judicial corruption, and the smear campaign against Mr. Willick is 

VIPI doing its “business,” as it was in the smear campaign against Ms. Abrams in 

the Saiter matter.   The VIPI Defendants are attempting to re-label their paid smear 

campaign as “protected speech.” However, smear campaigns for hire are no more 

deserving of protection than selling forged artwork, and Appellants should be 

rebuffed here for the same reason as in Coker v. Sassone, 135 Nev. Adv. Op. 2 

(Jan. 3, 2019). 
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II. THE SECOND ACCUSATION THAT ANYONE WAS EVER 

“FOUND GUILTY OF DEFAMATION” 

 

 The original posting on January 12 made a second accusation of a criminal 

conviction, falsely claiming that Mr. Willick and/or his employee had been “found 

guilty” of defamation.  Defamation is a crime in Virginia, but there was never a 

criminal defamation case against Mr. Crane or Mr. Willick, let alone a conviction. 

 As noted briefly above, many years ago there was a nuisance civil suit filed 

by Scotlund Vaile against Mr. Willick’s firm, which the insurance company chose 

to settle rather than expend resources to litigate.15 

As detailed in the very attachment Sanson appended to the false accusation, 

stating that someone was “found guilty” of something constitutes, in Virginia, the 

direct accusation of a criminal conviction.16 

This is what Ms. Levy attempted to deflect at oral argument by claiming that 

a false assertion of fact is somehow not a false assertion of fact if the person 

making the false assertion includes enough clues that a reader could eventually 

uncover that it was false.  Her argument should be rejected, especially in light of 

Sanson’s express representation online, in response to a direct inquiry on the 

                                                 
15  This Court is, of course, familiar with the extremely litigious Mr. Vaile, who 

has had some 10 or 15 cases dismissed by this Court over the years.  See Vaile v. 

District Court, 118 Nev. 262, 44 P.3d 506 (2002); Vaile v. Porsboll, 128 Nev. 27, 

268 P. 3d 1272, 128 Nev. 27 (2012); Vaile v. Vaile, 133 Nev. ___, 396 P.3d 791 

(Adv. Opn. 30, June 22, 2017). 

16  See VII AA 723, opinion of Judge Moon attached by Sanson. 
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matter, that “everything we put out is true.” Judge Thompson rejected that 

argument, and this Court should do the same upon its de novo review of the motion 

hearing below. 

 The primary point here is that Sanson never retracted, corrected, or even 

referenced that his original accusation of a criminal conviction for defamation was 

false.  In fact, he falsely posted online that it was true.  That accusation, like the 

other one about “sexual coercion,” continued to be posted by Sanson repeatedly 

after the bogus “clarification” and it remains posted in multiple venues under 

Sanson’s direct control to this day. 

III. SANSON’S BOGUS “CLARIFICATION” FAILS AS A 

“CORRECTION” UNDER NRS 41.336 AND NRS 41.337 

 

A correction to “publication of libel in a newspaper, or of a slander by radio 

or television broadcast” is governed by NRS 41.336 and NRS 41.337. Neither the 

Nevada Legislature nor this Court has expanded the plain-meaning of those 

mediums to include postings on internet websites or other social media posts or by 

e-mail, which, unlike traditional newspaper, radio, and television, are routinely 

shared far beyond the original publication and disseminated beyond control. Based 

on the plain language of these statutes, they do not apply to the internet and social 

media postings and email blasts disseminated by the Sanson and the VIPI 

Defendants.  
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In 2015, the California legislature amended their statute, Cal. Civil Code 

Section 48a, to protect “enterprises engaged in the immediate dissemination of 

news on matters of public concern insofar as time constraints do not reasonably 

permit such enterprises to check sources for accuracy and stories for inadvertent 

errors. They expressly excluded, as undeserving of any such protections, “casual 

postings on a social networking Internet Web site, chat room, electronic bulletin 

board, discussion group, online forum, or other related Internet Web site”17  

In this case, Sanson’s defamatory posts were not “breaking news.” In his 

targeting of Mr. Willick, Sanson dug up and dusted off an 8-year-old decision from 

Virginia and a 7-year-old conviction of Mr. Willick’s employee for use in the 

smear campaign against Mr. Willick.  Sanson, who falsely holds himself out as 

running a media organization—had ample time and opportunity to ensure a 

factually-correct article and headline accompanied the referenced documents. 

                                                 
17  2015 Cal Stats. ch. 343 (2015 Cal AB 998) at Sec. 1. The Burnett case cited 

by the California Legislature in these revisions was a case where the U.S. District 

Court held that the National Enquirer was not a “newspaper” for the purposes of 

protection under Cal. Civil Code § 48a because, in part, the publication: (1) was 

not “under pressure to disseminate ‘news while it is news.’”; (2) did not “publish 

news under circumstances where it cannot confirm the accuracy and reliability of 

its information and sources”; (3) “appear[ed] to ‘have the advantage of greater 

leisure in which to ascertain the truth of allegations before publishing them’”; and 

(4) “relies primarily on ‘newsworthiness’ aspects of its stories such as readership 

interest and visibility in the media rather than timeliness in determining what to 

publish.” Burnett, at 958-959. This is analogous to the untimeliness and style of 

content pushed by Appellants through their various platforms, including the posts 

at issue in this case. 
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Even if NRS 41.336 did apply to internet posts and e-mails, Sanson still did 

not and, as of today, has not corrected the false and defamatory statements as 

required under NRS 41.337. As noted above, the “clarification” did not retract the 

original defamatory statement made regarding Mr. Willick; Appellants never 

publicly stated that Mr. Willick was not “convicted of sexually coercion of a 

minor” or that the prior false statement about Mr. Willick was being retracted. 

They refuse to do so. 

Additionally, the 20-day time period set forth in NRS 41.337 for the 

offending party to correct his libelous or slanderous statement requires that the 

correction be published or broadcast “in substantially as conspicuous a manner in 

the newspaper or by the broadcaster as the statements claimed to be libelous or 

slanderous.” As detailed in the record below, Appellants disseminated the original 

defamatory post at least 41 times beginning January 12, 2017, including at least 16 

times after Appellants posted their “clarification” on January 18, 2017. As of the 

hearing on Appellant’s Anti-SLAPP motion on March 10, 2017, those posts 

remained visible online.18 The “clarification” was never distributed “in 

                                                 
18  As of January 8, 2019, the original admittedly defamatory posting was still 

publicly visible on at least one of Appellants’ Facebook pages. Further, a Google 

search of “Marshall Willick” (intentionally misspelled, as done by Appellant, with 

an extra “l” in Respondent’s first name) conducted on January 9, 2019, delivers a 

link to a Pinterest post by Appellant containing the original admittedly defamatory 

posting in the #6 spot on the first page, with Appellant’s January 18, 2017 

“clarification” holding the #8 spot on the same page.  
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substantially as conspicuous a manner” as the original defamatory post—e.g., the 

“clarification” was not included in as many email blasts, was not sponsored with 

paid Facebook advertising to an equivalent audience, and was not shared or re-

posted by Appellants nearly as many times. 

Accordingly, under no circumstances should this Court find—if it even 

considers Appellants’ so-called “clarification” in deciding this appeal—that 

Appellants are protected under NRS 41.336. 

DATED: Wednesday, February 06, 2019. 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM 

 
 

      /s/ Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq.                     _ 

Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq. 

Nevada State Bar Number: 7575 

6252 South Rainbow Boulevard, Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 

Phone: (702) 222-4021 

Attorney for Respondents 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

 

1. I hereby certify that this brief complies with the formatting 

requirements of NRAP 32(a)(4), the typeface requirements of NRAP 32(a)(5) and 

the type style requirements of NRAP 32(a)(6) because: 

[x]  It has been prepared in a proportionally spaced typeface using 

Microsoft Word 2016 in font-size 14 of Times New Roman; or 

[ ] It has been prepared in a monospaced typeface using Microsoft 

Word 2016 with 10 ½ characters per inch of Courier New. 

       2. I further certify that this brief complies with the page- or type-volume 

limitations of NRAP 32(a)(7) because, excluding the parts of the brief exempted by 

NRAP 32(a)(7)(C), it is either: 

[ ]  Proportionately spaced, has a typeface of 14 points or more, 

and does not exceed ______ words; or 

[ ]  Monospaced, has 10.5 or fewer characters per inch, and does 

not exceed ______ words or ______ lines of text; or 

[x]  Does not exceed 30 pages. 

3. Further, I hereby certify that I have read this appellate brief, and to the 

best of my knowledge, and belief, it is not frivolous or interposed for any improper 

purpose.  I further certify that this Brief complies with all applicable Nevada Rules 

of Appellate Procedure, in particular NRAP 28(e)(1), which requires every 

assertion in the Brief regarding matters in the record to be supported by a reference 
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to the page and volume number, if any, of the transcript or appendix where the 

matter relied on is to be found.  I understand that I may be subject to sanctions in 

the event that the accompanying Brief is not in conformity with the requirements of 

the Nevada Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

DATED: Wednesday, February 06, 2019. 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM 

 
 

      /s/ Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq.                     _ 

Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq. 

Nevada State Bar Number: 7575 

6252 South Rainbow Boulevard, Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 

Phone: (702) 222-4021 

Attorney for Respondents 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of THE ABRAMS 

& MAYO LAW FIRM and that, on this 6th day of February, 2019, 

Respondent’s Supplemental Brief Addressing this Court’s Request During 

Oral Argument was filed electronically with the Clerk of the Nevada 

Supreme Court, and therefore electronic service was made in accordance with 

the master service list as follows, to the attorney’s listed below: 

Anat Levy, Esq. 

Anat Levy and Associates, P.C. 

Attorney for Appellants 

 

Marc J. Randazza, Esq. 

Randazza Legal Group, PLLC 

Counsel for Amici Curiae 

 

 

 

_               /s/ David J. Schoen, IV, ACP                _                                                                                   

An Employee of THE ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM 
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