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Chronological Index

Doc
No.

Description Vol. Bates Nos.

1 Complaint, filed 10/08/2012 I AA000001-
AA000008

2 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Complaint,
filed 11/15/2012

I AA000009-
AA000015

3 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss, filed 12/06/2012

I AA000016-
AA000059

4 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss Complaint, filed 01/10/2013

I AA000060-
AA000074

5 First Amended Complaint, filed 01/30/2013 I AA000075-
AA000081

6 Decision and Order, filed 02/11/2013 I AA000082-
AA000087

7 Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration,
filed 02/27/2013

I AA000088-
AA000180

8 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion Seeking
Reconsideration of the Court’s February 8,
2013 Order Denying Defendants’ Motion to
Dismiss, filed 03/18/2013

I AA000181-
AA000187

9 Defendant’s Motion to Strike Amended
Complaint, filed 03/25/2013

I AA000188-
AA000192

10 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion for
Reconsideration, filed 03/28/2013

I AA000193-
AA000201

11 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Strike First Amended
Complaint and Counter-Motion for a Default
Judgment or Sanctions Pursuant to EDCR
7.60(b), filed 04/11/2013

II AA000202-
AA000231



12 Defendant A Cab, LLC’s Answer to
Complaint, filed 04/22/2013

II AA000232-
AA000236

13 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Strike Amended Complaint, filed 04/22/2013

II AA000237-
AA000248

14 Minute Order from April 29, 2013 Hearing II AA000249

15 Order, filed 05/02/2013 II AA000250-
AA000251

16 Defendant A Cab, LLC’s Answer to First
Amended Complaint, filed 05/23/2013

II AA000252-
AA000256

17 Motion to Certify this Case as a Class Action
Pursuant to NRCP Rule 23 and Appoint a
Special Master Pursuant to NRCP Rule 53,
filed 05/19/2015

II AA000257-
AA000398

18 Defendant’s Opposition to Motion to Certify
Case as Class Action Pursuant to NRCP 23
and Appoint a Special Master Pursuant to
NRCP 53, filed 06/08/2015

III AA000399-
AA000446

19 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify this Case as a
Class Action Pursuant to NRCP Rule 23 and
Appoint a Special Master Pursuant to NRCP
Rile 53, filed 07/13/2018

III AA000447-
AA000469

20 Defendant’s Motion for Declaratory Order
Regarding Statue of Limitations, filed
08/10/2015

III AA000470-
AA000570

21 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
Second Claim for Relief, filed 08/10/2015

III AA000571-
AA000581

22 Second Amended Supplemental Complaint,
filed 08/19/2015

III AA000582-
AA000599

23 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion for Declaratory Order
Regarding Statue of Limitations, filed

IV AA000600-
AA000650



08/28/2015

24 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
Second Claim for Relief, filed 08/28/2015

IV AA000651-
AA000668

25 Defendants Reply In Support of Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Second Claim for Relief,
filed 09/08/2015

IV AA000669-
AA000686

26 Defendant’s Reply In Support of Motion for
Declaratory Order Regarding Statue of
Limitations, filed 09/08/2015

IV AA000687-
AA000691

27 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
First Claim for Relief, filed 09/11/2015

IV AA000692-
AA000708

28 Defendant A Cab, LLC’s Answer to Second
Amended Complaint, filed 09/14/2015

IV AA000709-
AA000715

29 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss and for
Summary Judgment Against Plaintiff
Michael Murray, filed 09/21/2015

IV AA000716-
AA000759

30 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss and for
Summary Judgment Against Plaintiff
Michael Reno, filed 09/21/2015

IV, V AA000760-
AA000806

31 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First Claim for
Relief, filed 09/28/2015

V AA000807-
AA000862

32 Defendant Creighton J. Nady’s Answer to
Second Amended Complaint, filed
10/06/2015

V AA000863-
AA000869

33 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss and for Summary
Judgment Against Plaintiff Michael Murray,
filed 10/08/2015

V AA000870-
AA000880

34 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss and for Summary

V AA000881-
AA000911



Judgment Against Plaintiff Michael Reno,
filed 10/08/2015

35 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss and for Summary Judgment Against
Plaintiff Michael Murray, filed 10/27/2015

V AA000912-
AA000919

36 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss and for Summary Judgment Against
Plaintiff Michael Reno, filed 10/27/2015

V AA000920-
AA000930

37 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First Claim for Relief,
filed 10/28/2015

V AA000931-
AA001001

38 Transcript of Proceedings, November 3, 2015 VI AA001002-
AA001170

39 Minute Order from November 9, 2015
Hearing

VI AA001171

40 Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part
Defendant’s Motion for Declaratory Order
Regarding Statue of Limitations, filed
12/21/2015

VI AA001172-
AA001174

41 Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify
Class Action Pursuant to NRCP Rule
23(b)(2) and NRCP Rule 23(b)(3) and
Denying Without Prejudice Plaintiffs’
Motion to Appoint a Special Master Under
NRCP Rule 53, filed 02/10/2016

VI AA001175-
AA001190

42 Order Denying Defendant’s Motion to
Dismiss and For Summary Judgment Against
Michael Murray, filed 02/18/2016

VI AA001191-
AA001192

43 Order Denying Defendant’s Motion to
Dismiss and for Summary Judgment Against
Michael Reno, filed 02/18/2016

VI AA001193-
AA001194

44 Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration,
filed 02/25/2016

VII AA001195-
AA001231



45 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion Seeking
Reconsideration of the Court’s Order
Granting Class Certification, filed
03/14/2016

VII AA001232-
AA001236

46 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration, filed 03/24/2016

VII, VIII AA001237-
AA001416

47 Minute Order from March 28, 2016 Hearing VIII AA001417

48 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motion to Impose
Sanctions Against Defendants for Violating
This Court’s Order of February 10, 2016 and
Compelling Compliance with that Order on
an Order Shortening Time, filed 04/06/2016

VIII AA001418-
AA001419

49 Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify
Class Action Pursuant to NRCP Rule
23(b)(2) and NRCP Rule 23(b)(3) and
Denying Without Prejudice Plaintiffs’
Motion to Appoint a Special Master Under
NRCP Rule 52 as Amended by this Court in
Response to Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration heard in Chambers on
March 28, 2016, filed 06/07/2016

VIII AA001420-
AA001435

50 Motion to Enjoin Defendants from Seeking
Settlement of Any Unpaid Wage Claims
Involving Any Class Members Except as Part
of this Lawsuit and for Other Relief, filed
10/14/2016

VIII AA001436-
AA001522

51 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Enjoin Defendants from Seeking
Settlement of any Unpaid Wage Claims
Involving any Class Members Except as Part
of this Lawsuit and for Other Relief, filed
11/04/2016

VIII AA001523-
AA001544

52 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Enjoin Defendants

VIII AA001545-
AA001586



From Seeking Settlement of any Unpaid
Wage Claims Involving any Class Members
Except as Part of this Lawsuit and for Other
Relief, filed 11/10/2016

53 Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the
Pleadings Pursuant to NRCP 12(c) with
Respect to All Claims for Damages Outside
the Two-Year Statue of Limitations, filed
11/17/2016

VIII AA001587-
AA001591

54 Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Amend
Answer to Assert a Third-Party Complaint,
filed 11/29/2016

IX AA001592-
AA001621

55 Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings, Counter Motion
for Toll of Statue of Limitations and for an
Evidentiary Hearing, filed 12/08/2016

IX AA001622-
AA001661

56 Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Leave
to Amend Answer to Assert Third-Party
Complaint and Counter-Motion for Sanctions
and Attorney’s Fees, filed 12/16/2016

IX, X,
XI

AA001662-
AA002176

57 Notice of Withdrawal of Defendants’ Motion
for Leave to Amend Answer to Assert a
Third-Party Complaint, filed 12/16/2016

XI AA002177-
AA002178

58 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings Pursuant to
NRCP 12(c) with Respect to All Claims for
Damages Outside the Two-Year Statue of
Limitation and Opposition to Counter
Motion for Toll of Statue of Limitations and
for an Evidentiary Hearing, filed 12/28/2016

XI AA002179-
AA002189

59 Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
01/11/2017

XII,
XIII,
XIV,
XV

AA002190-
AA002927



60 Motion to Bifurcate Issue of Liability of
Defendant Creighton J. Nady from Liability
of Corporate Defendants or Alternative
Relief, filed 01/12/2017

XV,
XVI

AA002928-
AA003029

61 Errata to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment, filed 01/13/2017

XVI AA003030-
AA003037

62 Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Amend
Answer to Assert a Third-Party Complaint,
filed 01/27/2017

XVI AA003038-
AA003066

63 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Bifurcate Issue of Liability of Defendant
Creighton J. Nady from Liability of
Corporate Defendants or Alternative Relief,
filed 01/30/2017

XVI AA003067-
AA003118

64 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
02/02/2017

XVI AA003119-
AA003193

65 Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Expedite
Issuance of Order Granting Motion Filed on
10/14/2016 to Enjoin Defendants from
Seeking Settlement of Any Unpaid Wage
Claims Involving any Class Members Except
as Part of this Lawsuit and for Other Relief
and for Sanctions, filed 02/03/2017

XVII,
XVIII

AA003194-
AA003548

66 Transcript of Proceedings, February 8, 2017 XVIII AA003549-
AA003567

67 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
on OST to Expedite Issuance of Order
Granting Motion Filed on 10/14/16 to Enjoin
Defendants from Seeking Settlement of any
Unpaid Wage Claims Involving any Class
Members Except as Part of this Lawsuit and
for Other Relief and for Sanctions, filed
02/10/2017

XVIII,
XIX

AA003568-
AA003620



68 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’s Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Expedite
Issuance of Order Granting Motion Filed on
10/14/2016 to Enjoin Defendants From
Seeking Settlement of Any Unpaid Wage
Claims Involving Any Class Members
Except as Part of This Lawsuit and For Other
Relief and for Sanctions, filed 02/10/2017

XIX AA003621-
AA003624

69 Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Leave
to Amend Answer to Assert Third-Party
Complaint and Counter-Motion for Sanctions
and Attorneys’ Fees, filed 02/13/2017

XIX AA003625-
AA003754

70 Transcript of Proceedings, February 14, 2017 XIX AA003755-
AA003774

71 Order Granting Certain Relief on Motion to
Enjoin Defendants From Seeking Settlement
of Any Unpaid Wage Claims Involving Any
Class Members Except as Part of this
Lawsuit and for Other Relief, filed
02/16/2017

XIX AA003775-
AA003776

72 Supplement to Order For Injunction Filed on
February 16, 2017, filed 02/17/2017

XIX AA003777-
AA003780

73 Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part
Plaintiffs’ Motion to Have Case Reassigned
to Dept I per EDCR Rule 1.60 and
Designation as Complex Litigation per
NRCP Rule 16.1(f), filed on 02/21/2017

XIX AA003781-
AA003782

74 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment, filed 02/22/2017

XIX,
XX

AA003783-
AA003846

75 Plaintiffs’ Supplement to Plaintiffs’ Reply to
Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
02/23/2017

XX AA003847-
AA003888



76 Declaration of Charles Bass, filed
02/27/2017

XX AA003889-
AA003892

77 Transcript of Proceedings, May 18, 2017 XX,
XXI

AA003893-
AA004023

78 Supplement to Defendants’ Opposition to
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment, filed 05/24/2017

XXI AA004024-
AA004048

79 Supplement to Defendants’ Opposition to
Plaintiffs’ Motion to Bifurcate Issue of
Liability of Defendant Creighton J. Nady
From Liability of Corporate Defendants or
Alternative Relief, filed 05/31/2017

XXI AA004049-
AA004142

80 Motion on Order Shortening Time to Extend
Damages Class Certification and for Other
Relief, filed 06/02/2017

XXI AA004143-
AA004188

81 Decision and Order, filed 06/07/2017 XXI AA004189-
AA004204

82 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
on Order Shortening Time to Extend
Damages Class Certification and for Other
Relief, filed 06/09/2017

XXII AA004205-
AA004222

83 Transcript of Proceedings, June 13, 2017 XXII AA004223-
AA004244

84 Plaintiffs’ Motion to Impose Sanctions
Against Defendants for Violating this
Court’s Order of March 9, 2017 and
Compelling Compliance with that Order,
filed 07/12/2017

XXII AA004245-
AA004298

85 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment, filed 07/14/2017

XXII AA004299-
AA004302

86 Order, filed 07/17/2017 XXII AA004303-
AA004304



87 Order, filed 07/17/2017 XXII AA004305-
AA004306

88 Order, filed 07/17/2017 XXII AA004307-
AA004308

89 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Impose Sanctions Against Defendants for
Violating this Court’s Order of March 9,
2017 and Compelling Compliance with that
Order, filed 07/31/2017

XXII AA004309-
AA004336

90 Order Denying Plaintiff’s Counter-Motion
for Sanctions and Attorneys’ Fees and Order
Denying Plaintiffs’ Anti-SLAPP Motion,
filed 07/31/2017

XXII AA004337-
AA004338

91 Declaration of Plaintiffs’ Counsel Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 11/02/2017

XXII,
XXIII,
XXIV,
XXV

AA004339-
AA004888

92 Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and
Motion to Place Evidentiary Burden on
Defendants to Establish “Lower Tier”
Minimum Wage and Declare NAC
608.102(2)(b) Invalid, filed 11/02/2017

XXV AA004889-
AA004910

93 Motion for Bifurcation and/or to Limit Issues
for Trial Per NRCP 42(b), filed 11/03/2017

XXV AA004911-
AA004932

94 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment and Motion to
Place Evidentiary Burden on Defendants to
Establish “Lower Tier” Minimum Wage and
Declare NAC 608.102(2)(b) Invalid, filed
11/20/2017

XXV,
XXVI

AA004933-
AA005030

95 Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment,
filed 11/27/2017

XXVI AA005031-
AA005122

96 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Bifurcation and/or to Limit Issues for

XXVI AA005123-
AA005165



Trial Per NRCP 42(b), filed 11/27/2017

97 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendant’s Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motions for Partial Summary
Judgment and to Place Evidentiary Burden
on Defendants to Establish “Lower Tier”
Minimum Wage and Declare NAC
608.102(2)(b) Invalid, filed 11/29/2017

XXVI,
XXVII

AA005166-
AA005276

98 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Bifurcation and/or to
Limit Issues for Trial Per NRCP 42(b), filed
12/01/2017

XXVII AA005277-
AA005369

99 Minute Order from December 7, 2017
Hearing

XXVII AA005370-
AA005371

100 Response in Opposition to Defendant’s
Motion for Summary Judgment, filed
12/14/2017

XXVII,
XXVIII

AA005372-
AA005450

101 Transcript of Proceedings, December 14,
2017

XXVIII AA005451-
AA005509

102 Defendants’ Motion in Limine to Exclude
Testimony of Plaintiffs’ Experts, filed
12/22/2017

XXVIII AA005510-
AA005564

103 Plaintiffs’ Omnibus Motion in Limine # 1-
25, filed 12/22/2017

XXVIII,
XXIV

AA005565-
AA005710

104 Defendants’ Reply in Support of Motion for
Summary Judgment, filed 12/27/2017

XXIV AA005711-
AA005719

105 Transcript of Proceedings, January 2, 2018 XXIV AA005720-
AA005782

106 Defendants’ Supplement as Ordered by the
Court on January 2, 2018, filed 01/09/2018

XXIV AA005783-
AA005832

107 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Support of Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
01/09/2018

XXX AA005833-
AA005966



108 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’
Omnibus Motion in Limine #1-25, filed
01/12/2018

XXX AA005967-
AA006001

109 Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Motion
in Limine to Exclude Expert Testimony, filed
01/12/2018

XXX,
XXXI

AA006002-
AA006117

110 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine #1-#25, filed
01/17/2018

XXXI AA006118-
AA006179

111 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion in
Limine to Exclude the Testimony of
Plaintiffs’ Experts, filed 01/19/2018

XXXI AA006180-
AA001695

112 Order, filed 01/22/2018 XXXI AA006196-
AA006199

113 Minute Order from January 25, 2018 Hearing XXXI AA006200-
AA006202

114 Transcript of Proceedings, January 25, 2018 XXXI AA006203-
AA006238

115 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Connection with
Appointment of Special Master, filed
01/31/2018

XXXII AA006239-
AA006331

116 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motion for
Bifurcation and/or to Limit Issues for Trial
Per NRCP 42(b), filed 02/02/2018

XXXII AA006332-
AA006334

117 Transcript of Proceedings, February 2, 2018 XXXII AA006335-
AA006355

118 Defendants’ Supplement Pertaining to an
Order to Appoint Special Master, filed
02/05/2018

XXXII AA006356-
AA006385

119 Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Appoint
a Special Master, filed 02/07/2018

XXXII AA006386-
AA006391

120 Defendants’ Supplement to Its Proposed XXXII AA006392-



Candidates for Special Master, filed
02/07/2018

AA006424

121 Order Modifying Court’s Previous Order of
February 7, 2019 Appointing a Special
Master, filed 02/13/2018

XXXII AA006425-
AA006426

122 Transcript of Proceedings, February 15, 2018 XXXII,
XXXIII

AA006427-
AA006457

123 NC Supreme Court Judgment, filed
05/07/2018

XXXIII AA006458-
AA006463

124 Pages intentionally omitted XXXIII AA006464-
AA006680

125 Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Lift Stay, Hold
Defendants in Contempt, Strike Their
Answer, Grant Partial Summary Judgment,
Direct a Prove Up Hearing, and Coordinate
Cases, filed 04/17/2018

XXXIII,
XXXIV

AA006681-
AA006897

126 Plaintiff Jasminka Dubric’s Opposition to
Michael Murray and Michael Reno’s Motion
for Miscellaneous Relief, filed 04/23/2018

XXXIV AA006898-
AA006914

127 Declaration of Class Counsel, Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 04/26/2018

XXXIV AA006915-
AA006930

128 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Jasminka Dubric’s
Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for
Miscellaneous Relief, filed 04/26/2018

XXXIV AA006931-
AA006980

129 Supplemental Declaration of Class Counsel,
Leon Greenberg, Esq., filed 05/16/2018

XXXIV AA006981-
AA007014

130 Second Supplemental Declaration of Class
Counsel, Leon Greenberg, Esq., filed
05/18/2018

XXXIV AA007015-
AA007064

131 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’
Declarations; Motion on OST to Lift Stay,
Hold Defendants in Contempt, Strike Their

XXXV AA007065-
AA007092



Answer, Grant Partial Summary Judgment,
Direct a Prove up Hearing, and Coordinate
Cases, filed 05/20/2018

132 Plaintiffs’ Reply to A Cab and Nady’s
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for
Miscellaneous Relief, filed 05/21/2018

XXXV AA007093-
AA007231

133 Declaration of Class Counsel, Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 05/30/2018

XXXV AA007232-
AA007249

134 Defendants’ Response to Plaintiffs’
Additional Declaration, filed 05/31/2018

XXXVI AA007250-
AA007354

135 Memorandum re: Legal Authorities on the
Court’s Power to Grant a Default Judgment
as a Contempt or Sanctions Response to
Defendants’ Failure to Pay the Special
Master, filed 06/04/2018

XXXVI AA007355-
AA007359

136 Defendants’ Supplemental List of Citations
Per Court Order, filed 06/04/2018

XXXVI AA007360-
AA007384

137 Transcript of Proceedings, filed 07/12/2018 XXXVI,
XXXVII

AA007385-
AA007456

138 Declaration of Class Counsel, Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 06/20/2018

XXXVII
,
XXXVII
I,
XXXIX,
XL

AA007457-
AA008228

139 Plaintiffs Supplement in Support of Entry of
Final Judgment Per Hearing Held June 5,
2018, filed 06/22/2018

XL, XLI AA008229-
AA008293

140 Defendants’ Objection to Billing By Stricken
Special Master Michael Rosten, filed
06/27/2018

XLI AA008294-
AA008333

141 Opposition to Additional Relief Requested in
Plaintiffs’ Supplement, filed 07/10/2018

XLI AA008334-
AA008348



142 Defendants’ Supplemental Authority in
Response to Declaration of June 20, 2018,
filed 07/10/2018

XLI AA008349-
AA008402

143 Michael Rosten’s Response to Defendants’
Objection to Billing by Stricken Special
Master Michael Rosten, filed 07/13/2018

XLI AA008403-
AA008415

144 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Reply and In
Support of Entry of Final Judgment Per
Hearing Held June 5, 2018, filed 07/13/2018

XLI,
XLII

AA008416-
AA008505

145 Defendants’ Supplemental Authority in
Response to Plaintiffs’ Additional
Supplement Filed July 13, 2018, filed
07/18/2018

XLII AA008506-
AA008575

146 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Reply to
Defendants’ Supplement Dated July 18,
2018, filed 08/03/2018

XLII AA008576-
AA008675

147 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Judgment,
filed 08/22/2018

XLIII AA008676-
AA008741

148 Motion to Amend Judgment, filed
08/22/2018

XLIII AA008742-
AA008750

149 Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration,
Amendment, for New Trial, and for
Dismissal of Claims, filed 09/10/2018

XLIII AA008751-
AA008809

150 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend
Judgment, filed 09/10/2018

XLIII AA008810-
AA008834

151 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend Judgment,
filed 09/20/2018

XLIII,
XLIV

AA008835-
AA008891

152 Defendant’s Ex-Parte Motion to Quash Writ
of Execution and, in the Alternative, Motion
for Partial Stay of Execution on Order
Shortening Time, filed 09/21/2018

XLIV AA008892-
AA008916



153 Notice of Appeal, filed 09/21/2018 XLIV AA008917-
AA008918

154 Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Ex-Parte
Motion to Quash Writ of Execution on an
OST and Counter-Motion for Appropriate
Judgment Enforcement Relief, filed
09/24/2018

XLIV AA008919-
AA008994

155 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration,
Amendment, for New Trial and for Dismissal
of Claims, filed 09/27/2018

XLIV AA008995-
AA009008

156 Plaintiffs’ Supplemental Response to
Defendants’ Ex-Parte Motion to Quash Writ
of Execution on an OSt, filed 09/27/2018

XLIV AA009009-
AA009029

157 Defendant’s Exhibits in support of Ex-Parte
Motion to Quash Writ of Execution and, In
the Alternative, Motion for Partial Stay of
Execution on Order Shortening Time, filed
10/01/2018

XLIV,
XLV

AA009030-
AA009090

158 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab
Series, LLC, Administration Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009091-
AA009096

159 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab
Series, LLC, CCards Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009097-
AA009102

160 Claim from Exemption from Execution - A
Cab Series, LLC, Employee Leasing
Company Two, filed 10/04/2018

XLV AA009103-
AA009108

161 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab
Series, LLC, Maintenance Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009109-
AA009114

162 Claim from Exemption from Execution - A
Cab Series, LLC, Medallion Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009115-
AA009120



163 Claim from Exemption from Execution - A
Cab Series, LLC, Taxi Leasing Company,
filed 10/04/2018

XLV AA009121-
AA009126

164 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab,
LLC, filed 10/04/2018

XLV AA009127-
AA009132

165 Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Order Granting a
Judgment Debtor Examination and for Other
Relief, filed 10/05/2018

XLV AA009133-
AA009142

166 Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys
Fees and Costs as Per NRCP Rule 54 and the
Nevada Constitution, filed 10/12/2018

XLV AA009143-
AA009167

167 Plaintiffs’ Objections to Claims from
Exemption from Execution and Notice of
Hearing, filed 10/15/2018

XLV AA009168-
AA009256

168 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Counter-Motion for
Appropriate Judgment Relief, filed
10/15/2018

XLV AA009257-
AA009263

169 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Response to
Plaintiffs’ Counter-Motion for Appropriate
Judgment Enforcement Relief, filed
10/16/2018

XLV AA009264-
AA009271

170 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration, Amendment, for New Trial,
and for Dismissal of Claims, filed
10/16/2018

XLV AA009272-
AA009277

171 Defendants’ Motion for Dismissal of Claims
on Order Shortening Time, filed 10/17/2018

XLV AA009278-
AA009288

172 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion for Dismissal of Claims
on an Order Shortening Time, filed
10/17/2018

XLVI AA009289-
AA009297

173 Notice of Entry of Order, filed 10/22/2018 XLVI AA009298-
AA009301



174 Order, filed 10/22/2018 XLVI AA009302-
AA009303

175 Transcript of Proceedings, October 22, 2018 XLVI AA009304-
AA009400

176 Plaintiffs’ Motion to File a Supplement in
Support of an Award of Attorneys Fees and
Costs as Per NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada
Constitution, filed 10/29/2018

XLVI AA009401-
AA009413

177 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for an
Award of Attorneys Fees and Costs Per
NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada Constitution,
filed 11/01/2018

XLVI,
XLVII

AA009414-
AA009552

178 Resolution Economics’ Application for
Order of Payment of Special Master’s Fees
and Motion for Contempt, filed 11/05/2018

XLVII AA009553-
AA009578

179 Affidavit in Support of Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment of Special Master’s Fees and
Motion for Contempt, filed 11/05/2018

XLVII AA009579-
AA009604

180 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of
Attorneys Fees and Costs as Per NRCP Rule
54 and the Nevada Constitution, filed
11/08/2018

XLVII AA009605-
AA009613

181 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion to File a
Supplement in Support of an Award of
Attorneys Fees and Costs Per NRCP Rule 54
and the Nevada Constitution, filed
11/16/2018

XLVII AA009614-
AA009626

182 Plaintiffs’ Ex Parte Motion for Temporary
Restraining Order and Motion on an Order
Requiring the Turnover of Certain Property
of the Judgment Debtor Pursuant to NRS
21.320, filed 11/26/2018

XLVII AA009627-
AA009646



183 Opposition to Resolution Economics’
Application for Order of Payment of Special
Master’s Fees and Motion for Contempt,
filed 11/26/2018

XLVII AA009647-
AA009664

184 Plaintiffs’ Response to Special Master’s
Motion for an Order for Payment of Fees and
Contempt, filed 11/26/2018

XLVII AA009665-
AA009667

185 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to File a Supplement in
Support of an Award of Attorneys Fees and
Costs as Per NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada
Constitution, filed 11/28/2018

XLVII AA009668-
AA009674

186 Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Ex-
Parte Motion for a Temporary Restraining
Order and Motion on an Order [sic]
Requiring the Turnover of Certain Property
of the Judgment Debtor Pursuant to NRS
21.320, filed 11/30/2018

XLVII AA009675-
AA009689

187 Resolution Economics’ Reply to Defendants’
Opposition and Plaintiffs’ Response to its
Application for an Order of Payment of
Special Master’s Fees and Motion for
Contempt, filed 12/03/2018

XLVII AA009690-
AA009696

188 Minute Order from December 4, 2018
Hearing

XLVIII AA009697-
AA009700

189 Transcript of Proceedings, December 4, 2018 XLVIII AA009701-
AA009782

190 Transcript of Proceedings, December 11,
2018

XLVIII AA009783-
AA009800

191 Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Other Relief, Including Receiver, filed
12/12/2018

XLVIII AA009801-
AA009812

192 Transcript of Proceedings, December 13,
2018

XLVIII AA009813-
AA009864



193 Notice of Entry of Order Denying Motion to
Quash, filed 12/18/2018

XLVIII AA009865-
AA009887

194 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Objections
to Claims from Exemption of Execution,
filed 12/18/2018

XLVIII AA009888-
AA009891

195 Plaintiffs’ Objections to Claims of
Exemption from Execution and Notice of
Hearing, filed 12/19/2018

XLIX AA009892-
AA009915

196 Order on Motion for Dismissal of Claims on
Order Shortening Time, filed 12/20/2018

XLIX AA009916-
AA009918

197 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Motion for
Judgment Enforcement, filed 01/02/2019

XLIX AA009919-
AA009926

198 Order Denying Defendants’ Counter-Motion
to Stay Proceedings and Collection Actions,
filed 01/08/2019

XLIX AA009927-
AA009928

199 Amended Notice of Appeal, filed 01/15/2019 XLIX AA009929-
AA009931

200 Motion to Amend the Court’s Order Entered
on December 18, 2018, filed 01/15/2019

XLIX AA009932-
AA009996

201 Motion to Distribute Funds Held by Class
Counsel, filed 01/5/2019

XLIX, L AA009997-
AA010103

202 Defendants’ Motion to Pay Special Master on
Order Shortening Time, filed 01/17/2019

L AA010104-
AA010114

203 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Pay Special Master on
an Order Shortening Time and Counter-
Motion for an Order to Turn Over Property,
filed 01/30/2019

L AA010115-
AA010200

204 Judgment and Order Granting Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment of Special Master’s Fees and Order
of Contempt, filed on 02/04/2019

L AA010201-
AA010207



205 Minute Order from February 5, 2019 Hearing L AA01208-
AA01209

206 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment and Contempt, filed 02/05/2019

L AA010210-
AA010219

207 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Plaintiffs’
Motion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs, filed
02/07/2019

L AA010220-
AA010230

208 Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration of
Judgment and Order Granting Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment of Special Master’s Fees and Order
of Contempt, filed 02/25/2019

L AA010231-
AA010274

209 Order, filed 03/04/2019 L AA010275-
AA010278

210 Order Denying in Part and Continuing in Part
Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Lift Stay, Hold
Defendants in Contempt, Strike Their
Answer, Grant Partial Summary Judgment,
Direct a Prove Up Hearing, and Coordinate
Cases, filed 03/05/2019

L AA010279-
AA010280

211 Order on Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration, filed 03/05/2019

L AA010281-
AA010284

212 Second Amended Notice of Appeal, filed
03/06/2019

L AA010285-
AA010288

213 Special Master Resolution Economics’
Opposition to Defendants Motion for
Reconsideration of Judgment and Order
Granting Resolution Economics Application
for Order of Payment of Special Master’s
Fees and Order of Contempt, filed
03/28/2019

LI AA010289-
AA010378

214 Notice of Entry of Order Denying
Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration of

LI AA010379-
AA010384



Judgment and Order Granting Resolution
Economics Application for Order of Payment
of Special Master’s Fees and Order of
Contempt, filed 08/09/2019

215 Transcript of Proceedings, September 26,
2018

LI AA010385-
AA010452

216 Transcript of Proceedings, September 28,
2018

LI, LII AA010453-
AA010519

217 Minute Order from May 23, 2018 Hearing LII AA10520

218 Minute Order from June 1, 2018 Hearing LII AA10521

Alphabetical Index

Doc
No.

Description Vol. Bates Nos.

179 Affidavit in Support of Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment of Special Master’s Fees and
Motion for Contempt, filed 11/05/2018

XLVII AA009579-
AA009604

199 Amended Notice of Appeal, filed 01/15/2019 XLIX AA009929-
AA009931

160 Claim from Exemption from Execution - A
Cab Series, LLC, Employee Leasing
Company Two, filed 10/04/2018

XLV AA009103-
AA009108

162 Claim from Exemption from Execution - A
Cab Series, LLC, Medallion Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009115-
AA009120

163 Claim from Exemption from Execution - A
Cab Series, LLC, Taxi Leasing Company,
filed 10/04/2018

XLV AA009121-
AA009126

164 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab,
LLC, filed 10/04/2018

XLV AA009127-
AA009132



158 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab
Series, LLC, Administration Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009091-
AA009096

159 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab
Series, LLC, CCards Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009097-
AA009102

161 Claim of Exemption from Execution - A Cab
Series, LLC, Maintenance Company, filed
10/04/2018

XLV AA009109-
AA009114

1 Complaint, filed 10/08/2012 I AA000001-
AA000008

6 Decision and Order, filed 02/11/2013 I AA000082-
AA000087

81 Decision and Order, filed 06/07/2017 XXI AA004189-
AA004204

76 Declaration of Charles Bass, filed
02/27/2017

XX AA003889-
AA003892

127 Declaration of Class Counsel, Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 04/26/2018

XXXIV AA006915-
AA006930

133 Declaration of Class Counsel, Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 05/30/2018

XXXV AA007232-
AA007249

138 Declaration of Class Counsel, Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 06/20/2018

XXXVII
,
XXXVII
I,
XXXIX,
XL

AA007457-
AA008228

91 Declaration of Plaintiffs’ Counsel Leon
Greenberg, Esq., filed 11/02/2017

XXII,
XXIII,
XXIV,
XXV

AA004339-
AA004888

12 Defendant A Cab, LLC’s Answer to II AA000232-



Complaint, filed 04/22/2013 AA000236

16 Defendant A Cab, LLC’s Answer to First
Amended Complaint, filed 05/23/2013

II AA000252-
AA000256

28 Defendant A Cab, LLC’s Answer to Second
Amended Complaint, filed 09/14/2015

IV AA000709-
AA000715

32 Defendant Creighton J. Nady’s Answer to
Second Amended Complaint, filed
10/06/2015

V AA000863-
AA000869

152 Defendant’s Ex-Parte Motion to Quash Writ
of Execution and, in the Alternative, Motion
for Partial Stay of Execution on Order
Shortening Time, filed 09/21/2018

XLIV AA008892-
AA008916

157 Defendant’s Exhibits in support of Ex-Parte
Motion to Quash Writ of Execution and, In
the Alternative, Motion for Partial Stay of
Execution on Order Shortening Time, filed
10/01/2018

XLIV,
XLV

AA009030-
AA009090

20 Defendant’s Motion for Declaratory Order
Regarding Statue of Limitations, filed
08/10/2015

III AA000470-
AA000570

7 Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration,
filed 02/27/2013

I AA000088-
AA000180

29 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss and for
Summary Judgment Against Plaintiff
Michael Murray, filed 09/21/2015

IV AA000716-
AA000759

30 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss and for
Summary Judgment Against Plaintiff
Michael Reno, filed 09/21/2015

IV, V AA000760-
AA000806

2 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Complaint,
filed 11/15/2012

I AA000009-
AA000015

21 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
Second Claim for Relief, filed 08/10/2015

III AA000571-
AA000581



27 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
First Claim for Relief, filed 09/11/2015

IV AA000692-
AA000708

9 Defendant’s Motion to Strike Amended
Complaint, filed 03/25/2013

I AA000188-
AA000192

18 Defendant’s Opposition to Motion to Certify
Case as Class Action Pursuant to NRCP 23
and Appoint a Special Master Pursuant to
NRCP 53, filed 06/08/2015

III AA000399-
AA000446

186 Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Ex-
Parte Motion for a Temporary Restraining
Order and Motion on an Order [sic]
Requiring the Turnover of Certain Property
of the Judgment Debtor Pursuant to NRS
21.320, filed 11/30/2018

XLVII AA009675-
AA009689

191 Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Other Relief, Including Receiver, filed
12/12/2018

XLVIII AA009801-
AA009812

10 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion for
Reconsideration, filed 03/28/2013

I AA000193-
AA000201

13 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Strike Amended Complaint, filed 04/22/2013

II AA000237-
AA000248

4 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss Complaint, filed 01/10/2013

I AA000060-
AA000074

35 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss and for Summary Judgment Against
Plaintiff Michael Murray, filed 10/27/2015

V AA000912-
AA000919

36 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss and for Summary Judgment Against
Plaintiff Michael Reno, filed 10/27/2015

V AA000920-
AA000930

37 Defendant’s Reply in Support of Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First Claim for Relief,
filed 10/28/2015

V AA000931-
AA001001



26 Defendant’s Reply In Support of Motion for
Declaratory Order Regarding Statue of
Limitations, filed 09/08/2015

IV AA000687-
AA000691

25 Defendants Reply In Support of Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Second Claim for Relief,
filed 09/08/2015

IV AA000669-
AA000686

171 Defendants’ Motion for Dismissal of Claims
on Order Shortening Time, filed 10/17/2018

XLV AA009278-
AA009288

53 Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the
Pleadings Pursuant to NRCP 12(c) with
Respect to All Claims for Damages Outside
the Two-Year Statue of Limitations, filed
11/17/2016

VIII AA001587-
AA001591

54 Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Amend
Answer to Assert a Third-Party Complaint,
filed 11/29/2016

IX AA001592-
AA001621

62 Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Amend
Answer to Assert a Third-Party Complaint,
filed 01/27/2017

XVI AA003038-
AA003066

149 Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration,
Amendment, for New Trial, and for
Dismissal of Claims, filed 09/10/2018

XLIII AA008751-
AA008809

44 Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration,
filed 02/25/2016

VII AA001195-
AA001231

208 Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration of
Judgment and Order Granting Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment of Special Master’s Fees and Order
of Contempt, filed 02/25/2019

L AA010231-
AA010274

95 Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment,
filed 11/27/2017

XXVI AA005031-
AA005122

102 Defendants’ Motion in Limine to Exclude
Testimony of Plaintiffs’ Experts, filed

XXVIII AA005510-
AA005564



12/22/2017

202 Defendants’ Motion to Pay Special Master on
Order Shortening Time, filed 01/17/2019

L AA010104-
AA010114

140 Defendants’ Objection to Billing By Stricken
Special Master Michael Rosten, filed
06/27/2018

XLI AA008294-
AA008333

131 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’
Declarations; Motion on OST to Lift Stay,
Hold Defendants in Contempt, Strike Their
Answer, Grant Partial Summary Judgment,
Direct a Prove up Hearing, and Coordinate
Cases, filed 05/20/2018

XXXV AA007065-
AA007092

108 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’
Omnibus Motion in Limine #1-25, filed
01/12/2018

XXX AA005967-
AA006001

94 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment and Motion to
Place Evidentiary Burden on Defendants to
Establish “Lower Tier” Minimum Wage and
Declare NAC 608.102(2)(b) Invalid, filed
11/20/2017

XXV,
XXVI

AA004933-
AA005030

51 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Enjoin Defendants from Seeking
Settlement of any Unpaid Wage Claims
Involving any Class Members Except as Part
of this Lawsuit and for Other Relief, filed
11/04/2016

VIII AA001523-
AA001544

82 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
on Order Shortening Time to Extend
Damages Class Certification and for Other
Relief, filed 06/09/2017

XXII AA004205-
AA004222

96 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Bifurcation and/or to Limit Issues for
Trial Per NRCP 42(b), filed 11/27/2017

XXVI AA005123-
AA005165



64 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
02/02/2017

XVI AA003119-
AA003193

63 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Bifurcate Issue of Liability of Defendant
Creighton J. Nady from Liability of
Corporate Defendants or Alternative Relief,
filed 01/30/2017

XVI AA003067-
AA003118

89 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Impose Sanctions Against Defendants for
Violating this Court’s Order of March 9,
2017 and Compelling Compliance with that
Order, filed 07/31/2017

XXII AA004309-
AA004336

67 Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
on OST to Expedite Issuance of Order
Granting Motion Filed on 10/14/16 to Enjoin
Defendants from Seeking Settlement of any
Unpaid Wage Claims Involving any Class
Members Except as Part of this Lawsuit and
for Other Relief and for Sanctions, filed
02/10/2017

XVIII,
XIX

AA003568-
AA003620

104 Defendants’ Reply in Support of Motion for
Summary Judgment, filed 12/27/2017

XXIV AA005711-
AA005719

134 Defendants’ Response to Plaintiffs’
Additional Declaration, filed 05/31/2018

XXXVI AA007250-
AA007354

106 Defendants’ Supplement as Ordered by the
Court on January 2, 2018, filed 01/09/2018

XXIV AA005783-
AA005832

118 Defendants’ Supplement Pertaining to an
Order to Appoint Special Master, filed
02/05/2018

XXXII AA006356-
AA006385

120 Defendants’ Supplement to Its Proposed
Candidates for Special Master, filed
02/07/2018

XXXII AA006392-
AA006424

145 Defendants’ Supplemental Authority in XLII AA008506-



Response to Plaintiffs’ Additional
Supplement Filed July 13, 2018, filed
07/18/2018

AA008575

142 Defendants’ Supplemental Authority in
Response to Declaration of June 20, 2018,
filed 07/10/2018

XLI AA008349-
AA008402

136 Defendants’ Supplemental List of Citations
Per Court Order, filed 06/04/2018

XXXVI AA007360-
AA007384

61 Errata to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment, filed 01/13/2017

XVI AA003030-
AA003037

5 First Amended Complaint, filed 01/30/2013 I AA000075-
AA000081

204 Judgment and Order Granting Resolution
Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment of Special Master’s Fees and Order
of Contempt, filed on 02/04/2019

L AA010201-
AA010207

135 Memorandum re: Legal Authorities on the
Court’s Power to Grant a Default Judgment
as a Contempt or Sanctions Response to
Defendants’ Failure to Pay the Special
Master, filed 06/04/2018

XXXVI AA007355-
AA007359

143 Michael Rosten’s Response to Defendants’
Objection to Billing by Stricken Special
Master Michael Rosten, filed 07/13/2018

XLI AA008403-
AA008415

14 Minute Order from April 29, 2013 Hearing II AA000249

99 Minute Order from December 7, 2017
Hearing

XXVII AA005370-
AA005371

113 Minute Order from January 25, 2018 Hearing XXXI AA006200-
AA006202

188 Minute Order from December 4, 2018
Hearing

XLVIII AA009697-
AA009700

205 Minute Order from February 5, 2019 Hearing L AA01208-



AA01209

218 Minute Order from June 1, 2018 Hearing LII AA10521

47 Minute Order from March 28, 2016 Hearing VIII AA001417

217 Minute Order from May 23, 2018 Hearing LII AA10520

39 Minute Order from November 9, 2015
Hearing

VI AA001171

93 Motion for Bifurcation and/or to Limit Issues
for Trial Per NRCP 42(b), filed 11/03/2017

XXV AA004911-
AA004932

92 Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and
Motion to Place Evidentiary Burden on
Defendants to Establish “Lower Tier”
Minimum Wage and Declare NAC
608.102(2)(b) Invalid, filed 11/02/2017

XXV AA004889-
AA004910

59 Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
01/11/2017

XII,
XIII,
XIV,
XV

AA002190-
AA002927

80 Motion on Order Shortening Time to Extend
Damages Class Certification and for Other
Relief, filed 06/02/2017

XXI AA004143-
AA004188

148 Motion to Amend Judgment, filed
08/22/2018

XLIII AA008742-
AA008750

200 Motion to Amend the Court’s Order Entered
on December 18, 2018, filed 01/15/2019

XLIX AA009932-
AA009996

60 Motion to Bifurcate Issue of Liability of
Defendant Creighton J. Nady from Liability
of Corporate Defendants or Alternative
Relief, filed 01/12/2017

XV,
XVI

AA002928-
AA003029

17 Motion to Certify this Case as a Class Action
Pursuant to NRCP Rule 23 and Appoint a
Special Master Pursuant to NRCP Rule 53,
filed 05/19/2015

II AA000257-
AA000398



201 Motion to Distribute Funds Held by Class
Counsel, filed 01/5/2019

XLIX, L AA009997-
AA010103

50 Motion to Enjoin Defendants from Seeking
Settlement of Any Unpaid Wage Claims
Involving Any Class Members Except as Part
of this Lawsuit and for Other Relief, filed
10/14/2016

VIII AA001436-
AA001522

123 NC Supreme Court Judgment, filed
05/07/2018

XXXIII AA006458-
AA006463

153 Notice of Appeal, filed 09/21/2018 XLIV AA008917-
AA008918

214 Notice of Entry of Order Denying
Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration of
Judgment and Order Granting Resolution
Economics Application for Order of Payment
of Special Master’s Fees and Order of
Contempt, filed 08/09/2019

LI AA010379-
AA010384

193 Notice of Entry of Order Denying Motion to
Quash, filed 12/18/2018

XLVIII AA009865-
AA009887

173 Notice of Entry of Order, filed 10/22/2018 XLVI AA009298-
AA009301

147 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Judgment,
filed 08/22/2018

XLIII AA008676-
AA008741

197 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Motion for
Judgment Enforcement, filed 01/02/2019

XLIX AA009919-
AA009926

194 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Objections
to Claims from Exemption of Execution,
filed 12/18/2018

XLVIII AA009888-
AA009891

207 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Plaintiffs’
Motion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs, filed
02/07/2019

L AA010220-
AA010230

206 Notice of Entry of Order Granting Resolution L AA010210-



Economics’ Application for Order of
Payment and Contempt, filed 02/05/2019

AA010219

57 Notice of Withdrawal of Defendants’ Motion
for Leave to Amend Answer to Assert a
Third-Party Complaint, filed 12/16/2016

XI AA002177-
AA002178

141 Opposition to Additional Relief Requested in
Plaintiffs’ Supplement, filed 07/10/2018

XLI AA008334-
AA008348

55 Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings, Counter Motion
for Toll of Statue of Limitations and for an
Evidentiary Hearing, filed 12/08/2016

IX AA001622-
AA001661

56 Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Leave
to Amend Answer to Assert Third-Party
Complaint and Counter-Motion for Sanctions
and Attorney’s Fees, filed 12/16/2016

IX, X,
XI

AA001662-
AA002176

69 Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Leave
to Amend Answer to Assert Third-Party
Complaint and Counter-Motion for Sanctions
and Attorneys’ Fees, filed 02/13/2017

XIX AA003625-
AA003754

168 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Counter-Motion for
Appropriate Judgment Relief, filed
10/15/2018

XLV AA009257-
AA009263

177 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for an
Award of Attorneys Fees and Costs Per
NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada Constitution,
filed 11/01/2018

XLVI,
XLVII

AA009414-
AA009552

150 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend
Judgment, filed 09/10/2018

XLIII AA008810-
AA008834

181 Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion to File a
Supplement in Support of an Award of
Attorneys Fees and Costs Per NRCP Rule 54
and the Nevada Constitution, filed
11/16/2018

XLVII AA009614-
AA009626



183 Opposition to Resolution Economics’
Application for Order of Payment of Special
Master’s Fees and Motion for Contempt,
filed 11/26/2018

XLVII AA009647-
AA009664

42 Order Denying Defendant’s Motion to
Dismiss and For Summary Judgment Against
Michael Murray, filed 02/18/2016

VI AA001191-
AA001192

43 Order Denying Defendant’s Motion to
Dismiss and for Summary Judgment Against
Michael Reno, filed 02/18/2016

VI AA001193-
AA001194

198 Order Denying Defendants’ Counter-Motion
to Stay Proceedings and Collection Actions,
filed 01/08/2019

XLIX AA009927-
AA009928

210 Order Denying in Part and Continuing in Part
Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Lift Stay, Hold
Defendants in Contempt, Strike Their
Answer, Grant Partial Summary Judgment,
Direct a Prove Up Hearing, and Coordinate
Cases, filed 03/05/2019

L AA010279-
AA010280

90 Order Denying Plaintiff’s Counter-Motion
for Sanctions and Attorneys’ Fees and Order
Denying Plaintiffs’ Anti-SLAPP Motion,
filed 07/31/2017

XXII AA004337-
AA004338

116 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motion for
Bifurcation and/or to Limit Issues for Trial
Per NRCP 42(b), filed 02/02/2018

XXXII AA006332-
AA006334

85 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment, filed 07/14/2017

XXII AA004299-
AA004302

48 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motion to Impose
Sanctions Against Defendants for Violating
This Court’s Order of February 10, 2016 and
Compelling Compliance with that Order on
an Order Shortening Time, filed 04/06/2016

VIII AA001418-
AA001419



15 Order, filed 05/02/2013 II AA000250-
AA000251

86 Order, filed 07/17/2017 XXII AA004303-
AA004304

87 Order, filed 07/17/2017 XXII AA004305-
AA004306

88 Order, filed 07/17/2017 XXII AA004307-
AA004308

112 Order, filed 01/22/2018 XXXI AA006196-
AA006199

174 Order, filed 10/22/2018 XLVI AA009302-
AA009303

209 Order, filed 03/04/2019 L AA010275-
AA010278

71 Order Granting Certain Relief on Motion to
Enjoin Defendants From Seeking Settlement
of Any Unpaid Wage Claims Involving Any
Class Members Except as Part of this
Lawsuit and for Other Relief, filed
02/16/2017

XIX AA003775-
AA003776

40 Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part
Defendant’s Motion for Declaratory Order
Regarding Statue of Limitations, filed
12/21/2015

VI AA001172-
AA001174

73 Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part
Plaintiffs’ Motion to Have Case Reassigned
to Dept I per EDCR Rule 1.60 and
Designation as Complex Litigation per
NRCP Rule 16.1(f), filed on 02/21/2017

XIX AA003781-
AA003782

119 Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Appoint
a Special Master, filed 02/07/2018

XXXII AA006386-
AA006391

41 Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify VI AA001175-



Class Action Pursuant to NRCP Rule
23(b)(2) and NRCP Rule 23(b)(3) and
Denying Without Prejudice Plaintiffs’
Motion to Appoint a Special Master Under
NRCP Rule 53, filed 02/10/2016

AA001190

49 Order Granting Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify
Class Action Pursuant to NRCP Rule
23(b)(2) and NRCP Rule 23(b)(3) and
Denying Without Prejudice Plaintiffs’
Motion to Appoint a Special Master Under
NRCP Rule 52 as Amended by this Court in
Response to Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration heard in Chambers on
March 28, 2016, filed 06/07/2016

VIII AA001420-
AA001435

121 Order Modifying Court’s Previous Order of
February 7, 2019 Appointing a Special
Master, filed 02/13/2018

XXXII AA006425-
AA006426

211 Order on Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration, filed 03/05/2019

L AA010281-
AA010284

196 Order on Motion for Dismissal of Claims on
Order Shortening Time, filed 12/20/2018

XLIX AA009916-
AA009918

124 Pages intentionally omitted XXXIII AA006464-
AA006680

126 Plaintiff Jasminka Dubric’s Opposition to
Michael Murray and Michael Reno’s Motion
for Miscellaneous Relief, filed 04/23/2018

XXXIV AA006898-
AA006914

139 Plaintiffs Supplement in Support of Entry of
Final Judgment Per Hearing Held June 5,
2018, filed 06/22/2018

XL, XLI AA008229-
AA008293

182 Plaintiffs’ Ex Parte Motion for Temporary
Restraining Order and Motion on an Order
Requiring the Turnover of Certain Property
of the Judgment Debtor Pursuant to NRS
21.320, filed 11/26/2018

XLVII AA009627-
AA009646



166 Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys
Fees and Costs as Per NRCP Rule 54 and the
Nevada Constitution, filed 10/12/2018

XLV AA009143-
AA009167

165 Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Order Granting a
Judgment Debtor Examination and for Other
Relief, filed 10/05/2018

XLV AA009133-
AA009142

65 Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Expedite
Issuance of Order Granting Motion Filed on
10/14/2016 to Enjoin Defendants from
Seeking Settlement of Any Unpaid Wage
Claims Involving any Class Members Except
as Part of this Lawsuit and for Other Relief
and for Sanctions, filed 02/03/2017

XVII,
XVIII

AA003194-
AA003548

125 Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Lift Stay, Hold
Defendants in Contempt, Strike Their
Answer, Grant Partial Summary Judgment,
Direct a Prove Up Hearing, and Coordinate
Cases, filed 04/17/2018

XXXIII,
XXXIV

AA006681-
AA006897

176 Plaintiffs’ Motion to File a Supplement in
Support of an Award of Attorneys Fees and
Costs as Per NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada
Constitution, filed 10/29/2018

XLVI AA009401-
AA009413

84 Plaintiffs’ Motion to Impose Sanctions
Against Defendants for Violating this
Court’s Order of March 9, 2017 and
Compelling Compliance with that Order,
filed 07/12/2017

XXII AA004245-
AA004298

167 Plaintiffs’ Objections to Claims from
Exemption from Execution and Notice of
Hearing, filed 10/15/2018

XLV AA009168-
AA009256

195 Plaintiffs’ Objections to Claims of
Exemption from Execution and Notice of
Hearing, filed 12/19/2018

XLIX AA009892-
AA009915

103 Plaintiffs’ Omnibus Motion in Limine # 1- XXVIII, AA005565-



25, filed 12/22/2017 XXIV AA005710

132 Plaintiffs’ Reply to A Cab and Nady’s
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for
Miscellaneous Relief, filed 05/21/2018

XXXV AA007093-
AA007231

97 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendant’s Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motions for Partial Summary
Judgment and to Place Evidentiary Burden
on Defendants to Establish “Lower Tier”
Minimum Wage and Declare NAC
608.102(2)(b) Invalid, filed 11/29/2017

XXVI,
XXVII

AA005166-
AA005276

98 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Bifurcation and/or to
Limit Issues for Trial Per NRCP 42(b), filed
12/01/2017

XXVII AA005277-
AA005369

52 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Enjoin Defendants
From Seeking Settlement of any Unpaid
Wage Claims Involving any Class Members
Except as Part of this Lawsuit and for Other
Relief, filed 11/10/2016

VIII AA001545-
AA001586

74 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment, filed 02/22/2017

XIX,
XX

AA003783-
AA003846

110 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion in Limine #1-#25, filed
01/17/2018

XXXI AA006118-
AA006179

151 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend Judgment,
filed 09/20/2018

XLIII,
XLIV

AA008835-
AA008891

19 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify this Case as a
Class Action Pursuant to NRCP Rule 23 and
Appoint a Special Master Pursuant to NRCP
Rile 53, filed 07/13/2018

III AA000447-
AA000469



180 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of
Attorneys Fees and Costs as Per NRCP Rule
54 and the Nevada Constitution, filed
11/08/2018

XLVII AA009605-
AA009613

185 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion to File a Supplement in
Support of an Award of Attorneys Fees and
Costs as Per NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada
Constitution, filed 11/28/2018

XLVII AA009668-
AA009674

169 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Response to
Plaintiffs’ Counter-Motion for Appropriate
Judgment Enforcement Relief, filed
10/16/2018

XLV AA009264-
AA009271

68 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’s Opposition
to Plaintiffs’ Motion on OST to Expedite
Issuance of Order Granting Motion Filed on
10/14/2016 to Enjoin Defendants From
Seeking Settlement of Any Unpaid Wage
Claims Involving Any Class Members
Except as Part of This Lawsuit and For Other
Relief and for Sanctions, filed 02/10/2017

XIX AA003621-
AA003624

128 Plaintiffs’ Reply to Jasminka Dubric’s
Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for
Miscellaneous Relief, filed 04/26/2018

XXXIV AA006931-
AA006980

45 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion Seeking
Reconsideration of the Court’s Order
Granting Class Certification, filed
03/14/2016

VII AA001232-
AA001236

203 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Pay Special Master on
an Order Shortening Time and Counter-
Motion for an Order to Turn Over Property,
filed 01/30/2019

L AA010115-
AA010200



155 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration,
Amendment, for New Trial and for Dismissal
of Claims, filed 09/27/2018

XLIV AA008995-
AA009008

11 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Strike First Amended
Complaint and Counter-Motion for a Default
Judgment or Sanctions Pursuant to EDCR
7.60(b), filed 04/11/2013

II AA000202-
AA000231

24 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’
Second Claim for Relief, filed 08/28/2015

IV AA000651-
AA000668

23 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion for Declaratory Order
Regarding Statue of Limitations, filed
08/28/2015

IV AA000600-
AA000650

172 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion for Dismissal of Claims
on an Order Shortening Time, filed
10/17/2018

XLVI AA009289-
AA009297

8 Plaintiffs’ Response in Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion Seeking
Reconsideration of the Court’s February 8,
2013 Order Denying Defendants’ Motion to
Dismiss, filed 03/18/2013

I AA000181-
AA000187

154 Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Ex-Parte
Motion to Quash Writ of Execution on an
OST and Counter-Motion for Appropriate
Judgment Enforcement Relief, filed
09/24/2018

XLIV AA008919-
AA008994

109 Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Motion
in Limine to Exclude Expert Testimony, filed
01/12/2018

XXX,
XXXI

AA006002-
AA006117

184 Plaintiffs’ Response to Special Master’s XLVII AA009665-



Motion for an Order for Payment of Fees and
Contempt, filed 11/26/2018

AA009667

115 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Connection with
Appointment of Special Master, filed
01/31/2018

XXXII AA006239-
AA006331

144 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Reply and In
Support of Entry of Final Judgment Per
Hearing Held June 5, 2018, filed 07/13/2018

XLI,
XLII

AA008416-
AA008505

146 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Reply to
Defendants’ Supplement Dated July 18,
2018, filed 08/03/2018

XLII AA008576-
AA008675

107 Plaintiffs’ Supplement in Support of Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
01/09/2018

XXX AA005833-
AA005966

75 Plaintiffs’ Supplement to Plaintiffs’ Reply to
Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Partial Summary Judgment, filed
02/23/2017

XX AA003847-
AA003888

156 Plaintiffs’ Supplemental Response to
Defendants’ Ex-Parte Motion to Quash Writ
of Execution on an OSt, filed 09/27/2018

XLIV AA009009-
AA009029

46 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration, filed 03/24/2016

VII, VIII AA001237-
AA001416

170 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration, Amendment, for New Trial,
and for Dismissal of Claims, filed
10/16/2018

XLV AA009272-
AA009277

58 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings Pursuant to
NRCP 12(c) with Respect to All Claims for
Damages Outside the Two-Year Statue of
Limitation and Opposition to Counter
Motion for Toll of Statue of Limitations and
for an Evidentiary Hearing, filed 12/28/2016

XI AA002179-
AA002189



111 Reply in Support of Defendants’ Motion in
Limine to Exclude the Testimony of
Plaintiffs’ Experts, filed 01/19/2018

XXXI AA006180-
AA001695

178 Resolution Economics’ Application for
Order of Payment of Special Master’s Fees
and Motion for Contempt, filed 11/05/2018

XLVII AA009553-
AA009578

187 Resolution Economics’ Reply to Defendants’
Opposition and Plaintiffs’ Response to its
Application for an Order of Payment of
Special Master’s Fees and Motion for
Contempt, filed 12/03/2018

XLVII AA009690-
AA009696

100 Response in Opposition to Defendant’s
Motion for Summary Judgment, filed
12/14/2017

XXVII,
XXVIII

AA005372-
AA005450

31 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First Claim for
Relief, filed 09/28/2015

V AA000807-
AA000862

3 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss, filed 12/06/2012

I AA000016-
AA000059

33 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss and for Summary
Judgment Against Plaintiff Michael Murray,
filed 10/08/2015

V AA000870-
AA000880

34 Response in Opposition to Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss and for Summary
Judgment Against Plaintiff Michael Reno,
filed 10/08/2015

V AA000881-
AA000911

212 Second Amended Notice of Appeal, filed
03/06/2019

L AA010285-
AA010288

22 Second Amended Supplemental Complaint,
filed 08/19/2015

III AA000582-
AA000599

130 Second Supplemental Declaration of Class
Counsel, Leon Greenberg, Esq., filed

XXXIV AA007015-
AA007064



05/18/2018

213 Special Master Resolution Economics’
Opposition to Defendants Motion for
Reconsideration of Judgment and Order
Granting Resolution Economics Application
for Order of Payment of Special Master’s
Fees and Order of Contempt, filed
03/28/2019

LI AA010289-
AA010378

78 Supplement to Defendants’ Opposition to
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment, filed 05/24/2017

XXI AA004024-
AA004048

79 Supplement to Defendants’ Opposition to
Plaintiffs’ Motion to Bifurcate Issue of
Liability of Defendant Creighton J. Nady
From Liability of Corporate Defendants or
Alternative Relief, filed 05/31/2017

XXI AA004049-
AA004142

72 Supplement to Order For Injunction Filed on
February 16, 2017, filed 02/17/2017

XIX AA003777-
AA003780

129 Supplemental Declaration of Class Counsel,
Leon Greenberg, Esq., filed 05/16/2018

XXXIV AA006981-
AA007014

38 Transcript of Proceedings, November 3, 2015 VI AA001002-
AA001170

66 Transcript of Proceedings, February 8, 2017 XVII AA003549-
AA003567

70 Transcript of Proceedings, February 14, 2017 XIX AA003755-
AA003774

77 Transcript of Proceedings, May 18, 2017 XX,
XXI

AA003893-
AA004023

83 Transcript of Proceedings, June 13, 2017 XXII AA004223-
AA004244

101 Transcript of Proceedings, December 14,
2017

XXVIII AA005451-
AA005509



105 Transcript of Proceedings, January 2, 2018 XXIV AA005720-
AA005782

114 Transcript of Proceedings, January 25, 2018 XXXI AA006203-
AA006238

117 Transcript of Proceedings, February 2, 2018 XXXII AA006335-
AA006355

122 Transcript of Proceedings, February 15, 2018 XXXII,
XXXIII

AA006427-
AA006457

137 Transcript of Proceedings, filed July 12,
2018

XXXVI,
XXXVII

AA007385-
AA007456

215 Transcript of Proceedings, September 26,
2018

LI AA010385-
AA010452

216 Transcript of Proceedings, September 28,
2018

LI, LII AA010453-
AA010519

175 Transcript of Proceedings, October 22, 2018 XLVI AA009304-
AA009400

189 Transcript of Proceedings, December 4, 2018 XLVIII AA009701-
AA009782

190 Transcript of Proceedings, December 11,
2018

XLVIII AA009783-
AA009800

192 Transcript of Proceedings, December 13,
2018

XLVIII AA009813-
AA009864



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I am an employee of HUTCHISON & STEFFEN, LLC and that

on this date APPENDIX TO APPELLANTS OPENING BRIEF VOLUME

XLV of LII 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:

Leon Greenberg, Esq.
Dana Sniegocki, Esq.
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 S. Jones Blvd., Ste. E3
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Telephone: (702) 383-6085
Facsimile: (702) 385-1827
leongreenberg@overtimelaw.com
Dana@overtimelaw.com

Attorneys for Respondents

DATED this 5th day of August, 2020.

/s/ Kaylee Conradi
_____________________________________
An employee of Hutchison & Steffen, PLLC
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LEON GREENBERG, ESQ., SBN 8094
DANA SNIEGOCKI, ESQ., SBN 11715
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Blvd- Suite E3
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
(702) 385-1827(fax)
leongreenberg@overtimelaw.com
dana@overtimelaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, and MICHAEL
RENO, Individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB,
LLC, and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
AN ORDER GRANTING A
JUDGMENT DEBTOR
EXAMINATION AND FOR
OTHER RELIEF 
      

Plaintiffs, through their attorneys, Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation,

hereby move this Court pursuant to NRS 21.270 for an Order requiring a judgment

debtor examination of the debtor in this matter, A Cab, LLC which has changed its

name in 2017 to A Cab Series, LLC.  Plaintiffs also seek additional relief in the form

of an Order compelling the production of records relevant to the judgment debtor

exam.  This Motion is made based upon the declaration of Leon Greenberg, attorney

for the class of judgment creditors, the attached exhibits, and the other papers and

pleadings on file herein.

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
10/5/2018 5:57 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NOTICE OF MOTION

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT the plaintiffs, by and through their attorneys of

record, will bring the foregoing Motion for an Order Granting a Judgment Debtor

Examination and for Other Relief, which was filed in the above-entitled case, for

hearing before the Honorable Kenneth Cory on _____________________________,

2018, at the hour of _________.  

  Dated: October 5, 2018

                                      Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
                  

                        By: /s/ Leon Greenberg   
             Leon Greenberg, Esq.                                 

                             Nevada Bar No.: 8094
                             2965 South Jones Boulevard - Suite E3
                             Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
                                     (702) 383-6085
                                     Attorney for Plaintiffs

11-8-18
In Chambers.
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DECLARATION OF LEON GREENBERG

Leon Greenberg, being duly sworn, hereby affirms, that:

1. I am an attorney licensed by the State of Nevada and am counsel for the

plaintiff class members/judgment creditors in this case.  I present this declaration in

support of plaintiffs’ motion for an order requiring a judgment debtor exam and other

relief.

2. On August 21, 2018 the Court entered a final money judgment in this case

in favor of certain designated class members in the amount of $1,033,027.81 against A

Cab LLC which in 2017 changed its name to A Cab Series LLC (the “defendant”) of

which not more than $960,000.00 is currently collectible absent a further order of this

Court.  Notice of entry of such order was duly served on defendants on August 22,

2018.

3. To date, defendant has failed to voluntarily satisfy any of the $960,000.00

collectible judgment.  

4. Via a writ of execution and garnishment, plaintiffs were able to locate a

total of $233,619.54 belonging to defendant existing in bank accounts held by Wells

Fargo bank.  Those funds were the subject of an ex parte Motion to Quash Writ of

Execution filed by defendants on September 21, 2018.  

5. After considering  defendants’ motion to quash and holding two hearings,

this Court ordered such funds to be deposited by Wells Fargo with the Clerk of the

Eighth Judicial District Court and denied defendants’ motion.
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6. Despite diligent efforts, plaintiffs are unable to locate the whereabouts of

any other assets at this time belonging to the defendant judgment debtor and that can

be used to satisfy the judgment.  

7. Plaintiffs have attached to this motion (Ex. “A”) a proposed order

requiring the appearance of the judgment debtor, A Cab, LLC now known as A Cab

Series, LLC.

8. In addition to an appearance by the defendant to submit to a judgment

debtor exam, plaintiffs are also requesting defendant be required to produce, upon

examination of the judgment debtor, the documents listed on Exhibit 1 to the attached

proposed Order.  

  

I have read the foregoing and affirm the same is true and correct.

October 5, 2018    /s/ Leon Greenberg   
    Leon Greenberg
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on October 5, 2018, she served the within:

Motion for an Order Granting a Judgment Debtor
Examination and for Other Relief

by court electronic service to:

TO:

Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C.
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, NV   89145

/s/ Dana Sniegocki
                                       
     Dana Sniegocki
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DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, and MICHAEL
RENO, Individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB,
LLC, and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

ORDER FOR APPEARANCE
OF JUDGMENT DEBTOR
      

Good Cause Appearing, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that you, A Cab, LLC, having changed your name

to A Cab Series, LLC in 2017, appear in Department I on the ______ day of

______________, 2018 in Courtroom 16A, with regard to the Judgment entered

against you on August 21, 2018, to answer questions under Oath concerning your

assets, liabilities, whether and to what extent any of those liabilities are disputed,

debtors, creditors, transfers of property, and business relationships.  

YOU ARE TO BRING with you copies of all documents set forth in Exhibit 1,

attached hereto and turn such copies (copies which may be in electronic, PDF form,

and to the extent specified in the attached in their other specified electronic form) over

to plaintiffs’ counsel, for their permanent retention, at the time of such appearance. 

Alternatively, you may make arrangements acceptable to plaintiffs’ counsel to deliver

those documents to such counsel prior to that date. 

________________ _________________________
Date Hon. Kenneth Cory

District Court Judge
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EXHIBIT 1

YOU ARE REQUIRED TO BRING THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS

WITH YOU TO COURT ON THE DATE OF YOUR JUDGMENT DEBTOR

EXAMINATION:

A. Copies of all bank statements and cancelled checks for all bank accounts owned

or maintained by A Cab, LLC (or under its current name, A Cab Series LLC) for

the time period of October 1, 2012 through the present;

B. Copies of all bank statements and cancelled checks for all bank accounts, the

records of which A Cab, LLC (currently known as A Cab Series LLC) has

access to, even if not held under its name, such accounts being registered with a

bank under EIN Number 88-0470590 for the time period of October 1, 2012

through the present;

C. Copies of all “annual reports” furnished to the Nevada Taxicab Authority in the

year 2012 and every subsequent year pursuant to NRS 706.167

E. Copies of the titles for all motor vehicles currently owned, as reflected by such

title documents, by A Cab, LLC or A Cab Series, LLC.

F. A complete electronic copy of the Quickbooks records used by A Cab LLC, now

known as A Cab Series LLC (the existence of such records being testified to by

defendant Nady in this litigation).  This is to be provided as a complete

company backup file using the Quickbooks software (using the *.QBB format)
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or if another format is agreed upon by plaintiffs’ and defendant another mutually

agreed upon format.

G. A copy of all documents indicating that A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab

Series LLC, has created any “series” LLC, including, but not limited to, any

memorandum or other written documents memorializing that it has created such

a “series” LLC.   This includes all agreements between it any “series” LLC it

has created.

H. A copy of all agreements between A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab Series

LLC and any other person or entity.

J. A copy of all documents that A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab Series LLC, has

given to its member(s). 

H. A copy of all documents stating that, or confirming that, A Cab LLC, now

known as A Cab Series LLC, was, is, or would be, leasing, transferring,

assigning, or in any fashion granting any interest in any rights, property,

tangible or intangible assets, to another person or entity, such documents being

dated after, or concerning interests or rights existing after, October 1, 2012.

K. A complete copy of all information and records in the possession of A Cab LLC,

now known as A Cab Series LLC, setting forth its assets and liabilities,

including the names and last known address of every creditor or party with an

AA009141



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

1

interest in any of its debts and the amount of each such creditor or debt holder’s

interest.

L. All applications A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab Series LLC, has made for a

loan or extension of any kind of credit since October 1, 2012, including all

documents submitted with such applications.

M. A copy of all tax returns filed by A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab Series LLC,

on or after  October 1, 2012 with any federal, state, or local government office. 

This includes all tax returns in its possession filed under EIN Number 88-

0470590 even if a name other than A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab Series

LLC, appears on such documents as the filer of those tax returns.

N. A copy of all written communications by A Cab LLC, now known as A Cab

Series LLC, on or after  October 1, 2012 disputing any liability claimed by any

of its creditors.
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LEON GREENBERG, ESQ., SBN 8094
DANA SNIEGOCKI, ESQ., SBN 11715
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Blvd- Suite E3
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
(702) 385-1827(fax)
leongreenberg@overtimelaw.com
dana@overtimelaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, and MICHAEL
RENO, Individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB,
LLC, and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
AN AWARD OF ATTORNEYS
FEES AND COSTS AS PER
NRCP RULE 54 AND THE
NEVADA CONSTITUTION 
      

Plaintiffs, through their attorneys, Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation,

hereby move this Court pursuant to NRCP Rule 54, and Article 15, Section 16, of the

Nevada Constitution (the Minimum Wage Amendment or “MWA”).  This Motion is

made based upon the declarations of Leon Greenberg and Christian Gabroy, attorneys

for the class, the attached exhibits, and the other papers and pleadings on file herein.

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
10/12/2018 12:39 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NOTICE OF MOTION

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT the plaintiffs, by and through their attorneys of

record, will bring the foregoing Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys Fees

and Costs as per NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada Constitution which was filed in

the above-entitled case, for hearing before the Honorable Kenneth Cory on

_____________________________, 2018, at the hour of _________.  

  Dated: October 12, 2018

                                      Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
                  

                        By: /s/ Leon Greenberg   
             Leon Greenberg, Esq.                                 

                             Nevada Bar No.: 8094
                             2965 South Jones Boulevard - Suite E3
                             Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
                                     (702) 383-6085
                                     Attorney for Plaintiffs

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

BACKGROUND

The Court in its Order entered on August 21, 2018 granted plaintiffs leave until

60 days thereafter to submit their request for an award of attorneys’ fees and costs. 

They are now submitting that request.

AMOUNT TO BE AWARDED UNDER VARYING FORMULATIONS

The Court is familiar with the Brunzell approach to awarding attorney’s fees and

will use that approach, and its discretion, to fashion an appropriate fee award.  The

overriding requirement of Brunzell is that the Court award attorneys fees in a

reasonable amount, although it has significant discretion in determining that amount as

long as it properly considers the various factors discussed in Brunzell.  To assist the

Court in rendering such an award, plaintiffs’ counsel have provided two detailed

11-15-18
In Chambers
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declarations (Ex. “A” Leon Greenberg, Ex. “B” Christian Gabroy).  Those declarations

discuss the various Brunzell factors and present a fee request addressing all of those

factors.  They explain the nature of the attorney work performed, the time expended,

and present three alternative means for the Court to calculate a proper fee award.   It

should be observed that every one of those fee award proposals already includes a

discount on “attorney hours” of at least 10% in the fee calculated.  None rely upon

a “gross” presentation of all time records of the attorneys multiplied by an hourly rate. 

Those three scenarios propose a total fee award, for the efforts of by Leon Greenberg’s

and Christian Gabroy’s law offices, of:

$626,481 (The “aggregate hours” fee of Ex. “A” minus 10%); or

$568,071 (The “partial exclusion of hours” fee of Ex. “A” minus 10%,
 also incorporating a reduction of associate hours discussed
 at Ex. “B” ¶ 9); or

$527,571 (The “presumptive exclusion of hours” fee of Ex. “A” minus
 10%, also incorporating a reduction of associate hours
discussed at Ex. “B” ¶ 9).

It should also be noted that the total recovery in this case, with pre judgment

interest, was $1,033,027.    If the Court was to award an attorney’s fee based not upon

a lodestar evaluation (attorney hours expended and rate per hour), but upon a fairly

typical contingency fee rate of 40% of the amount recovered, an attorney’s fee award

would be $413,201.    While class counsel believes a greater fee should be awarded

than that amount, in light of the extraordinary amount of time the prosecution of this

case has consumed, and the risks of non-collection that they assumed, the Court may, 

under Nevada Supreme Court precedents, consider contingency fee percentages in

awarding fees.  See, O’Connell v. Wynn Las Vegas, 134 Nev. Adv. Rep. 67, 2018 Nev.

App. LEXIS 6, holding that Shuette v. Beazer Homes Holding Corp., 124 P.3d 530,
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549 (Nev. Sup. Ct. 2005) authorizes an award of attorney’s fees in appropriate cases

by reference to a contingency percentage fee, not attorney hours.

Plaintiffs also ask for an award of costs of  $45,046.21                        

ARGUMENT

I. THE COURT SHOULD AWARD ATTORNEYS FEES IN 
A FASHION THAT IS REASONABLE AND ALSO PROVIDES
PROPER COMPENSATION FOR ATTORNEYS PURSUING
MWA CLAIMS

The MWA states:   “An employee who prevails in any action to enforce this

section shall be awarded his or her reasonable attorney’s fees and costs.”  This

provision should be reasonably, vigorously, and liberally, construed in light of the

compelling public purpose of the MWA.  In this case, as extensively detailed in the

declaration of Leon Greenberg, Esq., at Ex. “A,” plaintiffs counsel have strived to

present a reasonable fee award request that also adequately, and appropriately,

compensates them for their very considerable work in this case.

Plaintiffs’ counsel present appropriate, and likely “lower end,” market hour rates

for senior counsel time ($400 an hour) and associate attorney time ($240 an hour). 

Each of the three proposed alternative fee calculations impose an “across the board”

discount of 10% on the fee calculated on the attorney hours referenced to ensure the

requested fee is “reasonable.”   Plaintiffs’ counsel oppose any classification of any of

their presented hours of attorney time as “non-billable” and not subject to a fee award

(though, again, they propose a 10% overall fee reduction that will also ensure any

possible “over billed” work is not compensated).  But to assist the Court, they have

also examined their time hours and presented two scenarios using various “non-

billable time” assumptions that would reduce, significantly, their fee award.

Plaintiffs’ counsel are not sure what more they can present to the Court to assist

it in calculating their appropriate fee award.  Their views on how a fee should be

awarded, and their supporting documentation, is discussed in Exhibits “A” and “B.”
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The Court is well aware of the extremely protracted, and difficult, nature of this

litigation, as well as defendants’ near relentless, and vigorous, defense of this case at

every stage.  It is hoped such awareness will cause the Court to agree with plaintiffs’

counsel’s contention that their fully requested fee award of  $626,481 (and again, that

sum is reduced 10% from the full fee that would be awarded based on their time

records) is appropriate and should be granted.

II. THE COURT SHOULD AWARD COSTS OF $45,046.21

Plaintiffs’ counsel seeks an award of $45,046.21 in expenses (Ex. “A” ¶ 18, Ex.

“B” ¶ 10).

The majority of the costs sought by the plaintiffs, $29,022, is for fees paid to

expert witnesses and consultants.  Of that amount $9,330 was paid to retain the

services of Dr. Terrance Claurettie, who wrote an expert report for plaintiffs.  Of the

remainder, $17,962 was paid to Charles Bass who spent over 300 hours deciphering

defendant’s relevant computer dispatch and payroll records (Cab Manager and

Quickbooks data records) and summarizing the information in those records that was

essential to the recovery secured in this case for the class members.   The remainder of

that amount was expended for three different consultants (as explained in Ex. “A” ¶

19) to overcome defendants’ repeated (and false) insistence that they could not

produce those computer data files or did not know how to do so (conduct subject to the

March 4, 2016 sanctions Order issued by this Court).

While NRS 18.005(5) normally limits expert costs to no more than $1,500 per

expert, and for a maximum of five such experts, it does not bar this Court from

awarding the full requested $29,022 in such costs.  The Court should award the full

amount of those costs.  It would be contrary to the MWA to deny an award of these

costs that were essential to this case.  Indeed, there would have been no recovery in

this case if these expenses has not been paid by class counsel.   Denying an award of
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these costs would be improper, as it would essentially allow employers, such as the

defendant in this case, to make MWA claims impossible to prosecute.  By not

cooperating in litigation, and making proof of claims difficult and reliant upon such

expert assistance, MWA defendants would be able to make MWA claims cost more to

prove than can be collected in a lawsuit over those claims.  The MWA did not intend

to allow any such circumstances.

It should also be observed, as documented in the record of these proceedings,

the defendants paid over $47,000 to their expert witness in an attempt to defeat the

plaintiffs’ claims.   Having engaged in such a massive cost to defend this case,

defendants cannot properly be heard to complain about now being charged with the

much smaller expert cost that they forced upon the plaintiffs.

CONCLUSION

Wherefore, the plaintiffs’ motion should be granted in its entirety.

Dated: October 12, 2018

LEON GREENBERG PROFESSIONAL CORP.

 /s/ Leon Greenberg                        
Leon Greenberg, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8094
2965 S. Jones Boulevard - Ste. E-3
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Tel (702) 383-6085
Attorney for the Plaintiff Class
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on October 12, 2018, she served the

within:

Motion for an Award of Attorneys Fees and Costs as per
NRCP Rule 54 and the Nevada Constitution 

by court electronic service to:

TO:

Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C.
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, NV   89145

/s/ Dana Sniegocki
                                       
     Dana Sniegocki
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DECL
LEON GREENBERG, ESQ., SBN 8094
DANA SNIEGOCKI, ESQ., SBN 11715
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Blvd- Suite E3
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
(702) 385-1827(fax)
leongreenberg@overtimelaw.com
dana@overtimelaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, and MICHAEL
RENO, Individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC,  A CAB,
LLC and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

_____________________________

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

DECLARATION OF
PLAINTIFFS’ COUNSEL,
LEON GREENBERG, ESQ.

Leon Greenberg, an attorney duly licensed to practice law in the State of

Nevada, hereby affirms, under the penalty of perjury, that:

1.   I am one of the attorneys representing the plaintiffs in this matter.  I am

offering this declaration in support of plaintiffs’ request for an award of attorney’s fees

and costs for securing the final judgment for damages rendered in this case to the

NRCP Rule 23(b)(3) class and entered by the Court on August 21, 2018.  This

declaration is intended to comport with the requirements of demonstrating the

appropriate award of attorney’s fees, under the principles enunciated in Brunzell v.

Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345 (1969), for the work performed by my law

office and its employees.   Under Brunzell the guiding factors for an award of attorneys

fees are (summarized): (1) The quality of the advocate performing the work (their skill,

1
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training, experience, and so forth); (2) The character of the work, in respect to its

difficulty, intricacy and importance to the litigation; (3) The skill, time and attention

given to the work; and (4) The result, in respect to whether the work was successful

and the benefit derived from such success.

AMOUNT OF FEE REQUESTED
AND BASIS FOR THE SAME

Amount Requested

3. I am requesting an award of  $577,953 or $521,433 or $480,933                

in attorney’s fees for the work of the employees of my office and reimbursement of

$44,865.57 in necessary litigation costs. As discussed, infra, these varying proposed

fee award amounts are based upon different underlying approaches the Court may take

to the necessity and utility of the all of the work performed by my office in this case.

Brunzell Factor One: Quality of Advocates Performing the Work

4. I am a 1992 magna cum laude graduate of New York Law School where I

received the Trustee’s Prize for having the highest GPA of all graduating evening

division students, graduating first in my division and third out of 358 day and evening

division students.  I am a member of the bars of the States of Nevada, California, New

York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania and have continuously practiced law full time

since 1993.  I have substantial experience in class actions and wage and hour claims

and have successfully litigated over two dozen class action cases where I have been

appointed class counsel.  My litigation experience includes novel matters, such as

Hallissey v. America Online, Docket 99-CV-03785 (KTD), United States District

Court, Southern District of New York, on behalf of a class of Internet “volunteers” for

unpaid minimum wages, that case being concluded with a $15,000,000 class

settlement.  I have also handled a significant number of appeals to the Nevada Supreme

Court and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals that have resulted in published opinions. 

Those appeals have included Thomas v. Nevada Yellow Cab, 327 P.3d 518 (Nev. Sup.

Ct. 2014).  The Opinion in Thomas confirmed that taxi drivers are entitled to minimum

wages under Nevada’s Constitution, the exact claim presented in this very case.

2
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5. My associate, Dana Sniegocki, is a 2007 cum laude graduate of Thomas

Jefferson Law School, has been licensed to practice law for over nine years, is admitted

to the State Bars of Nevada and California, has been an associate attorney at my office

for more than nine years, and has experience in litigating class action cases, specifically

wage and hour class action litigations.   She has been appointed co-class counsel in

over 10 class action cases handled by my office. 

Brunzell Factor Two: The Intricacy, Importance and Difficulty of the Work

6. In respect to the second factor, the legal work performed in this case was,

in substantial if not majority measure, intricate and difficult.  My office was involved

in the successful class action prosecution, and secured an opposed judgment, of this

case.  Multiple complex and intricate issues, dealing with issues of first impression in

respect to the application of the Nevada Constitution’s Minimum Wage Amendment

(only enacted in 2006) and with class action certification, were presented by this case. 

This case did not involve commonly litigated tort or contract claims where counsel can,

and typically do, rely upon various established forms or repetitive motions and

litigation steps.   The litigation approach of the defendant, who spared no expense or

effort in mounting a vigorous (and, as found by the Court’s Order of March 4, 2016

imposing sanctions of $3,238.95 for discovery abuses, at times overzealous) defense,

rendered such work much more difficult and time consuming. 

Brunzell Factor Three: The Skill, Time and Attention Given to the Work

7. In respect to the third factor, I expended considerable attention, and an

inordinate amount of time, on the prosecution of this case.  The work I personally

performed was quite detailed.   I drafted numerous original briefs for the Court and

spent considerable amounts of time planning, in detail, the depositions conducted of the

defendant and structuring, and drafting, plaintiffs’ discovery requests.  The vast

majority of the work that I performed in this case was originally crafted for this case, I

did not, and could not given the nature of this case, rely upon canned forms or prior

work from other cases.   It is for the Court to pass judgment on the skillfulness of the

work I performed in this case and that I oversaw from my office’s employees.  I believe

3
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such work was performed at a highly skilled level, and certainly at a level equal to or

exceeding that of defendants’ counsel, who have been fully compensated already by

defendants at their not insignificant hourly rates.

8. The time expended by my office on the prosecution of this case was

massive.   My office has maintained contemporaneous time records of all work

performed in this case by all attorneys and paralegals.   A review of those records

indicates that I, prior to entry of judgment on August 21, 2018, personally, have spent

no less than 1,190 hours of attorney time on the prosecution of this case and no less

than 35 hours of travel time.  Those hours are after deducting the 6.5 hours of my time

that were previously awarded fees by the Court’s March 2016 sanction order and the

approximately 22 hours I spent purely devoted to the prosecution of the alter ego

claims against defendant Nady.  My associate, Dana Sniegocki, has spent no less than

600 hours of attorney time working on the prosecution of this case and no less than 53

hours of travel time; and my paralegal, Sydney Saucier, has spent at least 122 hours of

time on tasks of a non-clerical nature that are properly considered, in whole or

significant part, to require a skilled paralegal to perform.

Brunzell Factor Four: The Results Achieved and Benefits Conferred

9. Plaintiffs’ counsel’s success in this case is a matter of record.  They

secured a judgment by the Court for over $1,000,000 on behalf of the class members. 

The benefit of that judgment should also be viewed under the lens of its very nature: a

judgment vindicating legal rights to minimum wages of the highest importance under

Nevada’s legal system, as such legal rights are afforded directly by Nevada’s

Constitution.  Such benefit is also properly viewed, in respect to its importance, by

examining the beneficiaries of that judgment: the most vulnerable, and economically

weakest, citizens of the State of Nevada who, for lack of more remuneratively

attractive employment, have labored for less than the very modest hourly minimum

wage.

4
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Proposed Application of the Brunzell Factors in Calculating a Fee Award

10.    The time I have expended in this case, or that was expended by my office’s

employees, pursuing claims against the individual defendant Nady, is not time that I am

requesting be considered for this fee award.  Those claims (the “alter ego and unjust

enrichment claims”) are based upon his personal, and wholly derivative and contingent,

liability for the unpaid minimum wages owed by the  corporate defendant, A Cab.  

While I believe compensation for such work is justified from the class members’

recovery in this case, and may be sought at some future date, such expenditures of time

are not claimed to be properly charged against A Cab under the current judgment as an

element of the attorney’s fees properly awarded under the Nevada Constitution.  In

addition, I was compensated for certain hours of attorney work via the Court’s sanction

award order of March 4, 2016 and I am not seeking any fee award for those hours of

work.

11. In respect to gauging the appropriate fee award, for the time reasonably

expended by plaintiffs’ counsel, I was awarded attorney’s fees in this case at a rate of

$400 an hour in the Court’s Order of March 4, 2016.   While I have been awarded

attorneys fees in other litigation matters at a greater hourly rate, including as much as

$720 an hour by District Judge Mahan in 2017 in a federal court proceeding, I am only

asking the Court to consistently apply the $400 per hour rate it has already found

appropriate for my time.   Ms. Sniegocki’s work was recognized by Judge Pro in June

of 2014 to merit an award of $240 an hour in Tallman v. CPS Security, United States

District Court of Nevada, 09-CV-944, Order of June 3, 2014, involving unpaid

minimum wage and overtime pay claims.   While that award is now over four years

old, and Ms. Sniegocki is deserving of a higher hourly fee award, I would ask the Court

to adopt that rate for her time expenditures.   I would ask the Court to adopt a rate of

$85 an hour for the paralegal time expenditures of Ms. Saucier, a rate that I believe is

on the lower end for such time expenditures.

12. After excluding the time expenditures on the alter ego and unjust

5
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enrichment claims, and the hours for which I was already awarded fees for by the

Court’s March 4, 2016 Order, the remaining total time expenditures in my office’s

records are, at a minimum, the following:

Leon Greenberg: 1190 hours plus 35 hours travel time;

Dana Sniegocki: 600 hours plus 40 hours travel time;

Sydney Saucier: 122 hours paralegal time.

In respect to reaching an appropriate fee determination, I am proposing that the Court

adopt either an “Aggregate Hours Minus 10% Approach;” a “Partial Exclusion of

Hours Approach minus 10%” or a “Presumptive Exclusion of Hours Approach minus

10%.”   I provide below a rationalization for each of these proposed approaches and the

calculation that would be made under each one.  The Court may choose any one of the

approaches or formulate its own determination of the proper fee award consistent with

Brunzell and as it believes is appropriate.

13. The Aggregate Hours Minus 10% Approach: Under this approach the

Court would take the hours stated in paragraph 12 and multiply them by the rates

proposed in paragraph 11 (travel time hours would only be multiplied at a rate of 50%

of the rates in paragraph 11).  It would then reduce the entire amount by 10% to arrive

at the fee award.  I believe this approach is justified and proper.  The 10% reduction in

fees ensures that any likely measure of unproductive or less than fully efficient work is

being excluded for fee calculation purposes.  Given the great importance of enforcing

the rights granted by Nevada’s Constitution it is also proper to err in favor of ensuring

a fully adequate fee award is granted to plaintiffs’ counsel.  This would result in a fee

award (using above hourly rates, with half that rate for travel time), after applying that

10% reduction, of $577,953.

That award is based upon the below pre-discounted hours and fees:

Leon Greenberg $483,000 (1190 hours x $400 + 35 hours x $200)

Dana Sniegocki: $148,800 (600 hours x $240 + 40 hours x $120)

           Sydney Saucier: $10,370    (122 hours x $85)

6
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14. The Partial Exclusion of Hours Minus 10% Approach: Under this

approach the Court would first reduce the hours for my office’s work that are stated in

paragraph 12, multiply those hours by the rates in paragraph 11, and then apply a 10%

reduction to calculate a fee.  This approach would exclude, for fee consideration

purposes, hours of work that were spent exclusively on activities that defendants would

argue were unnecessary, or not of great utility or efficiency, or that concerned issues

never fully resolved in the litigation.   By way of example, for depositions, or court

appearances prior to the final pre-trial stage (meaning prior to October 1, 2017),

attorney hours would only be allowed for one attorney.  Attorney hours spent on the

existence or non-existence of medical insurance (Nevada provides for an additional

$1.00 an hour in minimum wages when medical insurance is not provided) would be

excluded.   Attorney hours spent seeking affirmative relief by motion against defendant

would be excluded if those motions were denied.   Attorney hours spent arguing the

second partial summary judgment motion would be excluded, as that motion was

initially denied and later re-heard upon a fuller record that included an additional

expert report.

15. I do not agree that such a partial exclusion of hours of work is appropriate

for fee calculation purposes.   Defendant has paid to have multiple counsel appear on

its behalf at a deposition and at court appearances.  That plaintiffs’ counsel ultimately

did not proceed to press claims for the extra $1.00 an hour in minimum wages under

Nevada’s “medical insurance not provided” standard did not render the time spent on

that issue improper or unwise.   Nor should plaintiffs’ counsel be denied fees for the

“repeat” of the partial summary judgment motion, such motion ultimately being

granted, essentially on the same basis (albeit with the support of an additional expert)

as proposed on its “initial” submission.    Defendant has vigorously litigated this case

with the goal of making it economically unattractive for prosecution.   They should not

be allowed to achieve that goal by having the award of attorney’s fees to plaintiffs’

counsel reduced in such a fashion.

7
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16. Based upon a review of my office’s time records, and reasonable estimates

that my office has made when applying the foregoing “partial exclusion” of hours

approach, the remaining total time expenditures in my office’s records are, after

applying such an approach, at a minimum, the following:

Leon Greenberg: 1084 hours plus 35 hours travel time

Dana Sniegocki: 521 hours plus 28 hours travel time

Sydney Saucier: 122 hours

Based upon such hours the fee that would be awarded under this approach would, after

also applying a 10% across the board discount, be: $521,433      

That award would be based  the below pre-discounted hours and fees:

Leon Greenberg $440,600 (1084 hours x $400 + 35 hours x $200)

Dana Sniegocki: $128,400  (521 hours x $240 + 28 hours x $120)

           Sydney Saucier: $10,370    (122 hours x $85)

17. The Presumptive Exclusion of Hours Minus 10% Approach: This

approach deviates from the “Partial Exclusion” of hours approach discussed in ¶¶ 14-

15 by excluding all time expenditures that, in any significant measure, concerned the

sort of topics or subject matter that defendant would presumptively argue should not be

included in a fee award.  This approach does not require, as under the “Partial

Exclusion” approach that such time expenditures be solely devoted to such activities to

be excluded for fee consideration purposes.  Rather, it excludes, entirely, all time

expenditures that in significant measure involved such activities.   It also excludes time

expended on settlement and mediation efforts (on the theory no settlement was

achieved) or dealing with defendant’s writ (which was granted and released the

injunction issued on the proposed Dubric settlement).   It adopts the presumption that

no fee is warranted for any such activities.   If this presumption is applied, based upon

a review of my office’s time records, and reasonable estimates that my office has made

when applying such a presumptive exclusion of hours approach, the remaining total

time expenditures in my office’s records are, at a minimum, the following:

8
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Leon Greenberg: 996 hours plus 25 hours travel time

Dana Sniegocki: 489 hours plus 27 hours travel time

Sydney Saucier: 122 hours

Based upon such hours the fee that would be awarded under this approach would, after

also applying a 10% across the board discount, be: $480,933      

That award would be based upon the below pre-discounted hours and fees:

Leon Greenberg $403,400 (996 hours x $400 + 25 hours x $200)

Dana Sniegocki: $120,600  (489 hours x $240 + 27 hours x $120)

           Sydney Saucier: $10,370    (122 hours x $85)    

18. The foregoing discussion of the records of hours of work expended by my

office’s staff, and the classifications of those hours of work into “partial” or

“presumptive” exclusion status for fee award purposes, is the result of a generalized

review of those records.  Those records are incredibly lengthy (I have over 1220

individual time entries for the work I performed in this case prior to date of judgment). 

It would be very burdensome and time consuming to review, line by line, every single

time entry in those records and precisely quantify the activity, the time expended, and

so forth.  As a result, in reviewing the time records that are the basis of my discussion

of the time expenditures of myself and my office’s staff I have made some

approximations and generalized determinations about the nature of the work activities

recorded in those records.  I believe that is appropriate.  In addition, every fee

calculation request being made also includes an across the board 10% reduction in fees

(effectively in hours) requested that will correct any oversight in my approximations or

generalized determinations in respect to the activities recorded in my office’s time

records.

9
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LITIGATION COSTS

19. I have reviewed the records maintained by my office in respect to the

litigation expenses incurred by my office in this case.  Those records are maintained in

Quickbooks software or in another contemporaneous manual ledger and indicate the

following necessary litigation expenses were incurred by my office:

Expense Amount

Process Server, Runner, Overnight

Delivery

$358.06

Court Filing Fees Including WIZNET

fees for filing documents

$2,158.97

Transcripts of Court Hearings, Court

Reporter Fees for Depositions, and $990

Fee paid for Deposition Appearance of

Defendants’ Expert

$10,680.68

Fees paid to Experts and Computer Data

Consultants to Assist in Prosecution of

Case and Extracting Information from

Defendants’ Computer Data Files

$29,022

Class Notice Costs of Postage and

Mailing Materials

$1,491.59

Online Investigation Costs $168.19

Charges Paid to Defendant for

Duplication of Defendants’ Records

(Trip Sheets) as Per Defendants’

Insistence

$918.34

Postage (partial, itemized amount) $9.74

Parking for Court Appearances $58.00

10
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Copies (Numerous, but not itemized, not

charged)

TOTAL EXPENSES $44,865.57

19. Of the foregoing expert and computer data consultant fees, $9,330 was

paid to retain the services of Dr. Terrance Clauretie, $17,962 was paid to Charles Bass

to process the computer data files produced by defendants and provide relevant

arithmetical summaries from that data (working both on his own and with Dr.

Clauretie), and $1,730 was paid to three other consultants ($567.50 to Glen

Pannenborg, CPA; $600 to the firm of Office Works; and $562.50 to the firm of

Nevada Quickbooks Pro) to overcome defendants’ untrue assertions that they could not

produce information in their Quickbooks and other computer data files.   Those costs

were incurred attempting an “inspection” of A Cab’s computer system which, while

being attempted, A Cab refused to allow be completed (the cost for Mr. Pannenborg’s

services).  They were also needed to document in filings with the Court the falsity of

defendants’ assertions they could not produce the relevant Quickbooks information in a

suitable computer file format.   This course of obstructive conduct by defendants

ultimately resulted in both the production of those computer data files and the Court’s

Order of March 4, 2016 imposing over $3,000 in sanctions upon defendants, but those

sanctions did not include any award for these $1,730 in expert and consultant expenses.

20. As per the above, my office requests reimbursement of $44,865.57 of

necessary litigation costs.

I have read the foregoing and affirm the same is true and correct.

Affirmed this 11th  day of October, 2018

    /s/ Leon Greenberg                
         Leon Greenberg

11
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GABROY LAW OFFICES 
Christian Gabroy, Esq. (#8805) 
The District at Green Valley Ranch 
170 South Green Valley Parkway, Suite 280 
Henderson, Nevada 89012 
Tel  (702) 259-7777 
Fax (702) 259-7704 
christian@gabroy.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY 
  

MICHAEL MURRAY, AN INDIVIDUAL, 
ET. AL. 
 
                             Plaintiffs, 
 
           vs. 
 
A CAB TAXI SERVICE, LLC, A CAB, 
LLC, AND CREIGHTON J. NADY, 
 
                              Defendants. 

 CASE NO.:  A-12-669926-C 
Dept. I     
 
 
DECLARATION OF PLAINTIFF’S 
COUNSEL, 
CHRISTIAN GABROY, ESQ.,  
 
 

 
 

DECLARATION OF CHRISTIAN GABROY, ESQ. AND GABROY LAW 
OFFICES, P.C. IN SUPPORT 

OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

Christian Gabroy, an attorney duly admitted to practice law in the State of 

Nevada and a member of the bar of this Court, hereby affirms, per NRS §53.045 that: 

1.  I am one of the attorneys representing the plaintiffs in this matter.  I am 

offering this declaration in support of plaintiffs’ request for an award of attorney’s fees 

and costs for securing the final judgment for damages rendered in this case to the 

NRCP Rule 23(b)(3) class and entered by the Court on August 21, 2018.  This 

declaration is intended to comport with the requirements of demonstrating the 

appropriate award of attorney’s fees, under the principles enunciated in Brunzell v. 
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Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345 (1969), for the work performed by my law 

office, by my associate Kaine Messer, Esq., and our employees.   Under Brunzell the 

guiding factors for an award of attorney's fees are (summarized): (1) The quality of the 

advocate performing the work (their skill, training, experience, and so forth); (2) The 

character of the work, in respect to its difficulty, intricacy and importance to the litigation; 

(3) The skill, time and attention given to the work; and (4) The result, in respect to 

whether the work was successful and the benefit derived from such success. 

2. This declaration incorporates the discussion in the declaration of my co-

counsel, Leon Greenberg, of the various Brunzell factors and how they should be 

applied to the award of a fee in this case.  I do not repeat those discussions and limit 

this declaration to providing the Court with information on the amount of work (hours of 

work) performed by my office in this case and the appropriate basis (hourly fee rate) for 

an attorney's fee award for those hours.  I also detail my office's litigation expenses for 

which reimbursement is sought  

AMOUNT OF FEE REQUESTED 
AND BASIS FOR THE SAME 

 

Amount Requested 

3. I am requesting an award of $48,528 or alternatively $46,638 in attorney’s 

fees for the work of the employees of my office and myself in this case.  As discussed, 

infra, these varying numbers are based upon different underlying approaches the Court 

may take to the necessity and utility of the all of the work performed by my office.  I am 

also requesting an award of $180.64 for my office's expenses. 

 The experience and typical hourly rate of my office's employees.  

4. I am 2003 graduate of DePaul Law School and a member of the Illinois 

and Nevada bars.  I have practiced law full time and continuously since 2003.  My law 
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practice has almost exclusively been in the area of civil litigation, including jury trials.   I 

also have significant experience in prosecuting both individual and class action wage 

and hour litigations, such as this case involving unpaid minimum wages.   I have been 

appointed class counsel (or co-class counsel) pursuant to FRCP or NRCP Rule 23, or 

under the similar provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act in respect to the 

prosecution of "collective" actions under that statute, in over 10 cases. 

5. Most typically, I work on a contingency fee basis and it is common that I 

earn well in excess of $500.00 per hour on my cases that I take on a contingency fee 

basis.  Other attorneys in Las Vegas with experience and training comparable to mine 

who are retained by private, paying, clients for employment law litigation typically 

charge hourly rates of $400 an hour or more.   I do and have charged hourly fee paying 

clients, which are a small part of my practice, fees of $450 an hour. 

6. My associate, Kaine Messer, Esq. graduated from Western State School 

of Law in Orange County, California cum laude in 2014. He has been licensed in 

California since 2014 and in Nevada since 2016. His regular hourly rate is $250.00. 

The work performed by my office and time expended. 
 

7. My office joined this litigation in 2017 to act as co-class counsel in respect 

to the final portion of this litigation, including a contemplated trial of this case.  While that 

trial did not take place, the work performed by my office was necessary to the 

prosecution of this case.  Unlike my co-class counsel, I only became involved in this 

case when it was approaching trial and the arguably collateral, or not pursued, issues 

had been largely identified and not worked on further.  For example, my office 

performed no appreciable amount of time on work related to the "no health insurance 

provided" issue and the Nevada Minimum Wage (the $1.00 an hour "higher tier" - 
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currently $8.25 an hour - issue), an issue ultimately not pursued in this case.  As a 

result, in reviewing my office's time records on the work performed in this case, I cannot 

identify any significant amount of unproductive or arguably unnecessary time.  My 

associate, Kaine Messer, did attend certain court appearances with me, and I suspect 

defendants would argue his presence at those court appearances, though very 

desirable and constructive, was not a time expenditure that was warranted.  I disagree 

with that contention, but provide an alternative analysis as to a fee award for his time 

that does not award fees for his time spent on those court appearances.   

 

8. I, personally, based upon my office's review of contemporaneously 

maintained time records, have expended 120.5 hours of attorney time and 2.5 hours of 

travel time on this case and my associate, Kaine Messer, has expended no less than 

20.5 hours of attorney time and 2.5 hours of travel time on this case.    Additional work 

was performed in this matter by a former associate of my office, and, my office's 

paralegal staff, but I am not itemizing that work (which was significant) in the submission 

of this fee request.  Based upon the attorney's hours expended by just myself and Kaine 

Messer I would propose to the Court a fee award for my office of $48,528 after 

discounting by 10% the fee properly calculated on such hours.   That fee award is 

calculated as follows: 

  

Christian Gabroy: $48,700 (120.5 hours x $400 + 2.5 hours travel x $200) 

Kaine Messer: $5,220 (20.5 hours x $240 + 2.5 hours travel x $120) 

 

9. As an alternative formulation, I would propose reducing Kaine Messer's 

billable hours to 13, if all time spent by him at Court appearances with me were to be 

excluded for fee award purposes.  That would result in a fee award for my office of 

$46,638 after discounting the fee properly calculated on such hours of attorney time by 

10%. That fee award is calculated as follows: 
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Christian Gabroy: $48,700 (120.5 hours x $400 + 2.5 hours travel x $200) 

Kaine Messer: $3,120 (13 hours x $240) 

 

10. Further, my office has incurred costs in this matter of no less than 

$180.64. This includes 1,758 black and white copies at $0.10 per copy, postage in the 

amount of $1.34, and a $3.50 Wiznet filing fee for my notice of appearance in this 

matter.  

 

I have read and reviewed the true and correct aforementioned statements. 

Affirmed this 12th Day of October 2018 

/s/ Christian Gabroy 

_________________________ 

Christian Gabroy, Esq. 
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LEON GREENBERG, ESQ., SBN 8094
DANA SNIEGOCKI, ESQ., SBN 11715
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Blvd- Suite E3
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
(702) 385-1827(fax)
leongreenberg@overtimelaw.com
dana@overtimelaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, and MICHAEL
RENO, Individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB,
LLC, and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTIONS
TO CLAIMS OF EXEMPTION
FROM EXECUTION AND
NOTICE OF HEARING 
      

Plaintiffs, through their attorneys, Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation,

hereby submit these Objections to Claims of Exemptions from Execution filed by A

Cab LLC; A Cab Series, LLC, Maintenance Company; A Cab Series, LLC, Taxi

Leasing Company; A Cab Series, LLC, Medallion Company; A Cab Series, LLC,

Employee Leasing Company Two; A Cab Series, LLC, Ccards Company; and A Cab

Series, LLC, Administration Company.  Pursuant to NRS 21.112(4) these objections

also include a Notice of Hearing.  

///

///

///

///

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
10/15/2018 2:09 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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1

NOTICE OF HEARING

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT the plaintiffs, by and through their attorneys of

record, will bring the foregoing Objections to Claims of Exemption from Execution for

hearing before the Honorable Kenneth Cory on _____________________________,

2018, at the hour of _________.  

  Dated: October 15, 2018

                                      Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
                  

                        By: /s/ Leon Greenberg 
             Leon Greenberg, Esq.                                 

                             Nevada Bar No.: 8094
                             2965 South Jones Boulevard - Suite E3
                             Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
                                     (702) 383-6085
                                     Attorney for Plaintiffs

November 15, 2018 

In Chambers 
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OBJECTIONS

PLAINTIFFS MAKE LIMITED OBJECTIONS AND SUPPORT
 A FINDING CONCLUSIVELY ESTABLISHING THE 

PROPERTY AT ISSUE WAS THE JUDGMENT DEBTOR’S
PROPERTY AND APPLYING THE EXEMPTION

SET FORTH AT NRS 21.090(1)(z) ON THAT BASIS

As discussed, infra, the exemptions filed all make reference to NRS

21.090(1)(z), Nevada’s “wildcard” judgment exemption for $10,000 of a judgment

debtor’s personal property.  They also appear to be making a completely incompatible,

and contrary claim, that the funds at issue from Wells Fargo Bank are not actually

property of the judgment debtor but of some third party not identified in the exemption

claims.

There is no basis to make a claim of judgment exemption based upon the Wells

Fargo Bank funds being the property of someone other than Judgment Debtor A Cab

LLC.   The Court has already considered that issue via a motion to quash the execution

and denied that relief.  The exemption claims served are not a proper means to re-

litigate that issue.

If the exemption claims served will act as a conclusive adjudication of the status

of the Well Fargo funds as property of the judgment debtor, A Cab LLC, plaintiffs

support the granting of the $10,000 exemption under NRS 21.090(z).  Indeed, the only

way that exemption can be granted is if the Wells Fargo funds were A Cab LLC’s

money at the time of the service of the execution.   By granting that $10,000

exemption the Court would, if it was to move this matter along in a consistent and just

fashion, also have to direct the release of the remaining Wells Fargo monies

(approximately $223,000) to plaintiffs’ counsel for deposit in their trust account and

for distribution pursuant to such other Order as the Court will issue.
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  These alleged circumstances were subject to significant review and1

consideration by the Court on defendants’ motion to quash the writ of execution heard
by the Court on September 26, 2018 and September 28, 2018.  No documentary proof
of the existence of any such series LLCs, such as business licenses, operating
agreements, or anything else, has been introduced into the record.  The only basis to
conclude these series LLCs exist are defendants’ assertions, which are not supported
by any detailed declaration explaining when these series LLCs were established or
anything else about them.  Defendants simply insist, in a wholly conclusory fashion,
that they exist and have, and do, function properly.

3

SUMMARY OF EXEMPTIONS CLAIMED
AND RELEVANT PRIOR PROCEEDINGS

Exemptions are Claimed by Six Allegedly Subordinate
“Series” LLCs of the Judgment Debtor and
Possibly Separately by the Judgment Debtor

Plaintiffs were served with a total of seven claims for exemption.  Six of those

claims (Ex. “A”) are made in the names of the following alleged “series” LLCs that

were allegedly formed  by the judgment debtor A Cab LLC (currently known as A Cab1

Series LLC, having changed its name in 2017):

A Cab Series, LLC, Taxi Leasing Company;

A Cab Series, LLC, Medallion Company;

A Cab Series, LLC, Employee Leasing Company Two;

A Cab Series, LLC, CCards Company;

A Cab Series, LLC, Administration Company;

A Cab Series, LLC, Maintenance Company;

It appears judgment debtor A Cab LLC may also be attempting to exert a claim

for an exemption in its own name.  It served on plaintiffs’ counsel (Ex. “B”) an

exemption claim denominated in the name of “A Cab LLC.”   But that exemption

claim was never filed, at least in that form, with the Court.   In this case an exemption

claim “in blank,” (Ex. “C” page 1) without any identification of the filer, was made,

such exemption claim also varying in form from the one served on plaintiffs’ counsel

for A Cab LLC.
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 Plaintiffs’ submit that none of the “series LLCs” are eligible to assert this2

exemption.  NRS 21.090(1)(z) allows an exemption for “[a]ny personal property not
otherwise exempt from execution pursuant to this subsection belonging to the
judgment debtor, including, without limitation, the judgment debtor’s equity in any
property, money, stocks, bonds or other funds on deposit with a financial institution,
not to exceed $10,000 in total value, to be selected by the judgment debtor.”  NRS
21.090(1)(z) (emphasis added).  The “series LLCs,” since they are not the judgment
debtor, cannot take advantage of this exemption.  

4

The Exemptions Claimed by the Six Allegedly Subordinate 
“Series” LLCs of the Judgment Debtor are Identical “Wildcard”

 Exemptions and NRS 86.296 “Series LLC Property” Claims.

All of the exemption claims made by the six allegedly subordinate “series”

LLCs of the judgment debtor A Cab make the following assertions:

1. That “10,000 held in Wells Fargo Bank Account” is exempt, the Nevada

“Wildcard” judgment debtor exemption available under NRS

21.090(1)(z) ; and;2

2. That “[t]he garnished funds are the sole and separate property of a Series

LLC as established by NRS 86.296.”

The Exemptions Possibly Claimed by the Judgment Debtor
Incorporates Those of the Six Allegedly Subordinate “Series”

 LLCs and adds a Facially Impossible Exemption
Claim and Unknown and Not Explained Claims.

The exemption claim for judgment debtor A Cab LLC served upon plaintiffs’

counsel makes the same claims as those of the six alleged Series LLCs but adds the

following additional claim of exemption (Ex. “B” p. 2):

Money or compensation payable or paid under NRS 616A to 616D

(worker’s compensation industrial insurance), as provided in NRS

616C.205 (NRS 21.090(1)(gg).)

A Cab, LLC’s claimed exemption under NRS 21.090(1)(gg) is a nullity.  Such

exemption is for compensation that was payable or paid pursuant to chapters 616A to

616D, inclusive, or chapter 617 of NRS as provided in NRS 616C.205.  NRS

21.090(1)(gg) (emphasis added).  Chapters 616A through 616D concern Industrial
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5

Insurance, or worker’s compensation benefits.  A Cab, LLC is not a beneficiary of any

such compensation that was either paid or payable via worker’s compensation benefits. 

Nor can it qualify to receive any such benefits, as it is not a natural person.  While

some of its employees arguably are persons who may receive such compensation, A

Cab, LLC, as the employer, is charged with making premium payments to ensure its

workers can receive such benefits in the future; it is not itself a beneficiary of

compensation that was paid pursuant to Chapters 616A through 616D of the Nevada

Revised Statutes.  Accordingly, it can claim no such exemption.

A Cab LLC also asserts its entitlement, under NRS 21.105(2), to an exemption

of $400 of the Wells Fargo account.   Because that statute only provides an exemption

for a “personal bank account” of the judgment debtor, and A Cab LLC is a commercial

business, the Court is urged to deny that exemption as not within the scope of such

statute.

The exemption filed with the Court “in blank” and that, perhaps, was intended

to be made on behalf of A Cab LLC (Ex. “C”, first page failing to identify the filer)

has the “other” box checked at page four and states “See Attached.”  Nothing is

attached and what is being claimed (if anything) by way of an exemption in that

fashion is unknown.

The Court has Already Denied Relief to the 
Judgement Debtor on its Claim That the Wells

Fargo Funds Were the Property of its “Series” LLCs

At hearings held on September 26, 2018 and September 28, 2018 the Court

heard and determined A Cab LLC’s claims that the Wells Fargo funds were not its

property subject to judgment execution but belonged to the six alleged Series LLCs. 

Ex. “D,” Motion to Quash Execution filed by A Cab, LLC at p. 7 asserting that funds

held by Wells Fargo belonged to the same six alleged Series LLCs now filing
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6

exemption claims.   It denied that claim.  Ex. “E,” minutes containing Court’s orders

from the bench, order still to be submitted to the Court for signature.

THE COURT SHOULD EITHER CONCLUSIVELY
DETERMINE THE WELL FARGO FUNDS WERE THE

PROPERTY OF JUDGMENT DEBTOR A CAB LLC AT THE
TIME OF EXECUTION, APPLY THE NRS 21.090(1)(z) EXEMPTION

AND RELEASE THE REMAINING FUNDS TO PLAINTIFFS’
COUNSEL OR DENY ALL EXEMPTION CLAIMS

As discussed, supra, the establishment of the only proper exemption before the

Court, the NRS 21.090(1)(z) $10,000 exemption available to A Cab LLC as a

judgment debtor, must also establish the Wells Fargo funds were property of the

judgment debtor.   Establishing those things further compels the release of the

remainder of those funds (after applying the $10,000 exemption) to plaintiffs’ counsel. 

Such turnover of those funds will not, immediately, result in a release of those monies

to anyone, as plaintiffs’ counsel will place those funds in their IOLTA account and

still have to seek a further Court Order authorizing a distribution of those funds to

class members (and possibly a portion to counsel) as per the Court’s prior Order . 

The Court should apply the NRS 21.090(1)(z) exemption, direct the Clerk of the

Court to remit $10,000 to judgment debtor A Cab LLC and the remainder

(approximately $223,000) to plaintiffs’ counsel for placement in their IOLTA account. 

Justice is not served by the continued delay in the disbursement process of those funds

to the class members on their judgment.  A Cab LLC has refused to bond the judgment

pending its appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court.  In directing the placement of the

Wells Fargo funds with the Court on September 28, 2018 the Court expressly noted it

was doing so, and imposing a de facto pause in the judgment execution process, to

grant A Cab LLC an opportunity to seek writ relief from the Nevada Supreme Court. 

No request for such relief has been filed by A Cab LLC.   It is now 17 days later.   It is

not appropriate, or in the interests of justice, to continue to delay the judgment

execution process.   A Cab LLC has been heard on its claim that the Wells Fargo funds
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are beyond the reach of the judgment.  That claim has been denied.  It has refused to

bond the judgment pending appeal.  It has also NOT availed itself of this Court’s most

gracious grant to it of a delay in these proceedings so it could avail itself of its option

to seek writ relief from the Nevada Supreme Court.  It has failed to seek that relief.  

The class members deserve to receive the compensation awarded to them on their

judgment.   The Court should move the judgment execution process forward, apply the

judgment execution exemption available to A Cab LLC for $10,000 and direct the

remittal of the rest of the Wells Fargo funds to class counsel to hold in trust for the

benefit of the class members.

CONCLUSION

Wherefore, relief should be granted to plaintiffs as aforesaid.

Dated this 15   day of October, 2018.th

Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation

By: /s/ Leon Greenberg    

LEON GREENBERG, Esq.
Nevada Bar No.: 8094
2965 South Jones Blvd- Suite E3
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
Attorney for Plaintiffs
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PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on October 15, 2018, she served the

within:

PLAINTIFFS’ OBJECTIONS TO CLAIMS OF
EXEMPTION FROM EXECUTION AND NOTICE OF
HEARING 

by court electronic service to:

TO:

Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C.
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, NV   89145

Jay A. Shafer, Esq.
PREMIER LEGAL GROUP
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, NV 89128

/s/ Dana Sniegocki
                                       
     Dana Sniegocki
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PARTY INFORMATION

Lead Attorneys
Defendant A Cab LLC Esther C. Rodriguez
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Defendant A Cab Taxi Service LLC Esther C. Rodriguez
Retained

7023208400(W)

Defendant Nady, Creighton J Esther C. Rodriguez
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7023208400(W)

Plaintiff Murray, Michael Leon Greenberg
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Plaintiff Reno, Michael Leon Greenberg
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7023836085(W)

EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT

09/28/2018 All Pending Motions  (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Cory, Kenneth)
ALL PENDINGS - DEFENDANT'S EX-PARTE MOTION TO QUASH WRIT OF EXECUTION AND, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION
FOR PARTIAL STAY OF EXECUTION ON ORDER SHORTENING TIME... PLAINTIFFS RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS EX-PARTE
MOTION TO QUASH WRIT OF EXECUTION ON AN OST and COUNTER-MOTION FOR APPROPRIATE JUDGMENT
ENFORCEMENT RELIEF

Minutes
09/28/2018 10:00 AM

- ALL PENDING - DEFENDANT'S EX-PARTE MOTION TO QUASH
WRIT OF EXECUTION AND, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION
FOR PARTIAL STAY OF EXECUTION ON ORDER SHORTENING
TIME... PLAINTIFFS RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS EX-PARTE
MOTION TO QUASH WRIT OF EXECUTION ON AN OST and
COUNTER-MOTION FOR APPROPRIATE JUDGMENT
ENFORCEMENT RELIEF Kelly Dove, counsel for Wells Fargo
present. Court NOTED it had received Defendant's exhibits in
support to quash the writ of execution. COURT ORDERED,
Defendant's Exhibits A-J ADMITTED. Statements by the Court
regarding LLC series and review of numerous laws in Nevada and
other states. Mr. Shafer argued as to the statutes regarding LLC's
and operating agreements in Nevada. Further argued as to NRS
86.296. Statements by Ms. Rodriguez. Colloquy regarding LLC
statutes. Statements by the Court regarding creating LLC's that are
not identifiable to the public. Arguments by Mr. Greenberg regarding
public notice and there being no business licenses for the entities.
Ms. Dove advised if the Court wishes for a motion for interpleader
be filed they would do so, or they would just follow the Court's
direction. COURT ORDERED, Motion to Quash the Writ of
Execution DENIED and the FUNDS BE TRANSFERRED TO THE
CLERK OF THE COURT pending further action by this Court.
COURT FURTHER ORDERED, Plaintiff's Counter-Motion for
Appropriate Judgment Enforcement Relief CONTINUED. Court
inquired if the defendant's would be seeking redress from the

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

1 of 2 10/15/2018, 11:03 AM
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Supreme Court. Mr. Shafer advised that is one of the options they
would be pursuing. The exemption process still remains to be done
pursuant to the writ of execution statute. Mr. Shafer requested if the
Court is denying they would request denying in part and granting in
part as to the funds in the employee leasing company. If the Court is
not inclined to do that, that the Court would preclude further
execution of the funds against the company. Essentially, they
maintain the status quo until such time as two week that they can
have Mr. Ocean testify as to the records. Mr. Shafer requested the
Court preclude further execution on the funds that may be deposited
into Wells Fargo. Mr. Greenberg argued that to the extent the funds
are being held under the same EIN# that is the same EIN# when
they started the law suit, they believe they should be properly
subject to execution and they are sufficient to identify them as funds
in the judgment debtor A Cab LLC. There was never a writ served
just on A Cab Series Leasing Company in generic form. An
execution was served based on the designation of these funds
being associated under the EIN# and there is no basis to restrain
them from doing this. If A Cab wishes to stop the process execution
they could post a bond in the amount of $960,000.00 which is less
than the judgment entered. Mr. Shafer stated they could not post the
bond as the funds are being held and they do not have the collateral
to secure a bond. Mr. Shafer stated Mr. Greenberg is correct a writ
was served with an EIN#. The EIN# they are saying belongs to one
company is incorrect as to who they are saying it belongs to and this
issue has not been briefed before this Court, but anticipate it will be.
Mr. Shafer requested until the Court returns in two weeks and
additional briefing has been submitted that plaintiff doesn't take
these unrelated companies and stay the proceedings on this
particular writ. Defendant is not asking the Court to restrain the
plaintiff's ability to file other motions or other proceedings, but just as
to this account so that A Cab can continue to operate. Defendant is
just asking for a stay on further execution on the writ that was
served on Wells Fargo, not A Cab or A Cab Taxi, just as to these
other separately named series LLC's. That money is not withheld
from those accounts in the future. Court inquired if Mr. Shafer
presently represents any of the series LLC's entities. Mr. Shafer
advised he has not been presently retained, but believes he will
when they file their requests for exemptions. Ms. Rodriguez stated
she believed Mr. Wall was going to contact the entirety of
Hutchinson and Steffen to make an appearance on 120 plus series
individual entities if the Court was going to require representation for
each of the entities and that she does not currently represent them.
Court STATED the challenges come back to the attempted use of
Nevada's relatively new series LLC's statutes and for all the reasons
discussed this Court concludes they have not correctly, in such a
way to ensure due process to the plaintiff's class members. The
defendant is free to seek redress on the central issue of whether or
not these separate entities have been created in such a way that it
does not deny the rights of the plaintiff class members. The Court is
only going to rule on the motion to quash the writ, which has been
denied. The Court will allow further argument on the plaintiff's
motion. CONTINUED TO: 10/22/18 10:00 AM (PLAINTIFF'S
COUNTER-MOTION FOR APPROPRIATE JUDGMENT
ENFORCEMENT RELIEF)

Parties Present
Return to Register of Actions
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OPPM
Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 6473
RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C.
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
702-320-8400
info@rodriguezlaw.com

Michael K. Wall, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 2098
Hutchison & Steffen, LLC
10080 West Alta Drive, Suite 200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
702-385-2500
mwall@hutchlegal.com 

Jay A. Shafer, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 006791
PREMIER LEGAL GROUP
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada  89128
702-794-4411
jshafer@premierelegalgroup.com
Attorneys for Defendants

Attorneys for Defendants

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY and MICHAEL RENO,
Individually and on behalf of others similarly
situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC and A CAB, LLC,
and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

__________________________________________

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

 
Case No.: A-12-669926-C
Dept. No. I

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ COUNTER-MOTION

FOR APPROPRIATE JUDGMENT RELIEF

Defendants A Cab, LLC and Creighton J. Nady, by and through their attorneys of record,

Page 1 of  4

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
10/15/2018 5:26 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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ESTHER C. RODRIGUEZ, ESQ., of RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C., MICHAEL K. WALL, ESQ., of

HUTCHISON & STEFFEN, LLC, and JAY A. SHAFER, ESQ., of PREMIER LEGAL GROUP hereby submit

this Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Counter-Motion for Appropriate Judgment Relief (“Counter-motion”). 

Defendants are under the understanding that Plaintiffs’ Counter-motion is moot, as the Court

has already ruled on the main issue and requested relief contained in the Counter-motion (the request

to transfer property to Plaintiffs’ counsel); and the other issue has been superceded with Plaintiffs’

subsequent motion requesting the same relief (the request for a debtor exam).  Nevertheless, out of

an abundance of caution Defendants will file this Opposition to make their position clear for the

record.

Defendants filed and served their Ex-Parte Motion to Quash Writ of Execution and, in the

Alternative, Motion for Partial Stay of Execution on Order Shortening Time on September 21, 2018. 

The matter was set for hearing on September 26, 2018.  On September 24, 2018, Plaintiffs served a

response to Defendants’ Motion and also attached said Counter-motion.  Said Counter-motion was

not properly noticed, and is in direct violation of EDCR 2.26.  This Court accordingly should not

hear this counter-motion which directly violates the rules of civil procedure and the local rules

which require proper notice and service to the adverse side.  In fact, as detailed below, Plaintiffs

have subsequently filed another motion seeking the same relief, and which is set on the Court’s

calendar November 8, 2018.

On September 26, 2018, the Court indicated that it would in fact not hear Plaintiffs’ Counter-

motion that day which was seeking “a judgment debtor examination, the appointment of a receiver

and an order directing the transfer of property to plaintiffs’ counsel, as the Court deems

appropriate.”  Plaintiffs’ Counter-motion, p. 1:18-20.  After receiving additional briefing and

argument, on September 28, 2018, the Court ordered the garnished funds to be transferred to the

Clerk of Court, as opposed to Plaintiffs’ request that the property should be transferred to plaintiffs’

counsel. See Exhibit 1, Minutes of hearing of September 28, 2018.  Accordingly, Plaintiffs’ request

has already been ruled upon by this Court and is rendered moot. 

The Court ordered Plaintiffs to prepare an order arising from this hearing of September 28,

2018, but the Plaintiffs have thus far failed to comply with the Court’s direction and have not

Page 2 of  4
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circulated a proposed order.  Instead, Plaintiffs merely filed another motion on October 5, 2018,

“Plaintiffs’ Motion for Order Granting a Judgment Debtor Examination and for Other Relief” which

mirrors the request in the Counter-motion.  Defendants’ Opposition to this motion is due October 25,

2018, and the matter is set for hearing on November 8, 2018.

Also during the hearing of September 28, 2018, the Court re-set the hearings for Plaintiffs’

Motion to Amend Judgment and Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration to October 22, 2018. 

However, the court minutes also reflect that Plaintiffs’ Counter-motion has been re-set to this date. 

Exhibit 1.  It is Defendants’ position that the motion for the debtor exam requesting the same relief

has superceded Plaintiffs’ improperly-noticed Counter-motion, and is set for hearing on November

8, 2018.  Defendants will file their response in compliance with the NRCP time in which to respond.

Plaintiffs’ last requested relief contained in their Counter-motion is for the appointing of a

receiver of A Cab LLC and all of its assets for the purpose of conducting such business to satisfy the

judgment or in the alternative for the purpose of selling the business and applying the available

proceeds from such sale to the judgment.  Counter-motion, 6:5-10.  Plaintiffs have not supported this

request with any supporting authority or caselaw or basis for taking such a drastic action.  This

request reflects simple greed in seeking to close down a Nevada business and put hundreds of

workers out of a job, to satisfy minimal underpayments which were allegedly made as far back as

2007.  With Plaintiffs’ requested relief, these same workers, who Plaintiffs’ counsel purports to

represent, would lose employment with the closing of the business which Plaintiffs’ counsel seeks to

shut down.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
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II. Conclusion

Defendants respectfully request that the Court deny Plaintiffs’ requested relief contained in

their rogue “counter-motion’ in its entirety.

DATED this   15th   day of October, 2018.

RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P. C.

    /s/   Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.                 
Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
Nevada State Bar No.  006473
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, Nevada  89145
Attorneys for Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY on this   15th    day of October, 2018, I electronically filed the

foregoing with the Eighth Judicial District Court Clerk of Court using the E-file and Serve System

which will send a notice of electronic service to the following:

Leon Greenberg, Esq.
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Boulevard, Suite E4
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Co-Counsel for Plaintiffs 

Christian Gabroy, Esq.
Gabroy Law Offices
170 South Green Valley Parkway # 280
Henderson, Nevada 89012
Co-Counsel for Plaintiffs

 /s/ Susan Dillow                                                      
An Employee of Rodriguez Law Offices, P.C.
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LEON GREENBERG, ESQ., SBN 8094
DANA SNIEGOCKI, ESQ., SBN 11715
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Blvd- Suite E3
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
(702) 383-6085
(702) 385-1827(fax)
leongreenberg@overtimelaw.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, and MICHAEL
RENO, Individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB,
LLC, and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY TO
DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSE
TO PLAINTIFFS’ COUNTER-
MOTION FOR APPROPRIATE
JUDGMENT ENFORCEMENT
RELIEF

Hearing Date: Oct. 22, 2018
Hearing Time: 10:00 A.M.

Plaintiffs, through their attorneys, Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation,

hereby submit this reply to defendants’ response to plaintiffs’ counter-motion for

appropriate judgment enforcement relief, including a judgment debtor examination, the

appointment of a receiver, and an order directing the transfer of property to plaintiffs’

counsel, as the Court deems appropriate.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. THE PLAINTIFFS’ COUNTER-MOTION IS NOT MOOT 
AND THE COURT SHOULD EXPEDITE THE GRANTING
OF APPROPRIATE JUDGMENT ENFORCEMENT RELIEF

A. This case has been adjudicated, judgment is entered, and 
A Cab LLC refuses to post an appeal bond; no basis exists to
deny a complete turnover of its assets to satisfy the judgment
and the Court should expedite judgment enforcement.            

The purpose of plaintiffs’ broadly postured counter-motion was, in fact, quite

narrow: to have this Court use its powers, in an expedited fashion, to direct that the

assets of A Cab LLC, and the revenue it generates as an ongoing business, be used to

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
10/16/2018 5:14 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA009264
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satisfy the judgment entered by the Court.   The most efficacious means for doing so is

the entry of an immediate Order that will (1) Appoint a receiver under NRS Chapter 32

to take possession of A Cab LLC and operate its business and exercise all of its

powers and conserve all profits of such business for disposition by the Court, as it will

further Order, to satisfy the judgment; (2) Order defendant Nady, as the principal and

chief manager of A Cab LLC to turn over all books, records and assets of A Cab LLC

to such receiver and provide such receiver with all information that they need to

operate A Cab LLC and otherwise fully cooperate with the receiver in their operation

of A Cab LLC; and (3) Order A Cab LLC to terminate the use by its series LLCs of all

taxi medallions issued to A Cab LLC by the Nevada Taxicab Authority, and also

revoking all agreements it has entered into with those series LLCs granting them the

right to use such taxi medallions, unless those series LLCs provide to the receiver of A

Cab LLC all revenue generated by the operation of those taxi medallions and A Cab

LLC will also be obligated, in such circumstances, to pay all of the expenses incurred

in operating those taxi medallions.

Defendant Nady, the controlling principal of A Cab LLC, will not voluntarily

use the income or resources A Cab LLC satisfy the judgment.  He will continue to

operate A Cab LLC’s taxi business and retain the profits of those operations for his

personal advantage, until he is either forced to cease its operations or loses control

over the business.  Contrary to defendants’ counsel’s claim, plaintiffs do NOT want A

Cab LLC to cease operations and be liquidated.  It is unlikely its liquidation value will

satisfy plaintiffs’ judgment.  Rather its value, to the class members, is its ability to

continue to operate, continue to generate revenue and profits, and by doing so

eventually satisfy the class members’ judgment over a period of time.

This case is over.  It has been fully adjudicated against A Cab LLC.  Such

defendant, having not posted an appeal bond, or sought bankruptcy court protection,

can present no legitimate basis to deny the plaintiffs’ possession of all of its property

AA009265
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and its entire business.  Nor can it oppose plaintiffs’ request that it be suspended from

having its taxi medallions operated by its “series” LLCs for the ultimate benefit of

anyone except the plaintiffs.   Those taxi medallions are the property of A Cab LLC,

not any of its “series” LLCs.  Ex. “A” Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

issued by the Nevada Taxicab Authority to A Cab LLC granting it, and no one else,

those taxi medallions.  It is absolutely critical that such property be directed to the

benefit of A Cab LLC, meaning at this point to the plaintiff judgment creditors who

must now take possession A Cab LLC’s business through a receiver to satisfy their

judgment.  The revenue generated by that property, those taxi medallions, cannot

continue to be diverted to 115 different “series” LLCs for the benefit of defendant

Nady.

B. The Court’s turnover order on the Wells Fargo funds, and plaintiffs’
separate motion for a judgment debtor examination, do not render
the counter-motion moot.                                        

Plaintiffs’ counter-motion sought appropriate relief from the Court to

effectively, and swiftly, collect the judgment.  That they have also filed a separate

motion (chambers hearing on November 8, 2018) for a judgment debtor examination

does not render their counter-motion moot.  The grim, and unfortunate, reality is that

such an examination will not, by itself, result in any justice for the class members.  At

most it may uncover some additional assets that can be levied upon to partially satisfy

the judgment.   In the meantime, every day that A Cab LLC continues to operate is

another day that the profits generated by its taxi business are absconded with by

defendant Nady and placed beyond the reach of the judgment.   While the appointment

of a receiver may be viewed as an unusual move, as a sort of last resort, nothing about

this case is usual or typical.  Contrary to all reason, or for no other reason than sheer

hubris (he has now spent far more defending this case than the amount owed to the

class members), defendant Nady will never take steps to have the judgment satisfied.  

Accordingly, a receiver should be appointed and A Cab LLC’s agreements with the
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allegedly “separate entity” series LLCs regarding its taxi medallions must be rescinded

or reformed to end the diversion of profits from the operation of those taxi medallions

to defendant Nady.

Defendants, despite the Court’s invitation they do so, have not sought writ relief

in respect to the turnover of the Wells Fargo funds.  Accordingly, those funds should

now be released to plaintiffs’ counsel and placed in their IOLTA account and

distributed, within the next 30 days, to the class members and plaintiffs’ counsel

pursuant to a formula to be presented promptly to the Court for its approval.    The

distribution of those funds to class members should be handled by the receiver (or

another appointed Special Master or settlement administrator) who should be

compensated by A Cab LLC to perform that task.

C. No procedural or other bar exists to granting
the counter-motion, appointing a receiver, and otherwise
proceeding as requested to expedite judgment satisfaction.

Plaintiffs’ counter-motion is properly presented.  NRS 32.010(4) expressly

authorizes this Court to appoint a receiver to take possession of a judgment debtor’s

property when it refuses to use it to satisfy the judgment.   The Court, long ago,

certified this case as a class action under NRCP Rule 23(b)(2) and placed defendants

on notice it was prepared to issue appropriate class wide equitable and injunctive

relief.  While defendants argue that plaintiffs’ counter motion was “in direct violation”

of EDCR 2.26 because it “was not properly noticed” in compliance with that rule, that

is not true.  Rather, EDCR 2.20 authorizes the presentation of counter-motions in

response to motions and states they require no separate notice of motion.  In any event,

NRCP 7(b)(1) grants this Court broad authority to hear and decide motions, which

may be made orally to the Court, or if made in writing need only be recited as to their

reasoning and objectives, requirements met by the plaintiffs in this case.
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A Cab LLC is now an adjudicated judgment debtor.  It enjoys no

presumption, enjoyed by every defendant prior to entry of an adverse judgment, of

non-liability.  Quite the opposite, it is now established to be liable to the class

members and to have forfeited its right to any property (unless such property is

expressly exempt from judgment execution) that is available to satisfy the class

members’ judgment.  While it may still enjoy a limited due process right to be heard,

and have notice of the proceedings that will effectuate the seizure of its property to

satisfy that judgment, those rights have been adequately respected by these

proceedings.   In opposing plaintiffs’ counter-motion, A Cab LLC presents no actual

basis to deny the issuance of an Order appointing a receiver.  At most, it hypothesizes

that such an Order is not in the interests of the class members (something it has no

credible basis to opine on).   In sum, it has been sufficiently advised, consistent with

its limited due process rights, of the request to seize its property to satisfy the

judgment and have a receiver appointed.  It has presented no valid basis to deny the

plaintiffs such relief which should, accordingly, be granted.

CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, plaintiffs’ counter-motion should be granted.

Dated: October 16, 2018

LEON GREENBERG PROFESSIONAL CORP.

 /s/ Leon Greenberg                       
Leon Greenberg, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8094
2965 S. Jones Boulevard - Ste. E-3
Las Vegas, NV 89146
Tel (702) 383-6085
Attorney for the Class
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PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on October 16, 2018, she served the
within:

Plaintiffs’ Reply to Defendants’ Response to Plaintiffs’ Counter-motion

by court electronic service to:

TO:

Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C.
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, NV   89145

Jay A. Shafer, Esq.
PREMIER LEGAL GROUP
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, NV 89128

/s/ Dana Sniegocki
                                       
      Dana Sniegocki
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RIS
Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 6473
RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C.
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
702-320-8400
info@rodriguezlaw.com

Michael K. Wall, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 2098
Hutchison & Steffen, LLC
10080 West Alta Drive, Suite 200
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
702-385-2500
mwall@hutchlegal.com 

Jay A. Shafer, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 006791
PREMIER LEGAL GROUP
1333 North Buffalo Drive, Suite 210
Las Vegas, Nevada  89128
702-794-4411
jshafer@premierelegalgroup.com
Attorneys for Defendants

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY and MICHAEL RENO,
Individually and on behalf of others similarly
situated,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC and A CAB, LLC,
and CREIGHTON J. NADY,

Defendants.

__________________________________________

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

 
Case No.: A-12-669926-C
Dept. No. I

Hearing Date:  October 22, 2018
Hearing Time: 10 a.m.

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ MOTION

FOR RECONSIDERATION, AMENDMENT,

FOR NEW TRIAL, AND FOR DISMISSAL OF CLAIMS

Defendants A Cab, LLC and Creighton J. Nady, by and through their attorneys of record,

Page 1 of  6

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
10/16/2018 5:47 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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ESTHER C. RODRIGUEZ, ESQ., of RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P.C., MICHAEL K. WALL, ESQ., of

HUTCHISON & STEFFEN, LLC, and JAY A. SHAFER, ESQ., of PREMIER LEGAL GROUP pursuant to

NRCP 52, NRCP 59, NRCP 60, NRCP 12, and NRCP 41, hereby respectfully submit this Reply in

Support of Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration, Amendment, For New Trial, and for Dismissal

of Claims. 

I.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1. Defendants Seek “Amendment to Findings by the Court” Pursuant to NRCP 52 Which

is Unopposed by Plaintiffs.

In their Response in Opposition, Plaintiffs do not address nor oppose Defendants’ request for

NRCP 52(b) amendment.  Defendants have noted to the Court that in its summary judgment order,

the Court did not indicate that the majority of the claimants have resolved their claims.  The Court

received the details of the settlement reached in the matter of Jasminka Dubric v. A Cab, LLC et.al.,

Case No. A-15-721063-C, through the Court settlement program, as well as the specific overlap of

the claimants and their respective claims.  Although taking this evidence into the record and noting

which claims would remain in the present matter of Michael Murray v. A Cab, LLC et.al., no

mention or consideration is listed in the Court’s order acknowledging that specific claimants

resolved their claims as of October 5, 2016, and must be excluded in this summary order.

As this request is unopposed, the Court should grant this request and allow amendment to the

order to reflect these facts.

2. Plaintiffs Offer Inadequate Support for the Court to Deny Defendants’ Request for

New Trial Based upon NRCP 59.

A new trial may be granted to all or any of the parties and on all or part of the issues for any

of the following causes or grounds materially affecting the substantial rights of an aggrieved party:

(1) Irregularity in the proceedings of the court, jury, master, or adverse party, or any order of the

court, or master, or abuse of discretion by which either party was prevented from having a fair trial;

(2) Misconduct of the jury or prevailing party; (3) Accident or surprise which ordinary prudence

could not have guarded against; (4) Newly discovered evidence material for the party making the
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motion which the party could not, with reasonable diligence, have discovered and produced at the

trial; (5) Manifest disregard by the jury of the instructions of the court; (6) Excessive damages

appearing to have been given under the influence of passion or prejudice; or, (7) Error in law

occurring at the trial and objected to by the party making the motion. NRCP 59(a).

In support of this request, Defendants offered the Court the guidance from the Nevada

Supreme Court on the impropriety of aggregating the claims, and the guidance from its sister

department in the Eighth Judicial District Court which refused to certify the class in the exact same

circumstances.  Plaintiffs’ response was simply to label Chief Judge Linda Bell’s decision and order

as “awry” and “not of concern.”  The fact is that Plaintiffs have never addressed major issues within

their case.

Firstly, as written by Judge Bell, Plaintiffs do not meet the requirements under NRCP 23(a)

for class certification pursuant to Shuette v. Beazer Homes Holding Corp., 121 Nev. 837, 847, 124

P.3d 530, 538 (2005).  Secondly, Plaintiffs have directly pled and asserted fraud; it is not being

“recast” by Defendants as such.  Fraud is the basis of their claims against the company for forcing

fraudulent break times.

Plaintiffs have failed to prove any actual damages for any individual Plaintiff, much less

actual damages for a class of individuals.  There are no admissible documents or witnesses who

support an underpayment of minimum wages; and both of Plaintiffs experts admit they have no

opinions on actual damages.  No Plaintiff can testify in support of a claim, as no Plaintiff complied

with NAC 608.155.  Defendants’ pretrial motions were never heard, which would subject the case to

a complete dismissal.

3. Plaintiffs Cannot Overcome That this Court Lacks Subject Matter Jurisdiction over

These Claims.

The District Court does not have subject matter jurisdiction over these claims.  The Supreme

Court  decision of Castillo v. United Fed. Credit Union is clear in specifically addressing the

improper aggregation of small claims such as these presented by Plaintiff Murray and Plaintiff Reno. 

The Castillo court noted: “Nevada, unlike other jurisdictions, recognizes that justice courts have the

ability to hear class actions.  See JCRCP 23.”  Castillo v. United Fed. Credit Union, 134 Nev. Adv.
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Op. No. 3 (February 1, 2018); 409 P.3d 54, 58.  

In response, Plaintiffs argue that they have continued to ask for “equitable relief”, and that is

enough to establish subject matter jurisdiction.  It is not.

Contrary to what has occurred in this case, Plaintiffs pursued injunctive relief in the Pereira

case.  This Court’s sister department analyzed Plaintiffs’ injunctive relief and denied it indicating: 

“The Court denies all of this requested relief.  Plaintiffs have failed to demonstrate the need for

injunctive relief at this time.  Even assuming the Plaintiffs have a reasonable probability of

success, monetary back wages would be an adequate remedy”  Laksiri Perera v. Western Cab

Company, District Court Case No. A-14-707425-C, Order Denying Class Certification, Injunctive

Relief and Appointment of a Special Master, p. 3, attached hereto as Exhibit 1 to Defendants’

Motion herein.  This is exactly what this Court has ordered in this matter - monetary back wages.

In this present case, Plaintiffs have not even filed a motion for injunctive relief, as they did before

Judge Bell.

Here, Plaintiffs have never brought a motion for an injunction, and have never actually

pursued injunctive relief in any real way.  It is clear the claim was just inserted into the complaint

because as is the practice of many plaintiff's attorneys to plead claims that are not necessarily

applicable in order to cover all the possible bases.

Secondly, in their response Plaintiffs are confusing “equitable relief” with “injunctive relief”. 

Plaintiffs are using the two as though they were synonymous.  They are not.  For the most part, the

common law distinction between equitable and legal relief does not play a major role in American

jurisprudence, since most courts have both equitable and legal jurisdiction.  Of course, there are a

few areas where the distinction of equitable vs. legal still makes a difference, but just because an

injunction seeks equitable relief does not mean that all equitable relief is a form of injunction.

Article 6, section 6 of the Nevada Constitution declares that there is no concurrent

jurisdiction between justice and district courts.  The Constitution allows the legislature to determine

and confer jurisdiction.  Therefore, courts cannot create subject matter jurisdiction.  The legislature

has created district court jurisdiction by declaring what jurisdiction the justice court has in NRS

4.370, and reserving to the district court all other subject matter jurisdiction over civil cases.  So, for

Page 4 of  6

AA009275



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

R
od

ri
gu

ez
 L

aw
 O

ff
ic

es
, P

.C
.

10
16

1 
P

ar
k 

R
un

 D
ri

ve
, S

ui
te

 1
50

L
as

 V
eg

as
, N

ev
ad

a 
89

14
5

T
el

 (
70

2)
 3

20
-8

40
0

F
ax

 (
70

2)
 3

20
-8

40
1

example, there is no statute that says the district court has jurisdiction of matters where the amount

in controversy is more than $15,000.  Instead, NRS 4.370 says the justice court has jurisdiction in

cases where the amount in controversy does not exceed $15,000.  By operation of the Constitution,

that means the district court cannot have jurisdiction in those matters.  NRS 4.370 confers no

jurisdiction on justice courts to issue injunctions.  Ergo, district court's have exclusive jurisdiction to

issue injunctions.  

However, NRS 4.370 confers on justice courts jurisdiction to hear civil cases generally, with

specified limitations.  Pursuant to Article 6, section 14 of the Nevada Constitution, there is one form

of civil action in Nevada, which includes authority to exercise jurisdiction in both law and equity. 

Thus, justice courts have jurisdiction to grant both legal and equitable relief in all of the areas over

which they possess general, civil jurisdiction.  The exclusion of the power to grant an injunction has

nothing to do with other forms of equitable relief.

               Finally, Plaintiffs cannot have it both ways.  They severed Defendant Nady from the action

in order to obtain a final order.  That makes the case against Defendant Nady a separate case.  They

cannot argue for jurisdiction in this case based on subject matter jurisdiction over the now separate

Nady case.

Whenever it appears by suggestion of the parties or otherwise that the court lacks jurisdiction

of the subject matter, the court shall dismiss the action.  NRCP 12(h)(3).

. . .

. . . 

. . . 

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
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II.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing points and authorities, Defendants respectfully requests this

Honorable Court address dismissal of the claims; reconsider its summary judgment order and amend

the judgment; and order a new trial for any remaining claims. 

DATED this   16th  day of October, 2018.

RODRIGUEZ LAW OFFICES, P. C.

    /s/   Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.                     
Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq.
Nevada State Bar No.  006473
10161 Park Run Drive, Suite 150
Las Vegas, Nevada  89145
Attorneys for Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY on this   16th   day of October, 2018, I electronically filed the

foregoing with the Eighth Judicial District Court Clerk of Court using the E-file and Serve System

which will send a notice of electronic service to the following:

Leon Greenberg, Esq.
Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation
2965 South Jones Boulevard, Suite E4
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146
Counsel for Plaintiff 

Christian Gabroy, Esq.
Gabroy Law Offices
170 South Green Valley Parkway # 280
Henderson, Nevada 89012
Counsel for Plaintiff Pending Order of Court

 /s/ Susan Dillow                                                      
An Employee of Rodriguez Law Offices, P.C.
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