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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 
*** 

JENNIFER V. ABRAMS; AND THE 
ABRAMS & MAYO LAW FIRM, 
 
  Appellants, 
 
 vs. 
 
STEVE W. SANSON; AND VETERANS 
IN POLITICS INTERNATIONAL, INC.,                                         
 
                     Respondents. 
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) 
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MOTION FOR RECUSAL OF CHIEF JUSTICE PICKERING AND FOR 

THE APPOINTMENT OF SENIOR JUSTICES AND/OR DISTRICT 
COURT JUDGES TO PARTICIPATE IN APPELLANT’S EN BANC 

RECONSIDERATION 
 

COME NOW Appellants, JENNIFER V. ABRAMS and THE ABRAMS & 

MAYO LAW FIRM, by and through their attorneys of record, Marshal S. Willick, 

Esq., of Willick Law Group and Mitchell J. Langberg, Esq., of Brownstein Hyatt 

Farber Schreck, LLP, and hereby move this Court for the recusal of Chief Justice 

Pickering from participation in Appellant’s recently filed Petition for En Banc 

Reconsideration and for the designation of three (or two, if Chief Justice Pickering 
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May 26 2020 11:35 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 73838   Document 2020-19794



2 

does not recuse) additional senior justices and/or district court judges to replace 

Chief Justice Pickering, as well as Justices Cadish and Silver who have both 

previously recused. 

A. Introductory Statement 

By this motion, Petitioners do not intend to attack the integrity of Chief Justice 

Pickering or to suggest she has engaged in any misconduct.  Rather, recusal is 

necessitated by the ongoing misconduct of Respondents Steve Sanson and Veterans 

In Politics International, Inc.  

Justice Pickering announced her reelection bid in November 2019.  On May 

4, 2020, all parties received notice that Petitioners would be filing a Petition for En 

Banc Reconsideration, which necessarily would require Justice Pickering to consider 

this case.  Only after that (and only four weeks before the election), on May 11, 

2020, Veterans in Politics International very publicly endorsed Justice Pickering.   

Not every endorsement should trigger recusal by a judge.  But the timing of 

this endorsement and the history of this party (which has caused to the recent recusal 

of many judges), makes recusal necessary to preserve the integrity of the judicial 

system and to prevent the appearance of bias.  

Two justices of this Court have already recused themselves from this case.  

Regardless of whether this motion is granted, pursuant to this Court’s Internal 

Operating Procedures, “substitute judges” should be appointed to fill the vacant seats 

so that the issue of reconsideration can be considered by the “full court.”  
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B. Procedural history 

This matter was decided via published opinion by the Southern Nevada Panel 

of this Court—consisting of Justices Gibbons, Hardesty, and Stiglich—on March 5, 

2020.  Due to several legal and factual errors made by the Panel that formed the basis 

for this Court’s decision, Appellants sought a rehearing. That petition was denied by 

the Panel on April 24, 2020. On May 22, 2020 Appellants filed a Petition for En 

Banc Reconsideration with the full Court. 

C. Chief Justice Pickering should recuse from hearing this matter 

Chief Justice Pickering, who was not on the Southern Nevada Panel of this 

Court which issued the opinion at issue, is currently running in a contested re-

election campaign to retain her seat on the Nevada Supreme Court. Every election 

cycle, Respondents, Steve Sanson and Veterans in Politics International, interview 

candidates for public office and give out endorsements for federal, state and local 

elections, including a heavy-handed focus on judicial races. 

On May 11, 2020, Mr. Sanson announced during a “square table” discussion 

of judicial candidates that Chief Justice Pickering had been “endorsed for re-

election” by the Nevada chapter of Veterans In Politics International. Multiple email 

blasts and social media posts from him and his organization have touted the 
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endorsement.1 Chief Justice Pickering also displays the endorsement on her re-

election website. Mr. Sanson has made clear that it is his organization’s long-

standing policy that only candidates who participate in the organization’s interview 

process are eligible for endorsement. Thus, it appears that Chief Justice Pickering 

has been in recent contact with Respondents as it relates to her bid for re-election. 

NRAP 35(a) permits a party to an action to file a motion to disqualify any 

justice or judge of the Supreme Court or Court of Appeals. In fact, pursuant to   

Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct (NCJC) Rule 2.11(A), Chief Justice Pickering 

should recuse herself.  Comment 1 to the rule makes clear that no actual bias is 

required:  “Under this Rule, a judge is disqualified whenever the judge’s impartiality 

might reasonably be questioned, regardless of whether any of the specific 

provisions of paragraphs (A)(1) through (6) apply.” (emphasis added). 

This is not an attack on Chief Justice Pickering’s integrity.  It is the result of 

Sanson’s relentless attempts to corrupt the judicial process in this and many other 

cases.  

This case was filed on January 9, 2017. Four months later, in April 2017, 

Steve Sanson publicly declared “War” on the Clark County Family Court2 for the 

 
1  See emails and social media posts from Mr. Sanson and Veterans In Politics 

International, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 
2  See Exhibit 2. To be clear, Sanson’s focus on family court only began after 

he was sued for defamation. The false and defamatory statements about Abrams 
were disseminated as part of an extortion scheme and were not part of any regular 
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purpose of trying to retroactively “legitimize” the defamatory statements for which 

he was sued. On July 14, 2017, Steve Sanson emailed a letter to Chief Judge 

Elizabeth Gonzales discussing issues in this case.3 That correspondence was emailed 

to every judge in the Eighth Judicial District and to the Justices of this Court. These 

were not the only efforts to influence the outcome of the case. 

A Notice of Appeal was filed on August 21, 2017. Justice Cherry had not yet 

retired. On January 6, 2018, Steve Sanson announced that Justice Michael Cherry 

would be appearing as a guest on Veterans In Politics talk-show that Saturday.4 This 

was the first time Justice Cherry was scheduled to appear on the show. When the 

conflict was brought to Justice Cherry’s attention,5 he canceled his scheduled 

appearance on the show and later recused from a related appeal, Veterans In Politics 

Intl. v. Willick.6  

After receiving notice on May 4, 2020 of Appellant’s intent to file a Petition 

for En Banc Reconsideration with the full Court, Sanson publicly announced his 

endorsement of Chief Justice Pickering on May 11, 2020.  

 

“reporting” about family court or part of the “War” on family court that was not even 
begun until months after the lawsuit was filed. 

3  See Exhibit 3. 
4  See announcement attached as Exhibit 4.  
5  See Exhibit 5.  
6  Justice Cherry had already retired by the time this matter completed briefing 

and was heard. 
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These are not isolated incidents. Documentation of Sanson’s prior deliberate 

attempts to influence the outcome of pending cases is extensive. 

The complaint in the Willick v. Sanson matter was filed on January 27, 2017. 

After bouncing among departments due to multiple recusals, the matter was assigned 

to Department 18, which at the time, was vacant and presided over by rotating senior 

judges. In August 2017, the Hon. Mark B. Bailus was appointed by Governor 

Sandoval to the vacant Department 18 seat. Sanson promptly contacted him.  

On November 18, 2017, Sanson announced that he had scheduled Judge 

Bailus to appear on the VIPI talk-show on November 25, 2017.7 Judge Bailus did, 

in fact, appear on the talk-show, during which Sanson provided him with campaign 

advertising on the air. This was the first time Mark Bailus was invited on the show.  

Willick filed a Motion to Disqualify Judge based on the out-of-court 

communications between Sanson and Judge Bailus, including the judge’s 

appearance on the VIPI radio show while the case was pending in his department. 

Before the Motion was heard, Judge Bailus recused himself from the case.8  

In September 2017, Sanson attempted to influence the Hon. Bryce Duckworth 

on behalf of litigant Douglas Ansell, in a case where Willick represented Mrs. 

Ansell. Sanson called Judge Duckworth on his cell phone to discuss the Ansell 

 
7  See Exhibit 6.  
8  Even though the appearance occurred while the case was stayed pending 

appeal and Judge Bailus voluntarily recused himself, the Commission on Judicial 
Discipline still took action as appropriate under the circumstances. See Exhibit 7.  
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case ex parte. Due to the interference in the judicial process by Sanson, Judge 

Duckworth was compelled to recuse himself after presiding over the case for two 

years. Judge Duckworth’s findings make clear that Sanson’s intention was to use ex 

parte manipulation to influence the outcome of the pending litigation: 

[N]otwithstanding his self-proclaimed faux cover of seeking to “expose 
injustice and corruption,” Mr. Sanson’s sole motivation for 
communicating with this Court was to intimidate and harass the Court. 
Mr. Sanson proudly proclaims that he has “declared war” on the Family 
Court. There is no doubt that the courts are under attack and that the 
entire judiciary of this great State of Nevada is on notice that, behind 
that false banner of “justice and corruption” is an individual and group 
who seek to manipulate, intimidate and control. The arsenal of weapons 
that Mr. Sanson utilizes include attempts to manipulate, intimidate and 
control the judicial process through off-the-record communications. 
This case has exposed the reality of his tactics.  
 

Judge Duckworth explained Sanson’s lack of remorse and his attempt to deflect 

blame to the Court:  

What should be frightening to this Court (and members of the Nevada 
judiciary in general) is that Mr. Sanson refused to acknowledge at the 
August 30, 2017 hearing that his communication with the Court about 
a pending case was inappropriate. Specifically, Mr. Sanson, through his 
counsel, suggested it was the Court’s fault based on the earlier 
conversation cited above. This Court reiterates that it is inappropriate 
to communicate with a judicial officer off the record about a pending 
case – at any time and under any circumstances. Mr. Sanson’s 
attempts to deflect blame to the Court are appalling.  
 

Judge Duckworth explained that Sanson retaliates against those who don’t 

“kowtow and cower to his manipulation and control:” 

Is there anything more corrupt than the influence Mr. Sanson sought to 
exert over the Court? And he proclaims that he seeks to expose 
corruption? Because this Court called him out on the inappropriateness 
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of his communication and refused to kowtow and cower to his 
manipulation and control, Mr. Sanson predictably let the Court know 
that his wrath was coming out against the Court. This type of threat to 
any judicial officer strikes at the very core of the integrity of the judicial 
process. Moreover, such threatening behavior is an attempt to 
manipulate and control judicial officers if they do not succumb to Mr. 
Sanson’s desired result. 9 
 
When this order and the related hearing started circulating on the internet, Mr. 

Sanson promptly used VIPI and his “Family Court WAR” movement to launch a 

smear campaign against Judge Duckworth. In a Facebook photo known as a 

“meme,” Mr. Sanson likened Department Q to a dumpster fire.10 Sanson continued 

his attacks on Judge Duckworth, ignoring Sanson’s own attempted corruption and 

instead, falsely alleging a conflict with “Willick’s litigant.”11 

As a result of Sanson’s corrupt behavior, the Ansell divorce was permanently 

assigned to a senior judge. 

In this and the Willick case, Sanson hunted down several judges assigned to 

this case, in ex parte communications trying to alter the outcome of the litigation. 

As a result of Sanson’s relentless efforts to corrupt the judicial process, a Motion to 

Disqualify Eighth Judicial District Court Elected Judiciary, And For Permanent 

Assignment to the Senior Judge Program or, Alternatively, To A District Court 

 
9  8 AA 1529-1539 
10  See Facebook photo posted on a page managed by Mr. Sanson, attached hereto 

as Exhibit 8. 
11  See Exhibit 9.  
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Judge Outside of Clark County was filed in both the Abrams v. Sanson and Willick 

v. Sanson cases on January 24, 2018.  

Both cases were assigned to the senior judge program. The cases were 

assigned to Senior Judge Kathy Hardcastle on March 5, 2018.  

In January 2019, Sanson entered Judge Hardcastle’s courtroom in an unrelated 

case and was asked to leave. On this basis, Sanson filed a meritless judicial discipline 

complaint against Judge Hardcastle.  On May 20, 2020 Sanson used his own 

meritless filing as a pretext for filing a Motion to Disqualify Senior Judge which is 

currently pending.  

There are many more instances of Sanson’s interference in the judicial 

process—it is part and parcel of a deliberate attempt to corrupt judicial proceedings 

in numerous cases over an extended period of time. And, as called out by Judge 

Duckworth and the newspapers, judicial corruption is actually what business Sanson 

is in—all his other actions simply support that business model.12  

In this context, the endorsement received by Chief Justice Pickering is more 

than a “de minimis” interest that could be substantially affected by the proceeding.  

See NCJC Rule 2.11(A)(2)(c). NCJC provisions on “Terminology” define “[d]e 

minimis” as “an insignificant interest that could not raise a reasonable question 

regarding the judge’s impartiality.” The potential retraction of Veterans In Politics 

 
12  See Exhibit 10.  
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International’s endorsement and backlash from the organization should the Chief 

Justice rule against Respondents cannot help but be a legitimate concern—to her, 

and to us.  

In the context Sanson and his extensive history of both currying relationships 

with and retaliating against judges, the fact that the Chief Justice would be put in a 

position to rule on a dispute concerning this endorser is concerning. Any reasonable 

person would question whether a jurist who has received such an endorsement in the 

midst of a pending matter could be impartial.  

The timing of the endorsement is of particular concern.  The time for 

Appellant to file a Petition for En Banc Reconsideration began to run on April 24, 

2020. An Order Granting Telephone Extension was filed and served on May 4, 2020. 

The first notice of Veterans In Politics “endorsement” of Chief Justice Pickering was 

a week later in the May 11, 2020 “square table” broadcast, followed up by written 

material dated May 13, 2020.13 

A motion to disqualify generally needs to be filed “within 60 days after 

docketing of the appeal”; however, there is an exception for good cause when a party 

only later learned of the grounds for disqualification,14 and the rule does not apply 

where a justice has not previously participated in the case.15 

 
13  See Exhibit 1.  
14  Allum v. Valley Bank, 112 Nev. 591, 915 P.2d 895 (1996) 
15   Snyder v. Viani, 112 Nev. 568, 916 P.2d 170 (1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 

963, 117 S. Ct. 385, 136 L. Ed. 2d 302 (1996) 
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Here, the facts concerning this motion were only recently discovered after Mr. 

Sanson and Chief Justice Pickering announced that the Chief Justice had received 

the endorsement of Veterans In Politics International. Chief Justice Pickering has 

also not previously participated in this case. 

It would be appropriate for Chief Justice Pickering to recuse based on the 

appearance of impropriety and the reasonable concern that the Chief Justice has 

communicated with Mr. Sanson or his representatives during the time period when 

the filing of Appellant’s Petition for En Banc Reconsideration was pending. 

D. Senior justices and/or district court judges should be appointed to hear 
Appellant’s Petition for En Banc Reconsideration. 
 
Two members of this Court—Justices Cadish and Silver—joined over a dozen 

district court judges in Clark County16 who have recused themselves from any matter 

concerning Mr. Sanson or Veterans In Politics International. Two of the three  

members of the Southern Nevada Panel of this Court who ruled against Appellants 

have now appeared in photographs online physically embraced by Respondent Steve 

Sanson.17  Only two other members of this Court remain to hear this matter—Chief 

Justice Pickering (who, as detailed above, should recuse) and Justice Parraguirre. 

 
16  VII AA 1284 
17  See photograph of Respondent Steve Sanson (wearing a “Veterans In Politics” 

t-shirt) physically embracing Justice Lydia Stiglich, attached as Exhibit 11. Also in 
the photograph is Anat Levy, Sanson’s attorney in the Sanson v. Willick matter 
which was also pending before this court en banc in Case No. 72778.  

 See photograph of Respondent Steve Sanson (wearing a “Veterans In Politics” 
t-shirt) physically embracing Justice Mark Gibbons, attached as Exhibit 12. 
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The Internal Operating Procedures (IOP) of this Court states, at Rule 12(a), in 

relevant part that “[a]ll petitions for en banc reconsideration are reviewed and 

determined by the full court.” The determination of whether such a petition is 

granted or denied is governed by Rule 12(c), which states in relevant part that 

“[w]hen two or more justices vote to reconsider a panel decision, en banc 

reconsideration shall be granted.” 

In this matter, this Court is already operating two members short of a “full 

court” due to the recusals of Justices Cadish and Silver. Should Chief Justice 

Pickering recuse, only Justice Parraguirre would be left as the sole set of “fresh eyes” 

on this matter. Appellants would naturally be at a severe disadvantage for the much-

needed review with only a four-member Court, as opposed to the seven-member 

“full” Court required under IOP Rule 12(a). 

IOP Rule 1(g)(4) allows for the appointment of “substitute judges” selected 

from the district courts or by “recall for temporary duty a retired justice or senior 

justice possessing the qualifications stated in Nev. Const. art. 6, § 19, to sit in place 

of a justice who is disqualified or recused.”  Article 6, Section 4, Subsection 2 of the 

Nevada Constitution provides, in relevant part, that: “In case of the disability or 

disqualification, for any cause, of a justice of the Supreme Court, the Governor may 

designate a judge of the court of appeals or a district judge to sit in the place of the 

disqualified or disabled justice.” 
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Appellants request that this Court cause to have senior justices and/or district 

court judges from any judicial district outside of the eighth18 assigned to hear this 

matter in a number that would ensure a full seven-member Court for review of 

Appellant’s Petition for En Banc Reconsideration. 

DATED Tuesday, May 26, 2020. 

 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 WILLICK LAW GROUP 
 
  
 /s/ Marshal S. Willick                    _ 

Marshal S. Willick, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar Number:  2515 
3591 E. Bonanza Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89110 
Attorney for Appellants 
 
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER 
SCHRECK, LLP 

 
  
 /s/ Mitchell J. Langberg                    _ 

Mitchell J. Langberg, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar Number:  10118 
100 North City Parkway, Suite 1600 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 
Attorneys for Appellants 
 

 
18  In response to the Motion To Disqualify Eighth Judicial District Court Elected 

Judiciary, And For Permanent Assignment To The Senior Judge Program Or, 
Alternatively, To A District Court Judge Outside Of Clark County, attached hereto 
as Exhibit 13, this case was assigned to a Senior Judge.  
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VERIFICATION PURSUANT TO NRAP 35(a)(2)(B)

STATE OF NEVADA )
) ss:

COUNTY OF CLARK )

JENNIFER V. ABRAMS, being first duly sworn, hereby states that:

1. I am the Appellant in the above-entitled action.

2. I am above the age of majority and am competent to testify to the facts 

contained in this affidavit, and the facts herein are made of my own personal 

knowledge.

3. I first discovered the facts set forth in the instant motion on or about 

May 12, 2020, after I received an email blast from Respondents that Chief Justice 

Pickering had been endorsed by Veterans In Politics International. Upon further 

investigation, I discovered that Chief Justice Pickering accepted the endorsement 

and advertised it on her campaign website.

FURTHER, AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

_________________________________
JENNIFER V. ABRAMS

Subscribed and sworn to before me on
this 26th day of May, 2020, by Jennifer V. Abrams.

_________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC

DocVerify ID: 4DEBEFAC-182B-436C-BEB1-3624E984F9F8
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This notarial act was performed using
audio/visual communication as authorized by the
Electronic Notarization Enabling Act, NRS
240.181 to 240.206, inclusive.
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Signed on 2020/05/26 10:42:50 -8:00

Jennifer V. Abrams

D
o

cV
er

if
yDAVID JOHN SCHOEN IV

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF NEVADA
Commission # 13-10107-1
My Appt. Expires February 14, 2021
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Signed on 2020/05/26 10:42:50 -8:00
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CERTIFICATION OF COUNSEL PURSUANT TO NRAP 35(a)(2)(C) 
 

I, MARSHAL S. WILLICK, ESQ., attorney of record for Appellants, 

JENNIFER V. ABRAMS and THE ABRAMS AND MAYO LAW FIRM, hereby 

certify, pursuant to NRAP 35(a)(2)(C), that: 

1. I am the signing attorney to this motion, and I have the motion and 

supporting documents. 

2. The motion and supporting documents are in the form required by this 

NRAP 35. 

3. Based on personal investigation, I believe all grounds asserted to be legally 

valid and all supporting factual allegations to be true, and that the motion 

is made in good faith and not for purposes of delay or for other improper 

motive. 

DATED Tuesday, May 26, 2020. 

 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 WILLICK LAW GROUP 
 
  
 /s/ Marshal S. Willick, Esq.                    _ 

Marshal S. Willick, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar Number:  2515 
3591 E. Bonanza Road 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89110 
Attorney for Appellant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that I am an employee of Willick Law Group, and that the 

foregoing Motion for Recusal of Chief Justice Pickering and for the Appointment of 

Senior Justices and/or District Court Judges to Participate in Appellant’s En Banc 

Reconsideration was filed electronically with the Nevada Supreme Court in the 

above-entitled matter on Tuesday, May 26, 2020.  Electronic service of the foregoing 

document shall be made in accordance with the Master Service List, pursuant to 

NEFCR 9, as follows: 

Margaret A. McLetchie, Esq. 
McLetchie Shell LLC 

Attorney for Respondent 
 
 
 

/s/Justin K Johnson 
_____________________________________________ 

An Employee of Willick Law Group 
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Judges' ties with Sanson have 
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January 20, 2018 - n:ig pm f 
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Internet radio show host, self-proclaimed veterans advocate and judicial 

endorser Steve Sanson is in a legal no man's Land. 

Sanson's years of providing District Court judges with free advertising —

and judges foolishly appearing on his show and pursuing his political 

support — are now working against him. 

Local judges don't want to hear a defamation lawsuit filed against the 

social media and email bomb thrower. 
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Seven District Court judges have recused themselves from his defamation 

case, Elissa Cadish, Jim Crockett, David Jones and Valerie Adair were the 

first to say they wouldn't hear his case, some citing the Nevada Code of 

Judicial Ethics, 

Judge Kerry Earley issued a minute order taking herself off the case "to 

avoid the appearance of impropriety and implied bias" because she knows 

Sanson. 

Judge Adriana Escobar did the same, citing "a professional relationship" 

with Sanson during previous campaigns, including the endorsement of his 

organization, Veterans in Politics International. 

One judge, Mark Bailus, a newbie who was appointed to the bench in May 

2017, showed incredibly poor judgment. Bailus appeared on Sanson's 

show even though he was hearing the defamation case Las Vegas 

attorney Marshal Willick filed against Sanson a year ago. 

When Sanson's case was assigned to him, he initially insisted he would not 

be biased, Later he conceded he should take himself off the case, so Chief 

Judge Elizabeth Gonzalez did it for him, 

Willick alleged that Sanson and Veterans in Politics International have a 

"continuing campaign of malicious, false and/or misleading statements 

regarding (Willick's) reputation and business." 

Willick wanted the case assigned to a senior judge who doesn't have to 

run for election and won't be intimidated by Sanson's antics. Sanson 

fought to keep Bailus on the defamation case. It's clear now that Sanson 

won't be able to leverage his relationships with judges to obtain favorable 

treatment in court. 

Veterans in Politics, which many years ago was a nonprofit, is now 

Veterans in Politics International, a for-profit organization because of its 

political activism. Sanson is president. 

Because it's no longer a nonprofit, it doesn't have to file documents that 

report income and how revenues are spent. It's Sanson's business, and he 

describes himself as "president and owner." He says on his website it's a 

100 percent all-volunteer operation. 

But how many people who donate to Veterans in Politics International 

realize it's no longer a nonprofit and hasn't been for about six years? How 

many voters realize that Sanson's endorsements are, in fact, a business 

plan? 
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There's a Lot of smoke surrounding Sanson, whose big fundraiser is Feb. 

10, a Valentine's Day event at the Plaza, Expect some judges to be in 

attendance. 

Folks paying $125 each or $1,000 for a table for eight need to know they 

can't deduct it on their taxes. Don't be fooled by his website, 

veteransinpolitics.org  (https://veteransinpolitics.org/). A dot-org URL can 

be used by for-profit entities, but the public typically does not make that 

association. Don't expect Sanson to change the domain name to a dot-

com to better reflect that he's operating a business, 

Sanson is a friend to some elected officials and a foe to others. He sees 

himself as a political power player. Plenty of veterans and political figures 

see him as a poser. 

He cozies up to politicians, claiming that his endorsements are powerful in 

the veterans community. He can be a vicious enemy as well, filing multiple 

complaints against judges who ignore him and won't go on his show. He 

bashes some judges and endorses others on his radio show. 

In August, Family Court Judge Bryce Duckworth accused Sanson of trying 

to intimidate him and took himself off a divorce and child custody case 

(https://www.reviewjournatcom/local/local-las-vegas/famity-court-

judge-accuses-agitator-steve-sanson-of-intimidation/)  after Sanson, who 

was not a party in the matter, tried to contact him directly about the case. 

Duckworth made a finding I agree with loo percent: "Notwithstanding his 

self-proclaimed faux cover of seeking to 'expose injustice and corruption,' 

Mr. Sanson's sole motivation for communicating with this Court was to 

intimidate and harass the Court." 

Sanson is riding on the backs of veterans to give himself a political profile. 

In September, I wrote about his four failures to become an elected official 

himself (https://www.reviewjournaLcom/news/news-columns/jane-

an  n-mo rrison/sansons-latest-complai nt-li ke-h i m-a-political-loser/). 

Several people have said Sanson needs to be investigated, including 

Duckworth, You'd think his request would have some clout with the proper 

agency, 

At Least two other men have also asked government officials to investigate 

Sanson. Mark DiCiero, a former Longtime local morning radio personality, 

and attorney Stephen Stubbs have urged scrutiny of Sanson. 
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Veterans Award Ceremony at the Plaza Hotel & Casino 

Officiated the Ceremony: Commissioner Steve Sisolak 

Recipients of the Award: 

CpI. Mike Edwards USMC  
Cpl. Tom Martin USMC  

Staff Sqt. Jason Brooks USMC 
Sqt. Kaine Marzola USMC  

Sgt. Tevin Flores USA 
PFC_J3eniamin At_jer USA  
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Pvt. A_yleen Ortega LISA 

Litigants Corner 

The taken of children from loving, caring, responsible parents will 
come to a drastic END!  

Against a CORRUPT Family Court System that's driven by money, 
power and association.  

This is a CIVIL DEATH! WE want to hear your story. 

It's up to us to let the System know 
that they are NOT above the law.  

Must see news footage: 
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The Violation of YOUR Constitutional Rights is a Nation Wide Epidemic 
within the Family Court System! 

Opinion Corner  
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THE ONLY 
PEOPLE WHO 
ARE MAD AT 

YOU FOR 
SPEAKING THE. 

TRUTH ARE 
THOSE PEOPLE 

WHO ARE.  
LIVING A LIE, 

KEEP SPEAKING 
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