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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 L

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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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: February 6, 2019
Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m.

DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO PAY SPECIAL MASTER

ON ORDER SHORTENING TIME

Defendants A Cab, LLC and Creighton J. Nady, by and through their attorneys of record,

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

Page 1 of  6

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
1/17/2019 4:48 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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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’ 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

Plaintiffs, through their attorneys, Leon Greenberg Professional Corporation,

hereby submit this response in opposition to defendants’ motion to pay special master

on an order shortening time.  Plaintiffs also move the Court for an order to turn over

four vehicles belonging to the judgment debtor A Cab, LLC (also known as A Cab

Series, LLC.) to the Sheriff for sale at auction.  Plaintiffs’s opposition and counter-

motion is based upon the memorandum of points and authorities below, the attached

exhibits, and the other papers and pleadings in this action.

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
1/30/2019 5:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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   This is discussed at pages 3 to 6 of the December 13, 2018 hearing transcript,1

the entirety of that transcript is at Ex. “A.” 

2

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

ARGUMENT IN RESPONSE TO THE MOTION

NO BASIS EXISTS TO RELIEVE DEFENDANTS
OF PAYING SPECIAL MASTER RESOLUTION ECONOMICS

A. Defendants’ motion is predicated on a distortion of the
purpose of the Special Master appointment of George Swarts
and the history of this litigation.                                                   

Defendants, relying upon a one page excerpt of the transcript of the December

13, 2018 hearing, insist that the Court’s entire purpose in appointing George Swarts

was to have the prior Special Master, Resolution Economics, paid.  Based on that

circumstance, they then argue that $20,000 seized by plaintiffs via their judgment

execution should simply be paid to Resolution Economics so that Mr. Swarts need not

proceed with his Special Master work.

Not only are defendants’ claims about the nature of the appointment of Mr.

Swarts untrue, that claim is not even supported by that limited hearing excerpt

presented by defendants.  Plaintiffs, in connection with their request to appoint a

receiver, also, in the alternative, supported, as suggested by Mr. Swarts, a more limited

initial appointment of a Special Master to formulate a plan of receivership.   As even1

the one page excerpt relied upon by the defendants confirms, the Court was appointing

Mr. Swarts for the purpose of ultimately determining whether a receivership was

viable, the Court stating it was electing to appoint “a special master for now.”  The

Court’s statement about the priority of having Resolution Economics paid was to place

them at the head of the line so to speak as to what the receivership would accomplish,

seeing that as “...more important to me than pulling funds out [of A Cab’s business] to

pay the judgment creditor.”

Defendants were Ordered by the Court to pay for Resolution Economic’s

AA010116
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 Defendants also continue to provide false information to the Court. 2

Defendants’ motion, at p. 5, states “the series which employed the Plaintiffs in this
matter is limited to Employee Leasing Company, as well as Employee Leasing Two.” 
As plaintiffs have previously pointed out this is just flat wrong.  See, Ex. “B” pay stub
of plaintiff Michael Reno (denoted as A Cab 0081 and produced by defendants),
which shows it was issued by A Cab, LLC, the judgment-debtor.  The Court should
admonish defendants for this repeated false and misleading misrepresentation.  

3

Special Master services prior to judgment.  They violated that Order.   Defendants

offer no reason (and none exists) as to why plaintiffs’ commitment to fund $20,000 for

the work of Mr. Swarts, to determine if a receivership is viable, should become a

commitment to pay $20,000 of defendants’ outstanding (and prior to judgment) debt to

Resolution Economics.  

B. Defendants’ unclean hands are manifest and
no basis exists, as a matter of equity, to grant them relief.

 Defendants gloss over the fact that the funds from which they now ask the

Court to mandate plaintiffs to pay Resolution Economics, are the very same funds

which were seized from defendants’ own bank accounts, and from which they could

have paid Resolution Economics in the first place.   Instead of doing so, defendants2

misrepresented their financial status to the Court, claiming they could not pay a court-

ordered $25,000 deposit to Resolution Economics without facing financial hardship,

when reality demonstrated they had over $230,000 in available cash which, when

seized, did not cause a financial interruption of defendants’ business or an immediate

bankruptcy filing.  Defendants have always had the money to pay the Resolution

Economics and they have provided no proof to the Court that they do not have such

funds now.   Indeed, it is apparent that defendants have consumed a vast amount of

money on legal fees (clearly more than they owe to Resolution Economics) in the post

judgment district court and appellate proceedings in this case.

Defendants’ motion is also untimely, in that it seeks to shift a burden of paying

the Special Master Resolution Economics to plaintiffs over 11 months after the Court

AA010117
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4

 placed that burden on defendants.   If defendants sought to have Resolution

Economics paid in some fashion other than as initially Ordered by the Court, they

should have made a more timely request to the Court for that relief, such as through

the normally made motion for rehearing or reconsideration to be filed within 10 days

of notice of entry of such order.  See, EDCR 2.24(b).   

IN SUPPORT OF THE COUNTER-MOTION

I. THE COURT SHOULD ENTER AN ORDER REQUIRING THE
TURNOVER OF FOUR VEHICLES BELONGING TO A CAB 

A. Defendants refuse to turn over vehicles to the Clark County Sheriff
and have indicated their intent to hide such vehicles from execution

The Court was previously made aware that plaintiffs located four vehicles titled

to the judgment debtor A Cab and intended upon have such vehicles seized by the

Clark County Sheriff’s office as part of the satisfaction of the judgment entered in this

case.  On January 10, 2019, the Clark County Sheriff served four Writs of Execution

and attempted to seize the four identified vehicles.  See, Ex. “C,” Affidavits of Service

of Writs of Execution for three Toyota Corollas and one Toyota Camry.  As

demonstrated in those Affidavits of Service, the Sheriff’s deputy was told by

defendants’ Systems Administrator, Mike Malloy, that he was given instructions by

the judgment-debtor owner, Jay Nady, not to call the vehicles back to the property, not

to cooperate, and that Mr. Nady intended to hide the vehicles.  See, id.  It is apparent

based upon this sworn statement by the Sheriff’s deputy that the judgment-debtor,

under the direction of defendant Nady, will never cooperate in turning over property

for the purpose of satisfying the judgment in this case.

B. An order requiring turnover of the vehicles is now necessary

A request for a turnover order was previously made to the Court on November

26, 2018.  The Court at that time declined to enter such an order and restrained
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5

defendants from transferring the titles to such vehicles.  Based upon defendants’

brazen actions in refusing to cooperate with the Sheriff’s office, plaintiffs now renew

their request.

Pursuant to NRS 21.320, the court may order “any property of the judgment

debtor not exempt from execution” and that is “in the hands of the debtor” applied

“toward the satisfaction of the judgment.”  The Court should enter an order requiring

A Cab, LLC a/k/a A Cab Series, LLC to transfer the four motor vehicles for which

they possess title identified in the Ex. “C” Affidavits of Service.  That order should

require transfer be made to the Sheriff for sale at auction and apply the proceeds so

earned to the judgment. 

Time and again, defendants have put their disregard for the law on display for

the Court.  Defendants have now unabashedly demonstrated them to the local law

enforcement authorities.  Under these circumstances, the Court should use its powers

under NRS 21.320 and order the turnover of these vehicles or defendants will continue

to frustrate and obstruct the collection of the Court’s judgment.

CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, defendants’ motion should be denied in its entirety

and plaintiffs’ counter-motion should be granted together with such other further and

different relief that the Court deems proper.

Dated: January 30, 2019

LEON GREENBERG PROFESSIONAL CORP.

 /s/ Dana Sniegocki                 
Dana Sniegocki, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 11715
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 January 30, 2019, she served the
within:

         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

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 Shafer, Esq.
Premier Legal Group
1333 North Buffalo Drive - Suite 210
Las Vegas, NV   89128

/s/ Dana Sniegocki
                                       
      Dana Sniegocki
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EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CIVIL/CRIMINAL DIVISION

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MICHAEL MURRAY, et al, ) CASE NO. A-12-669926
)

     Plaintiffs, ) DEPT. NO. I  
 )
        vs. )

)    
A CAB TAXI SERVICE, LLC, et al, )

)
     Defendants. )     
                                                                       )
  

BEFORE THE HONORABLE KENNETH CORY, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 13, 2018

TRANSCRIPT RE:
PLAINTIFFS’ EX PARTE MOTION FOR A TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

AND MOTION ON AN ORDER REQUIRING THE TURNOVER OF CERTAIN
PROPERTY OF THE JUDGMENT DEBTOR PURSUANT TO NRS 21.320

APPEARANCES:

For the Plaintiffs: LEON GREENBERG, ESQ.
CHRISTIAN GABROY, ESQ.
KAINE MESSER, ESQ.

For the Defendants: ESTHER C. RODRIGUEZ, ESQ.
MICHAEL K. WALL, ESQ.
JAY A. SHAFER, ESQ.

For Resolution Economics: PETER DUBOWSKY, ESQ.

ALSO PRESENT: JONATHAN WILSON
Resolution Economics

CREIGHTON J. NADY

RECORDED BY:  Lisa Lizotte, Court Recorder

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
12/26/2018 10:11 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, THURSDAY, DECEMBER 13, 2018, 10:39 A.M.

* * * * *

THE CLERK:  Michael Murray versus A Cab Taxi Service.  Case Number

A669926.

THE COURT:  Good morning.

COUNSEL IN UNISON:  Good morning, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Will counsel enter your appearances, please.

MR. GREENBERG:  Leon Greenberg for plaintiff, Your Honor.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Peter Dubowsky for the special master, Resolution

Economics.  And my client is here also, Mr. Jonathan Wilson.

MR. GABROY:  Christian Gabroy, Bar Number 8805, for the plaintiffs.

MR. MESSER:  Kaine Messer also for the plaintiffs.

THE COURT:  All right.

MR. SHAFER:  Good morning,  Jay Shafer for A Cab.

MS. RODRIGUEZ:  Good morning.  Esther Rodriguez for the defendants.

MR. WALL:  And Michael Wall for the defendants.

THE COURT:  Good morning.  And I see that Mr. Nady is here.

All right.  As it stands this morning, Mr. Greenberg, what is the

plaintiff’s suggestion to the Court as to how to proceed?

MR. GREENBERG:  Well, Your Honor, it was my understanding from our

appearance last week there were two issues Your Honor wished to address today. 

One has to do with the TRO you signed.

THE COURT:  Please be seated, folks.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Thank you.
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MR. GREENBERG:  The TRO you signed and the request for the transfer of

those motor vehicles or an order coordinating the transfer, so to speak, or assisting

me in having those motor vehicles transferred ultimately to the sheriff for sale on

judgment execution.  And the other issue was this question of the appointment of   

a receiver pursuant to what I understood to be your concerns last week.  I did

submit, as you instructed, on Friday two different proposed orders for the Court’s

consideration and some correspondence that Your Honor may have seen.  I did  

get a call yesterday from your law clerk, who asked me to provide those orders       

in computer format, presumably for further review by the Court.  I’m pleased to

address either of those issues or anything else I can help the Court with, but that’s

my understanding as to what I’m supposed to be doing here today.

THE COURT:  All right. We have this morning the matter of whether to

appoint a receiver, and if so, under what terms.  You’ve seen the proposed order

submitted by the defendants, which modifies the order which you had proposed. 

What is your view of that?

MR. GREENBERG:  Well, Your Honor, I have two concerns regarding the

order that they are proposing on that issue. One is that they are removing the

provision that I had proposed to the Court.  And just by way of background, Your

Honor, I had essentially proposed two approaches here consistent with my

understanding of the Court’s concerns voiced last week.  One would be really a

limited form of receivership which would allow the receiver to take possession of

assets that are under the control of the judgment debtor corporation, A Cab, LLC,

and hold those assets, potentially pay liabilities in his discretion if he thought it was

important to preserve the business, and to also gather information for a report to 
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the Court and a proposal, if possible, for actually managing the business in full for

the purposes of satisfying the judgment, Your Honor.  He would not have the power,

essentially, to interfere or control any of the operations at this point, which is truly

what a receiver does in the normal course.

As part of that receiver proposal, he would have also had the authority

to withhold operation of the medallions which are possessed by the judgment debtor

from the Series, these cells to which I am sure they have all now been leased and

put in possession of who are generating revenue from them, not for the purpose    

of doing anything with those medallions but simply to assure cooperation from 

those cells in his work so that he can gather appropriate information.  And if the 

cells refuse to cooperate, the cells of course are all controlled by Mr. Nady.  He

would have the authority to terminate those leases or if necessary ask the Taxi

Commission to terminate -- excuse me -- terminate the leases of those medallions

or ask the Taxi Commissioner to terminate the use of those medallions, essentially

just to give him the power so that he could, if necessary, coerce sufficient

cooperation so he can get the information he needs to do his job because as Your

Honor is aware, it is the position of the defendants that these 200 or so cells are

separate entities, they’re not subject to o the judgment.  We have no asked the

Court to, you know, go beyond or deal with that issue.

The other form of order I proposed to the Court was far more limited

and that was based on my discussion with Mr. Swarts last week, who said that

perhaps a special master appointment would be more appropriate here, and that     

is far more limited.  The special master would not actually take possession of any

assets of A Cab.  He would have no authority to pay expenses.  He would simply  

4
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be essentially in charge of obtaining the records and reviewing the books and have

access to the information of the company.  He would have no coercive power in

respect to the taxi medallions as I was proposing for the limited receiver.  And he

also would have a report to the Court with a proposal as to whether a receivership

could be managed and how it would be managed for the business.

Under the special master proposal, which is obviously the far more

limited of the two, that’s the model the defendants have proposed a variation on     

to Your Honor, okay.  Their variation of that model does two things that I would be

strongly opposed to.  First is it removes the provision that the special master would

provide to plaintiffs’ counsel information as to assets he locates that are in the name

of the judgment debtor.  The judgment is outstanding.  I believe if there is going to

be a special master appointment we’re not going to have a receiver who’s actually

going to take possession of any assets.  Plaintiff’s counsel should be told, you know,

what assets the special master comes up with so we can take effective means, if 

we can, to secure those assets for the benefit of our clients.  They’ve removed that

power from their proposed special master appointment.  

The other thing that they have done is they’ve capped the fee that

would be paid to the special master at $5,000.  That’s clearly going to be an

inadequate amount for me to get anyone to be willing to accept the appointment. 

I’m not pleased with seeing large amounts of money spent on a special master or   

a receiver.  I have, as I’ve told the Court, believed it would be appropriate to commit

some portion of the funds that have been attached in the Wells Fargo accounts  

and I actually did submit an order to the Court, I believe it was two days ago, asking

Your Honor to direct the disbursement of those funds from the core $10,000 to the
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defendants, with the rest to go into my IOLTA account.  This was ruled on last week

by Your Honor at the hearing.  But $5,000 is not going to be enough.  Mr. Schwarz’

normal hourly fee is $300 an hour.  That is fairly substantial, although I suspect it’s

probably within the range of people typical with his experience in this area.  I’m not

eager to see, again, a large amount of money earmarked for a special master or a

receiver, but I suspect a commitment more in the range of $20,000 probably needs

to be made to assure some kind of meaningful efforts are undertaken by anyone

who’s appointed for a special master or a receiver.  

And the way I structured both of the orders I proposed to Your Honor

is that the person so appointed would be earmarked such amount from the funds

collected that Your Honor believes is appropriate and in the event that they have,

you know, gone through 90 percent of that earmarked funds, they will at that point

sum up whatever they can and provide whatever report they can to the Court at that

point, even if it is a partial or incomplete report; the point being that we would like  

to get some sort of completed result from this process of having a special master or

receiver appointed.  Ultimately the cost of a receiver or special master really should

be borne by the defendants, Your Honor, not by my clients, but I understand the

problems we’ve had in this case and I cannot contemplate Mr. Swarts or anyone

else being willing to take on such an appointment, particularly given the history

we’ve had here, without an assurance that there are funds that have been dedicated

in advance to pay them for some measure of their work and also an assurance that

they will be relieved from doing unpaid work, which is why I tried to structure the

orders I presented to Your Honor in that fashion.  

So I think that reviews what I’ve proposed to the Court, the thoughts    
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I have about this, the concerns I have with the alternative proposal that was given

yesterday by defendants.  If the Court has questions, I’d like to help if I can.

THE COURT:  All right, thank you.  We are at this juncture, of course,

because of the refusal of the defendants, including Mr. Nady, to come forward with

funds necessary to pay the special master.  

Mr. Nady, I asked you to be here -- well, more than that.  I ordered you

to be here today and I indicated that I was seriously considering putting you in jail for

contempt of court.  You might be asking, well, what brought that about?  But when   

I see that your attorneys are in her complaining that you simply can’t pay -- first it

was $25,000 and then it was $41,000 to the special master to do the work that 

really should have been done by you originally to make sure that the drivers were

receiving under the law the minimum wage and that, you know, secondarily, if it

wasn’t done before there should have been evidence forthcoming from your side  

as to what the appropriate amount was.  And all we ever heard was it can’t be done,

it can’t be done; the trip sheets are the only accurate way to do it.  And so we had  

a way to accomplish that through the special master, admittedly an expensive

proposition, but that’s what happens when you have to come back and clean up

somebody else’s mess.  

When I found that you, despite your protests in September and

October that you simply didn’t have the money to pay the special master and then

the plaintiff effected a seizure of a bank account and there’s some $230,000 laying

in that bank account, I have become extremely immune to cries from an individual or

a company individual that they just don’t have the money to pay the special master

to complete this work.  And so it has resulted in the special master coming to the
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Court and asking to be paid.  It was the Court that appointed the special master  

and I am certainly more than amenable to making sure that the special master gets

paid for the work that they’ve put into the project, up to the point where the Court

found that it was going to be so cumbersome and so expensive that it was better    

to simply grant the plaintiffs’ earlier motion for summary judgment that included

approximations.  And according to the United States Supreme Court, those -- if

that’s what you have, that’s what you have and you can rely on those in a judgment.

So perhaps you can understand why it seemed to the Court that I

might have to just put you in jail in order to get your attention.  Well, fortunately for

you and perhaps for all of us, rather than blow this matter up even further, there is  

a way that I believe I can accomplish that without having to put you in jail.  It gives

me no great pleasure to put you in jail, Mr. Nady, which is why I was so late coming

to the point of seriously considering doing that.  It’s my belief that with the proposals

that have been put forward by the plaintiff and been modified proposal by your

counsel that there is a way that we can get the special master paid, albeit it is a  

way that will incur more fees that have to be paid.  

I’m going to grant the relief that the plaintiffs have asked for in the

sense of having a special master appointed again.  This time we’re not going to use

the special master that previously was there.  They have -- I wouldn’t ask them to

continue on at this point, but I am highly likely in a few minutes -- I want to hear 

from your attorney first, but I’m highly likely to appoint a special master, to have it

Mr. Swarts and to order the defendants and their agents, and at this point that’s

where you come in, to give a full and complete disclosure of all the financial records

that pertain to the company.  
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I wanted to say that at this point because maybe it’s just if you were

feeling nervous and if you have your toothbrush in your pocket, I wanted you to

realize that I’m not going to send you to jail today.  Notwithstanding that, I hope that

out of all of this you will come to realize that the Court is very serious about having

this case proceed to its final resolution, including the payment of the judgments

which have been awarded.  

So with that, Mr. Shafer, what do you have to say further?  I have

received your opposition with your modifications of the proposed order by the

plaintiffs.  One of those was for confidentiality, which I think is appropriate.  Anything

which is revealed to the plaintiff should not be revealed to the public at large.  I don’t

assume that there’s any problem with that from the plaintiffs.  I am inclined, as I just

indicated, to not even make it an appointment of a receiver at this point, but I am

inclined to make it be a special master with a view towards, if need be, becoming a

receiver.  Partly I have come to that conclusion because of your protests that when 

it comes to those medallions, at least, that you can’t have someone else running the

company or you run into problems.  I don’t know whether that is accurate, but I don’t

propose to jump into the middle of that issue by literally turning the company over  

to a receiver at this point.  I agree with plaintiffs’ counsel that to put a limit of $5,000

for a special master at this point is not realistic for the job at hand.  I may say that

my whole purpose in doing this -- immediate purpose is to get the previous special

master paid.  Those are the things that I’m considering doing.  What do you say?

MR. SHAFER:  And I appreciate it, Your Honor.  Obviously we’ve I think

addressed most of our big points in our opposition.  I think that you’ve hit the nail  

on the head that at least in our interpretation of  the statutory authority appointment
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of any operational control over A Cab would result in termination of its business or 

at least the current operators would have to go to the Taxicab Authority and say   

we can’t operate anymore, which I think would cause problems for everybody.

As far as -- so we stand by our objection to the appointment of any

receiver or special master on the record, just because it’s an extraordinary remedy.

They haven’t even had a chance to look at our responses to their post-judgment

debtor request for production yet.  I think we’re a little premature on that.  But given

that the Court’s inclination is to appoint a receiver, we would like to make that as

limited as possible with the goal of accomplishing what the Court’s concerns are,

and that’s to maintain the assets to make sure we know what the current status is.  

And I want to -- I’m glad the Court brought up the issue of the

$230,000 or $250,000 that was taken in September of this year.  That was not        

A Cab’s money.  As we briefed before the Court, and perhaps Mr. Dubowsky was

not aware of this when he filed his motion for the special master, a majority of that

money was held in trust either to pay employee tax provisions, the employer side 

tax provisions, FICA, and to pay the State, the Taxicab Authority its revenue and   

to pay the airport for its revenue.  Those -- while those are collected daily, those  

are remitted quarterly.  So those funds, a large majority of those funds represents

payments that were held in escrow to be submitted to the State and its Authority. 

So it’s not like they had a quarter million dollars sitting in an account that was

available to pay whoever they wanted.  That was already earmarked to be paid   

and was owed to be paid for sales tax, transfer tax and other authority.

As far as the issue of the receiver, our goal should be to limit the

amount of costs that are incurred, the friction loss that is involved in this.  My client
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does not have the money to pay it.  There is a limited amount of funds.  And so   

the more duplicative work that is done will decrease the return to the actual drivers. 

As minimal as it is now, we would like to avoid that further.

So our request is just to limit it just to receipt and review of the

financial records of the company with the appropriate protective order.  We put a

placeholder $5,000, indicating our desire to have that be minimal.  Whether or not

that’s an accurate one, I don’t know, but given the problem we had in this case of

the $200,000 special master, we would like -- we have no objection to Mr. Swarts

being appointed, particularly if the Court is inclined to do that, but we would like it  

to be limited.  And if additional funds were needed to complete additional review, we

would rather them come back to the Court and ask for additional funds, rather than

being unlimited and all of a sudden we run up a $20,000 bill within the first week 

and not have additional funds later on.  So that is why we put that placeholder, but 

if you’ll notice we left most of the blanks -- we left placeholders for most of the other

fees.  But our goal is to have it as limited as possible and A Cab will cooperate to

provide the financial records to minimize the costs and expenses that it is being

forced to incur for the special master if the Court does grant that special master.

I think that’s -- 

THE COURT:  Let me do this.  I have reworked the draft that was submitted

by the plaintiff and it’s the short version.  I’ve made some changes to it.  This is 

what I am considering ordering.  I think it would be best maybe if we just took a few

minutes at least to let both sides see what’s in the order that I’m thinking of signing

and seeing whether or not that covers the various needs and issues of the parties. 

So why don’t we run a couple of copies of this and let counsel have it and -- let’s
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see, let’s make about four copies.  My law clerk will run copies of that.

Let’s -- while they’re doing that, that kind of takes care of what -- on 

my check-off sheet that takes care of two out of three.  One is the appointment of   

a receiver.  I’m going to make that a special master for now.  The prime objective  

of the receiver of Mr. Swarts, assuming that he’s the one that accepts this, will be to

get the previous special master paid.  I want to see that happen and I want to see it

happen as a primary goal of the special master at this point.  That is more important

to me than pulling funds out to pay the judgment creditor.

As to the contempt, I’ve already indicated I’m not going to hold Mr.

Nady -- well, I have held the defendants in contempt, but I’m not going to put Mr.

Nady into jail, until such time as he complies with the Court’s order.

That leaves the final thing as being the temporary restraining order 

not to sell items.  Is there anything more that needs to be argued about that?  I don’t

see that it impedes the defendant’s business to simply enter an order that says don’t

sell any of the assets, whether they are the automobiles or anything else, any of the

assets without clearing it with the Court first.

Do defendants have problems with that?

MR. SHAFER:  Our concern I think is just the transactional nature of  this,

whether or not -- you know, when they -- if they dispose of a certain asset, whether

they have to get clearance from the Court to throw away a broken stapler or to --

you know, if a car is wrecked, to deal with that issue.  We would probably put in      

a request that anything be -- if there is a sale that it be for equivalent value and

records be maintained of that.  So if they do sell that broken stapler, they donate it

to charity, there’s a record of that, or if they have to -- if there is a wrecked car and
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they get an insurance payoff, that there’s an earmark or identification of that -- 

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  -- which would -- and our concern is -- 

THE COURT:  Well, in terms of a wrecked car, that’s -- if the only prohibition

is from selling it -- oh, you’re saying that it would be so wrecked you wouldn’t be

fixing it.

MR. SHAFER:  Yeah.  And, you know, the insurance company would

probably require a sign-over of the wrecked vehicle in exchange for insurance

proceeds, I imagine.  And I think that also deals with our other concern that exerting

control over the company might be considered exerting control over the operations

and would put us in violation of the statute.  

THE COURT:  Well, if it’s a special master and he’s given no power to control

at least initially, then that shouldn’t be a problem, should it?

MR. SHAFER:  I am not -- my concern is not reporting that to the special

master or not notifying the special master or not including that in the finances, but as

to the TRO and the Court  exerting control over or precluding transfer or dealing with

those assets as they are in the ordinary course of business.  That’s our only objection

to that.  We do not anticipate a sell-off of assets or otherwise deprive defendants of

any rightful recovery that they have.  And so I think it is over-broad to require -- to

preclude them from transferring any asset, unless there is an exception -- 

THE COURT:  Well, if we put a dollar amount in there and say something like

don’t dispose of any assets of a value of $500 or more without at least advising the

special master first -- 

MR. SHAFER:  I think if the restriction is to reporting it to the special master, 
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I think that would probably be fine because that is -- you’re not exerting control over

the operations of the business, just requiring disclosure of the financial records,

which is consistent with our position on the limitation and the nature of the special

master.

THE COURT:  Well, but I’m talking about doing more than simply requiring   

a reporting to the special master.  I’m talking about saying don’t dispose of assets. 

Obviously we don’t want to see the assets walking out the back door when we’re in

a mode of trying to get a special master paid and then trying to get a plaintiff paid. 

So I don’t see that it’s, you know, assuming any managerial role in the company    

to have that kind of an order in place that the defendant is not to sell off assets.

MR. SHAFER:  Our only caveat would be to -- if such an order is entered,   

to be in the -- it’s not to be sold off except in the ordinary course of business.     

With that exception and with a notification requirement we can be assured that the

judgment creditor would receive equivalent value.  Whether it’s in a car or whether

it’s in cash, it would make no difference to the judgment creditor.  And would -- with

the notification requirement if a car is sold for a dollar and it is clearly a fraudulent

transfer, they would be notified of that transfer and would be able to recover it back.  

THE COURT:  All right.  Then I’ll go for that as long as there’s some time

period of delay after notifying the special master before you actually dispose of the

assets.  It doesn’t do much good to tell the special master and then just go ahead

and sell the asset.  If we say that, we haven’t accomplished anything more than   

the provisions that all the financial -- that the finances of the company be made

available to the special master.

MR. SHAFER:  I understand.  If I might have just one moment to -- 
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THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. SHAFER:  Your Honor, I would suggest five business days would be   

an appropriate length of time.

THE COURT:  All right, that will work.  Let’s make it say that no asset of a

value of more than $500 will be disposed of, sold, given away, whatever, without

giving five days notice to the special master.

MR. SHAFER:  Okay.

THE COURT:  All right.  Why don’t we just take a few minutes while you guys

take a look at the order that I’ve handed out and then I’d like to hear f rom you again

before I finalize it.

Yes, sir?

MR. DUBOWSKY:  May I address the issue of contempt, Your Honor?

THE COURT:  Yes.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  I understand Your Honor not putting Mr. Nady in

incarceration.  I understand that.  But Your Honor did adjudicate him in contempt.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Under Nevada law for a civil contempt is just to compel

compliance and whether this order addresses it or not, I’m not clear, but my client

has not been paid.  They’ve been ordered to be paid.  I think Your Honor needs to  

-- in that you already made the order finding him guilty of contempt, just compel

compliance.  Payment plus attorney’s fees in order to comply with the Court order 

by a date certain so we comply with the contempt rules.  And whatever else needs

to be paid can be dealt with in the order, but Your Honor, you have found him to be

in contempt.  Another order just saying that my client is going to be paid, we have
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those orders already.  So I’m going to ask Your Honor to make an order, which we

requested before, for civil contempt to do something that compels compliance.

THE COURT:  In other words, that you be paid, your client be paid by a date

certain or else what, Mr. Nady goes to jail?

MR. DUBOWSKY:  That’s within Your Honor’s discretion, but yes, there’s

ways of dealing with that.  But that would be one way, yes.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  And under NRS 22.100, subsection 3, there’s also

attorney’s fees because we’ve had to spend a lot of attorney’s fees just to ask the

Court -- 

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  -- to have him comply and we still can’t get compliance.  

And I can tell Your Honor that we have not been approached to say, listen, we don’t

want to be in contempt.  But under the Nevada rules he has to purge himself of   

the contempt and that means compliance plus attorney’s fees.  And that has to be

addressed separately so that my client can be paid and we can be out of here.  And

whatever else needs to be paid through this process, that’s fine, but, Your Honor,  

he is in contempt.  He has to comply with the $41,000 order.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, if I may?

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  On behalf of my clients I do want to make clear on the

record that I respect Your Honor’s authority and discretion to proceed however you

feel best within the confines of the law.  And what you are proposing is within your

discretion.  However, I want to make clear on the record that on behalf  of my clients,
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we definitely object to the idea that a special master should be appointed.  The

funds that have been executed on my client’s judgment should be earmarked to 

pay that special master, with the purpose of that being really to try to locate funds or

come up with a further plan to pay the prior special master who was already ordered

to be paid by the Court.  So to that extent we do not support the Court’s direction  

on that issue that you were voicing a little while ago, but I respect Your Honor’s -- 

THE COURT:  What is it that you don’t support?

MR. GREENBERG:  Well, Your Honor, as counsel for the special master who

has already been appointed was pointing out, they are due their funds pursuant to  

a long-standing order of this Court.  The defendants are properly held in contempt. 

And candidly, Your Honor, I don’t think that the defendants will comply with anything

unless they’re coerced to do it.  An order of contempt that was being proposed could

simply be that they either have to pay it by a date certain or Your Honor is going to

suspend the use of their medallions.  

I mean, at this point, Your Honor, the judgment debtor in this case,     

A Cab, LLC, I am sure has no assets except those medallions and the motor vehicles

that are still titled -- and titled inadvertently, no doubt, because Mr. Nady has made  

it a point of transferring all of the assets to these various Series LLCs, the cells, as

he calls them.  We did execute on those funds at the Wells Fargo.  I have had

executions served on a variety of other banks.  I was advised by Nevada State Bank

there was one dollar in an account there.  No doubt the business is still running , but

they’ve acquired a new EIN number.  They’re running the operation through a new

legally-registered entity, whether it’s one of the series with a Tax I.D. number or

something else.  So -- 
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THE COURT:  Presumably that’s something you will find out in your judgment

debtor examination.

MR. GREENBERG:  I will, Your Honor.  And as counsel for the defendants

have pointed out, well, if there’s transfers of assets, you know, plaintiffs have their

remedy.  We can proceed with fraudulent conveyance actions.  And obviously we

may have to do that, Your Honor, but I don’t wish to be involved in just a ceaseless

series of litigation here involving transfers of assets.  It’s not in the interest of my

clients.  And defendants are essentially just working to exhaust my time, my

resources.  I have other clients I’m committed to.  I have other cases I have to   

work on.  

So ultimately the only way that anybody, my clients or the special

master may get paid is if this Court uses its coercive power and simply tells the

defendants, look, you either pay or the business is going to be shut down.  Your

Honor clearly has the authority to suspend the use of those medallions.  And that’s

it.  That’s the only asset that the judgment debtor has and it only has that asset,

Your Honor, because they can’t actually transfer the right to those medallions.  It’s  

a limited franchise that’s given to them under their CPCN.  But they can lease them

out, they can direct the revenue from those medallions to, you know, Tom, Dick and

Harry, which is essentially what they’ve done here.  I mean, this is the whole nature

of the financial operation that Mr. Nady has run with the business to evade this

judgment, to evade his creditors.  So anything short of that -- 

THE COURT:  Whose name are those medallions in?

MR. GREENBERG:  The medallions are a limited license that’s granted to

A Cab Series, LLC, the judgment debtor.  And we have the CPCN, it’s in the record
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here.  It’s a one page document.  They’re authorized for 73 or 120 or 94 or whatever

it is medallions.  And they are free -- they can’t sell the medallions.  They’re not --

again, it’s the nature of the license, but they can lease them, they are leasing   

them.  And ultimately unless some coercive power is applied to the use of those

medallions, I don’t think the special master is going to get paid and I don’t think my

clients are going to get paid by the judgment debtor because that’s really the only

arrow we have left in the quiver here, Your Honor, against Mr. Nady because the

way the entire business is structured at this point, unless the Court is going to go --

and we may have to reach this point of proceeding with an examination of the legal

issues regarding the supposed separation of the cells, the Series LLCs from the

judgment debtor.  

As Your Honor is aware, we do have an alter ego claim pending

against Mr. Nady which is currently stayed.  Presumably the Court could some time

in the new year reconvene, proceed to trial on that, gather evidence, make findings. 

I understand all of that, Your Honor, and perhaps that will have to be done at some

point as well.  But I don’t see that there’s going to be any other way to get the very

substantial judgment rendered on behalf of my clients paid or the special master

paid unless some coercion is applied to the judgment debtor here and Mr. Nady’s

business operations because essentially, Your Honor, the business is generating   

a large amount of cash, $50,000 or more a month.  Mr. Nady is free to fund this

litigation, to fund the defense from the receipts of the business as long as he can

keep it going.  I think he values having the business, as he should.  He worked hard

to make the business and to keep it running, but he needs to respect the authority 

of this Court.  
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And I’m trying to propose the simplest, most direct means, given the

posture of this litigation right now, for this Court to accomplish its objective, which   

is to get the special master paid and to see that the judgment debtors (sic) are paid. 

And short of hanging that prospect over the defendants that their medallions are

going to be suspended, that they’re going to be shut down, I don’t see that the Court

has any other authority; again, given the current posture of this case.  If we go to

further proceedings and then we examine this whole issue of the alter ego claims

against Mr. Nady and the legal issues presented by the supposed existence of 

these cells, that might be another avenue, Your Honor.  But I think Your Honor

understands my point and I respect Your Honor’s thoughtful efforts here to reach  

an appropriate resolution and respect the interests of  the parties.

THE COURT:  Mr. Shafer, is this all a procedure that is going to wind up

without getting even the special master paid?

MR. SHAFER:  I don’t believe so.  And if it is, it’s because there’s no money

to be paid and not out of any intent to avoid the judgment.  And I understand -- 

THE COURT:  Well, you know, to say that there’s no money to pay is not

going to work because in that case then why wouldn’t I cause the business to be

shut down and sell off whatever assets are left and -- 

MR. SHAFER:  Well, I apologize, Your Honor.  I tried to make my statement

conditional that if there is no money to be paid the result is the same.  They receive

nothing.  It is our argument that the Court’s remedy in appointing a special master 

to review the finances and conduct a review of the assets of A Cab would provide

some illumination both to this Court and to plaintif fs’ counsel.  As of now plaintiffs’

counsel is essentially making up out of whole cloth the financial condition of A Cab
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and what A Cab does or does not do and the status of  -- 

THE COURT:  Well, I’m not so sure we can say that at this point, Mr. Shafer. 

A Cab has been under a standing Court order since at least last September to pay

the special master and not one dime has gone to payment.  

MR. SHAFER:  And I will distinguish between the special master’s request 

for payment and the judgment collection.  They are different and distinct.  And         

I appreciate that the Court -- as a special master they are subject to the Court’s

review and discretion and they are essentially an adjunct to the Court and they 

have their own set of limited remedies.  The statute provides that if a special master

is not paid, they are entitled to a writ of execution.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  I don’t believe that it is on that basis -- I think that the

appointment of the special master you’ve suggested to review the finances at least

on a limited basis would provide security both to the judgment creditor and to the

special master, as well as continuing the operations if they exist or are able to be --

if A Cab is able to continue on, then that will provide some illumination on that issue. 

If the judgment creditor wants to shut down the company it has various methods    

to do that.  They can file for an involuntary bankruptcy.  They can ask for other

extraordinary relief.  But we are distinguishing between the judgment creditor and

the special master because there has been no contempt as to the judgment creditor. 

It is limited only to the special master and the payment based on the Court’s prior

order ordering the $41,000 be paid. The Court will recognize we made objections,

but the Court issued that order.  So there is a distinction between those two.  

I do not think, responding to Mr. Dubowsky’s point, that it is fair or
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reasonable to impose a date certain by which a certain amount should be paid

because one of the important aspects in any contempt hearing is the ability.  It has

not been established that as of now A Cab or Mr. Nady has the ability to pay, or     

A Cab has the ability to pay the special master fees.

THE COURT:  Well, if they don’t -- if they don’t, then why don’t we just wind

up the business and pull out whatever assets to pay the judgment creditor -- I’m

sorry, to pay the special master and the judgment creditor whatever there is and   

be done with it?

MR. SHAFER:  Well, and that would be -- that would be subject to either

negotiation or some subsequent motion practice subsequently.  But my point is      

is that it is not -- 

THE COURT:  Well, no, that kind of evades the question.  I mean, what

you’re telling me is that your client basically simply cannot pay, so therefore we don’t

want to have any order that you must pay by a certain date or else because, gee,

now we have to have a trial after the trial to show that your client can pay.  Well,

that’s not my understanding of the way the process generally works.  This is a

judgment.  And -- 

MR. SHAFER:  It is.  And we have two competing claims on these funds.

Plaintiff’s counsel took $250,000 from our client, from A Cab.  That money, most   

of it, as we discussed before, was earmarked for other purposes which have

precedence to the State.  But if  there was any free funds, that could have been 

used to pay Mr. Dubowsky’s client, the special master.  And so now we’re in a

situation where my client does not have 1.6 million dollars to pay out of its ready

cash right now.  Does that mean that they might not be able to pay a reasonable
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amount over time?  I don’t know.  I don’t have personal knowledge of the finances 

of the company.  And even if I did, I’m not sure that the Court would believe me.  

That’s why I think it is imperative that the special master make the

report before any further recommendations be enacted -- certainly on the contempt. 

If the special master determines that there is not sufficient funds nor sufficient 

profits to pay off the special master and their award, then the Court will make its

determination based upon that when they make their report in thirty or whatever

reasonable amount of time they make their report.  I don’t presume to indicate what

time the special master would be able to complete that.  But they would be no worse

off than they are today because of the Court’s order precluding the transfer of

assets or the sale of assets according to the conditions that the Court has put in

place and the continued operations of  the business.  They will be no worse off than

they are today and they will still have the ability to recover those funds.

So I really seen no authority, also, to shut down the business.  They

haven’t cited to any case law or statute that permits a judgment creditor to shut

down a business or to preclude operations of its assets, except according to a

receiver or some other writ of execution.  The certificates are not subject to a writ  

of execution because they are not something that can be transferred.  So, again,

that goes back to the most reasonable course of action at this point is to allow the

special master to conduct its review and to conduct the finances.  

We are -- we have asked, as this Court knows, we asked for a stay

pending a resolution and settlement and an appeal.  We are getting pummeled,

Your Honor, with the amount of motion practice and other procedures that are going

through as a result of the defendant and the special master.  We’re trying to get our
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feet underneath us to negotiate a resolution.  We asked the Court for a stay and     

it wasn’t inclined to issue that stay.  We are now seeking an emergency stay with

the supreme court to try to resolve this so we can just figure out where everybody

stands and what the assets are and what resources would be available to pay the

judgment creditor and to work out a fair resolution.  But I think that -- I understand

the Court’s concerns about assets not being diminished and it certainly would never

be my intention to intentionally avoid any order of this Court or judgment debt that is

properly entered, but is also imperative that due process follow.  And I think that the

imposition of the special master accomplishes all of the necessary goals to maintain

that the judgment creditor and the special master be paid, that the judgment debtor

also have its business assets not be unnecessarily disturbed.  

THE COURT:  All right.

MR. SHAFER:  So that’s -- I think we would object to any date certain be

paid.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, if I might just clarify.  On behalf of my

clients, the plaintiffs, the class members, I do not want to see the business close

because I don’t think that’s going to be in their interest in terms of getting paid.     

My suggestion to the Court was in respect to the special master’s claim that the

Court do issue an order with the course of power I was proposing, giving A Cab,  

the defendants, a date certain to pay or to face the closure of their business.  The

reason why I proposed that is the amount that is owed to the special master is of    

a magnitude that I think they will definitely find the money to pay the special master

what he was awarded and that issue will be closed and done with.  In terms of

appointing a special master going forward or a receiver, we’ve discussed this and
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that is the avenue that I believe is in the interest of my clients.  I think Your Honor

understands my position.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  Mr. Dubowsky may want to address the Court.

THE COURT:  Mr. Dubowsky.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I don’t understand Mr. Shafer’s

argument.  Number one, he can’t just come into court when his client has already

been found in contempt and say we don’t have the financial ability and it is the

burden of the plaintiff to put us in involuntary bankruptcy.  Well, number one, I’m  

no expert in bankruptcy, although I’ve worked alongside your brother for many 

years in different bankruptcy cases.  I believe you need three creditors to get into 

an involuntary.  But more important, in Your Honor’s order, page 31, it says, “If       

A Cab truly lacks the financial resources to comply with those orders” -- this is to 

pay my client -- “it has a remedy under the United States Bankruptcy Code to    

seek protection of the bankruptcy court and its power to relieve it of those orders,”

etcetera.  

In other words, Your Honor, we are going through the same thing

again.  It’s the same song and dance.  They’re going to come in and say we don’t

have the money.  Your Honor, we’re past that.  If they don’t have the money, they

have to file bankruptcy.  And if they do, then everything gets resolved with the

bankruptcy courts. But as it is right now, as we stand here today, Your Honor

adjudicated them in contempt because they refuse to pay my client.  And, yes,       

a date certain to pay -- not if they have the ability.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.
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MR. DUBOWSKY:  No.  That is the exception -- Your Honor, we know what’s

happening here because so far as to my client, which was brought in by Your Honor,

nothing you have ordered will change anything in the lives of the defendants or their

counsel.  Nothing.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  So it’s come to this point.  I want to get my client paid. 

Our attorney’s fees are also under statute, and then we just want to go.  We were

brought in by the Court.  We want to make sure Your Honor gets us paid.  You

already found willful contempt.  Respectfully, Your Honor, this is not going to do

anything for my client.  You already see that.  So, yes, if they were smart they  

would have come in today with the money and say we want to purge ourselves of

contempt.  But under Nevada law you have to be purged of the contempt if they had

already been found to be in willful violation of this Court’s order.  That means purge,

pay the $41,000 plus attorney’s fees per statute and then that’s it.  Then we can

leave.  We’ll be out of the picture.  But, Your Honor, they’re in contempt saying no,

we can’t comply.  Your Honor, please, that is -- I think Your Honor can see through

that.  And again, another Court order is not going to help us.  Please get us paid   

so we can get out.  That’s all I’m asking, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Let’s take five minutes or so and let you folks look at the order

and then we’ll come back and I will make the decision on what we’re going to do.

(Court recessed from 11:32 a.m. until 11:42 a.m.)

THE COURT:  All right, please be seated.  What I’m looking for, folks, here  

is minor tweaks to this order if there’s anything that would help make this process

work.  I’m not looking for entire this is our position on the granting of an order.  I’m
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going to sign this order.  

So, the plaintiff.

MR. GREENBERG:  Yes, Your Honor.  My main concern is in paragraph 3.  

It directs the special master to advise plaintiffs’ counsel of property it identifies,    

but then simultaneously restrains plaintiffs’ counsel from performing any judgment

execution on any such property identified.  

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  Candidly, Your Honor, that’s counterproductive.  I mean,

if I’m told about the property and then told I can’t execute on it, it doesn’t do me  

any good in terms of the interest of my clients.  I’d almost rather not be told by the

special master because if I found out about it myself presumably I wouldn’t be

bound by the restraint in this order.  The purpose -- I mean, when I had drafted this

originally that restraint was not in the draft.

THE COURT:  That’s correct.

MR. GREENBERG:  I understand this was part of your thought process that

wound up putting that term in there, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  Again, Your Honor, if the special master was not a

special master but was the form of limited receiver I was proposing and was actually

taking possession of the property, then that would safeguard my clients’ interests.  

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. GREENBERG:  But to the extent that there’s property that is attachable

because it is solely in the name of the judgment debtor at the current time that the

judgment is entered against, my clients would like to preserve their right to proceed
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with judgment execution, which is another issue we have with these motor vehicles,

Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  Candidly, I don’t think there is any property, as we’ve

been discussing.  But nonetheless, I think my clients should be entitled to execute

on it.  So I would ask that that provision -- 

THE COURT:  The reason -- there’s one reason I did not and that is that if

you execute on it then you’ve got it, and my intention is to try and get the previous

special master paid.

MR. GREENBERG:  I understand, Your Honor.  And under the terms of the

existing judgment any amounts that I collect have to be held in trust.  I cannot

disburse any of those funds without an order from Your Honor.  I mean, that is the

existing --

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  -- limitation I am under in all respects, in respect to any

money that is collected on the judgment.  So if Your Honor was of a mind to require

amounts that I collected on the judgment be paid over to the current special master 

I would object to that, but that would clearly be within your power to do so.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  And of course I have a duty currently to hold all those

funds in trust pending Your Honor’s direction.  So this additional provision is not

necessary to preserve that interest, so to speak, that Your Honor was concerned

about because it is already preserved under the current arrangement, the current

instructions accompanying the judgment, Your Honor.
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THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Dubowsky.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Again, unless I’m misinterpreting,

is this supposed to address the contempt?

THE COURT:  No.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Okay.

THE COURT:  This really does not -- I mean, it only does in this sense.  It is

an attempt to get you paid first and get you paid in full, but it does not address

specifically the contempt.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Will that be addressed, Your Honor?  Because there is    

a finding of contempt.  Will that be addressed?

THE COURT:  Well, I think probably then what we should do is you should

submit an order that does that separately because you are correct, the Court has

found the defendant to be operating in contempt of court.  Before -- we’ll revisit that

before we leave here.

Any minor tweaks?

MR. SHAFER:  We do.  I’ll first respond to the issue on paragraph 3 that he’s

addressed.  I think that the Court’s inclination on that is wise to preserve the status

quo.  And I understand the concern that they have that if they identify the assets in

the report that they’re barred from ever executing on them.  While my client would

love that, we probably think that’s probably not what the Court intended -- 

THE COURT:  No.

MR. SHAFER:  -- and think it would be -- 

THE COURT:  My intention was to leave that in place until I get the report of

the special master.
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MR. SHAFER:  And I think if you added that additional term, shall not execute

it until after the special master’s report is issued, that would both simultaneously

accomplish maintaining the status quo, not precluding them from executing and

allowing for the special master to get paid.  I would echo that Mr. Greenberg brought

up the fact that the Court could order the $80,000 or the $40,000 be disbursed f rom

the monies that were already taken from A Cab.  That would both simultaneously

cure the contempt of A Cab and satisfy the special master’s concerns immediately.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.  

MS. SHAFER:  We do have some other concerns on some of the other

provisions.

THE COURT:  Okay.  Like what?

MR. SHAFER:  Well, I think number two, Your Honor, and I hope this is not a

feature but rather a bug in part of the drafting.  If we turn that, it requires the special

master -- it gives the special master powers to obtain records.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  And going down to lines -- well, 24, 25, 26, where it says,

“including but not limited to all such records involving (comma) and all of its

contracts or agreements with (comma) any other entity or person including any

Series LLC it has issued pursuant to the statute.”  Because of  the commas it creates

a parenthetical phrase which you read by excluding that, which would mean that

they have the ability to get all such records involving any other person.  And then

when you refer back to the prior sentence, that requires Mr. Nady and any other

Series LLC to provide any document it has concerning any other agreement with

anybody ever at any time.  So if they wanted to find out Mr. Nady’s -- 
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THE COURT:  Which language are you looking at again?

MR. SHAFER:  So, yeah, the -- 

THE COURT:  I’m looking at lines 23, 24.

MR. SHAFER:  Yeah.  So it says that -- if we look at the first part it says: 

“The special master shall be provided by judgment debtor, including Creighton J.

Nady and any other agents of judgment debtors.”

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  And then it describes the type of documents:  “Copies of all

electronic and paper financial business records of the judgment debtor” -- 

THE COURT:  Right.

MR. SHAFER:  -- “also known as A Cab Series, that the special master

deems advisable.”  No concerns with the provision on that, other than we do a little

bit to Mr. Nady as to his personal records.  But the biggest concern is the part about

“including but not limited to,” where it makes that exception.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  “Including but not limited to (comma) all such records

involving.”  And because of the parenthetical phrase that follows comma, and all    

of its contracts or agreements with (comma), when you are reading that order you

have to exclude that clause for reading and interpreting the contract.  So it’s read  

as including all such records involving any other entity or person -- 

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  -- which would mean that that would entitle the special master

to review any marriage contracts, divorce records, contracts with attorneys,

contracts with -- communications.  And I think it’s probably not the Court’s intention
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to require that, but rather to all such records involving all of its contracts -- 

THE COURT:  Does not “its” refer to the judgment debtor here or debtors?

MR. SHAFER:  It does, Your Honor, but when you are reading that because 

it is bracketed by commas you have to exclude that when you are interpreting the

scope of the documents because that -- 

THE COURT:  Oh.  All right.  So take the comma out, then?  Involving -- all

such records involving and all of its contracts or agreements with any other entity  

or person, including any Series LLC.  Is that what you’re suggesting?

MR. SHAFER:  All such records involving -- I would say all such records

involving it and all of its contracts or agreements with any other person.

THE COURT:  Well, it says all of its contracts -- 

MR. SHAFER:  Correct.

THE COURT:  -- or agreements with.

MR. SHAFER:  But it doesn’t -- because of the comma, then, all such records

involving is not limited to the judgment debtor.

THE COURT:  All right.  Take the comma out.  Anything else?

MR. SHAFER:  Very quickly, on subparagraph 4A, which is on page 4, line --

I guess that would be 15.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. SHAFER:  We would suggest that the -- it states:  “that will allow the

profits from the operation of the taxi medallions authorized to it to be applied

towards satisfaction of plaintiffs’ judgment.”  We would modify that to say “the

operation of the business of A Cab, LLC to be applied.”  

THE COURT:  Let’s see.  So where does that pick up?
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MR. SHAFER:  So we would omit “taxi medallions authorized to it” and

substitute “business of A Cab, LLC.”  And the distinction then is to take the prof its  

of the company rather than the profits of an asset of the company.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, may I?  I have no problem including that,

along with the specification regarding the operation of the taxi medallions.  The

business of A Cab, LLC has no profits.  The business is structured to have no profits

because the profits, the revenue all flows to these supposed separate series entities

and then out of those entities into the trust.  Your Honor is familiar with all of this. 

So if the special master’s authority is limited to proposing a plan relating to directing

the profits of A Cab Series LLC to the benefit of the judgment creditors, there will  

be no plan.  There will be no profits.  

That’s the reason why when I drafted this I referred to the operation  

of the tax medallions that are authorized to A Cab Series LLC, because ultimately

those taxi medallions are the only asset of the business.  They’re the only asset of

the business -- of the judgment debtor that can’t be transferred, as defendant’s

counsel stated.  So I have no problem inserting that additional language, but the

reference to the operation of the taxi medallions as part of the special master’s

report to examine is critical here, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Okay.  So where would you insert this language, Mr. Shafer?

MR SHAFER:  I would substitute “he taxi medallions authorized to it” on lines

15 and 16 and substitute “business of  A Cab LLC.”  And the reason is if revenue

from the medallions is seized before its workers are paid, there won’t be continuing

to be, you know, a business, if they try to step ahead of the current costs and

expenses of operating that medallion.
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THE COURT:  We’re talking about simply a proposed plan here to do this.

MR. SHAFER:  Correct.

THE COURT:  We’re not talking about effecting any plan.  I don’t see a

reason to change that language.  What else?

MR. SHAFER:  The final change is in the last -- in the request to transfer

certain funds.  Two parts.  In line 10 of page 5 there is a request to -- well, I guess --

no, I apologize.  I’ll retract that one.  My concern on the transfers, precluding

transfers to defendant Nady to any of his family members or to any trust which 

Nady or his family members is a trust or trustee and beneficiary, my concern is that

that excludes any payment of salaries, any payment pursuant to any contracts that

are within the company or in the ordinary course of business.  Mr. Nady is currently

continuing to operate the business and is entitled to and is being paid a salary for

that.

THE COURT:  What is his salary?

MR. SHAFER:  I do not know.  And obviously that would be identified to the

special master that’s being appointed.  And in fact, I don’t know that he is being

paid, but that’s -- 

THE COURT:  Mr. Nady, what is your salary?

MR. NADY:  It varies by month.  I couldn’t tell you exactly what it is.

THE COURT:  How is it calculated?  Is it a percentage?

MR. NADY:  No, sir.  It’s just whatever happens -- needs happen to come up.

MR. SHAFER:  And I do not have an encyclopedic -- 

THE COURT:  When you say the needs that happen, you mean personal

needs?
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MR. NADY:  Yes, sir.

THE COURT:  Okay.  

MR. SHAFER:  So that would be our only concern is that that would preclude

that and put them in a very dire financial situation.  I understand that it’s the Court’s

concern that all of the assets and profits will go out the back door and I think that our

proposal -- and this is kind of the first time seeing this -- is that it would be carveout

those exceptions and those exceptions would need to be explicitly identified to the

special master and would be subject to a reservation of rights, I presume.

THE COURT:  My view is that if Mr. Nady needs to take less funds or no

funds as salary until the special master gets paid, the previous special master, that’s

how -- one way to purge himself from the contempt of the court.  At this moment  

it’s not the Court’s concern to protect Mr. Nady in his need, personal need for salary

over the needs and rightful debt to the special master.

MR. SHAFER:  And I respect that distinction, Your Honor.  Unfortunately the

language in this proposed order does not make that distinction and precludes any

transfer until the judgment debtor is satisfied.

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. SHAFER:  And on that basis I think it is -- there is a distinction between

the two.

THE COURT:  Well, it does -- the language says enjoined from transferring

any funds to defendant Nady or any of his family members.  That’s -- if that’s what  

it takes to get the special master paid, then that’s what it’s going to be.

MR. SHAFER:  And, respectfully, I think is a distinction that is not reflected  

in this order because it doesn’t put a limit on -- 
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THE COURT:  Well, it says -- 

MR. SHAFER:  Because it’s referring -- 

THE COURT:  It says enjoined from transferring any funds to defendant

Nady.  How much -- how do we make that clearer?

MR. SHAFER:  Because this order entered now continues on without end.

THE COURT:  No.  No, that’s not necessarily so.  Once I see that the  

special master has been paid and once I get the report of the new special master,

Mr. Swarts, you know, all of the wording of this may be subject to being changed.

MR. SHAFER:  If that’s the Court’s intention, we would suggest that that

language -- that limiting language be placed in this, that this will occur until the

special master is paid.

THE COURT:  Well, I think we’re past that.  At this point we have someone

who’s been found in contempt.  As you yourself have said, Mr. Nady is the one

operating this business.  It’s under his control.  If he chooses to get the special

master paid and off his back, then he can do so.  If  he would rather not do so and

he winds up violating this order, then we’ll deal with it at that point.

MR. SHAFER:  And perhaps my inartful speaking has not conveyed the point

I wish to convey, and that’s that the remedy that you structured that Mr. Nady should

be precluded from being paid until the special master is paid is distinct from what   

is here.

THE COURT:  Well, let’s put it this way.  What Mr. Nady and the other

defendants have been found to be -- how they’ve been found to be in contempt     

of court is they were ordered at one point to pay $41,000 to the special master. 

They didn’t do so and they still haven’t.  So it is an ongoing contempt as far as I’m
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concerned.  If he wants to get some relief from the order of the Court, then obey  

the order of the Court, pay the $41,000 and then let’s talk.

MR. SHAFER:  And I understand your -- I believe I understand what the

Court is saying and all we’re asking for is that that clause, that purge clause be

contained in this order that once the special master is paid that this restriction and

prohibition on Mr. Nady be excused.

THE COURT:  No.  We’re past that, Mr. Shafer.  We’re past that.  This Court

entered orders last September, October, and they’ve just -- to this point just been

blown off.

MR. SHAFER:  And I understand.

THE COURT:  So I’m not inclined to put those kinds of changes into this

order.  Once I see that the Court’s orders are being obeyed and that once we can

get the previous special master paid and out of this picture -- 

MR. SHAFER:  So it is not -- 

THE COURT:  -- that things can change.

MR. SHAFER:  So it’s not the intention of the Court to preclude payments

until the 1.6 million dollar judgment is satisfied?

THE COURT:  No.  

MR. SHAFER:  Okay.

THE COURT:  No.  

MR. SHAFER:  That is our concern because that’s the way we interpret this

language being drafted.  And if I’m incorrect -- 

THE COURT:  I think Mr. Nady gets himself subject to this kind of language

when he commits contempt of court by just flat refusing to pay an amount that he
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was ordered to be paid to the special master.  That’s all.

All right.  Thank you for your input.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, I have one additional suggestion.  You

might want to include a provision in this order to prohibit A Cab Series, LLC from

issuing any additional Series LLCs without further order of the Court because

essentially that has been the gateway -- 

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  -- for them to avoid this Court’s orders.  And they are the

judgment debtor in this case.  They ultimately are the one with the power to issue --

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. GREENBERG:  -- these supposed separate entities.  I would ask Your

Honor to consider that and add a provision.  I know I did not previously suggest that,

but I think it would be a meaningful restraint on sort of limiting what we’ve been

dealing with here in the future and appropriate under the circumstances.

THE COURT:  All right, thank you.  The Court is going to sign the order the

way that you see it, plus I don’t know that -- did they get the one that shows the

confidentiality sits?  We’ve included as paragraph 6 at the top of page 5, it now

says:  “The information and records received by the special master shall be kept

confidential and subject to a protective order issued by the Court precluding

production to the general public, except as directed by the Court.”  So it does

include that confidentiality.  The Court is going to say that the report of the special

master called for in paragraph number 4 -- I’m going to say February 1st.  That is a

significant amount of time, but we do have the Christmas holidays in the meantime

so he’ll need extra time.  The Court is appointing George Swarts as the special
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master.  The amounts in paragraph 5 are going to be the sum shall not exceed

$20,000 to pay for the special master’s services.  A fee not exceeding $300 an hour. 

And I will -- I am going to add the provision that the judgment debtors will not create

any further Series LLCs without further order of this Court.

MR. SHAFER:  Your Honor, if I could just make a record on that very briefly?

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. SHAFER:  That is an issue that is of an extraordinary remedy because  

it precludes their correct business operations and their liberty to engage in business. 

It is not -- if they acquire a new taxicab, if there is another business that requires

them to set up a new Series LLC, there would be no basis to preclude that.  It does

not -- creation of an LLC does not mean that any assets are being disbursed or are

otherwise being diverted.  There is no benefit to the judgment creditor to have that

preclusion.  There is no basis in law or in fact to preclude the entity from creating    

a new business entity.  

THE COURT:  Now, that would be a business entity to do what?

MR.. SHAFER:  I don’t  know, Your Honor and neither do they.

THE COURT:  Well, then -- 

MR. SHAFER:  And that’s -- but this is a blanket prohibition.  If  you want to

include that they cannot create a Series LLC to receive assets of A Cab, LLC, that

might be a reasonable imposition.

THE COURT:  Well, you just gave an example if there’s a new taxicab.  Is

that it?

MR. SHAFER:  If there is a new taxicab or if there’s some other reason they

need to create a new -- and the reason that they hold each taxicab is so if the taxi  
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is in an accident that liability doesn’t spill over to the other assets of the corporation.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.  Well, that doesn’t say that they can never do it, it 

just says without further order of the Court and that’s going to be in there.

Yes?

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Can we address the contempt, Your Honor?

THE COURT:  Yes.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  What is Your Honor going to do to order to purge -- to

have -- 

THE COURT:  Well, as I’ve already stated verbally here, but it would probably

be good to have an order on file that the judgment debtors are found to be in

contempt of court by virtue of not having paid previous Court orders.  One was

$25,000 and then it was raised to $41,000.  That’s the way it stands at this point.     

I am not going to put a deadline in there at this point but I am considering doing that

once I get the report from the special master.  

I recognize that it doesn’t do what you’re wanting the Court to do,

which is basically to enter an order and then if they don’t pay it then they -- then       

I guess you ask for the Court to arrest Mr. Nady or do something like that.  I am

cognizant that in the statute that talks about payment of the special master it talks

about allowing the special master to attach and execute on the resources.  I think

that is going to be closer to, assuming that there is some compliance by the time  

we next meet. that may be the route that the Court would go.  It is of a concern      

to the Court and it hasn’t been explained away how after being ordered to pay 

those amounts, a short while later it’s found that he’s sitting on a bank account   

with $230,000 in it.  And that has not been explained to the Court’s satisfaction.  
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MR. DUBOWSKY:  Your Honor, we’re very concerned without a date certain

to pay my client.  Again, we just want to get paid and get out.

THE COURT:  I understand.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  If this is wide open, we’re back where we were in May

where Your Honor ordered the $41,000.  And then we have another order that they

have to pay it and now we don’t even have any kind of date certain and we still have

the contempt that’s up in the air.  So I am going to ask Your Honor for some kind -- 

THE COURT:  Well, he’s looking at -- they’re looking at losing control of their

business if the Court proceeds to implement a plan proposed by the special master

to make it be a receiver, notwithstanding their great concern that that’s going to put

them in violation of other court statutes.  I don’t know that that’s the case yet, but

that’s the risk they take by further violation of this Court’s orders.  I think that is a

significant hatchet, if you will, hanging over your head to know that if you continue 

to blow off Court orders you’re going to lose control of your business.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  I understand, Your Honor, but again I have to tell my

client when they’re going to be paid.  And if they’re going to say, well, we don’t still

have the money to pay, we need some kind of date certain for Your Honor, for     

the dignity of the Court to have some kind of date certain how to purge them of

contempt to say, yes, by a certain date you have to pay the special master Your

Honor hired so we can at least have some certainty.

THE COURT:  In other cases I would be willing to do so.  In this case at this

juncture, given all of the competing interests, I am not willing to enter such an order. 

When we come back on February 1st -- well, let’s see.  We’ll see what that --

actually I guess it calls for the report to be made by February 1st.  It isn’t a court
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date.  So let’s set a court date shortly after February 1st, at which we will take up

further, you know, generally these matters and specifically take up the matter of  

the contempt of court.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  One final issue, Your Honor.  The order was for $41,000,

however the fee is for $85,280.56.

THE COURT:  I’m sorry, say it again.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  The order was for $41,000. 

THE COURT:  Right.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  However, the actual invoiced amount is for $85,280.56.

THE COURT:  Well, that is true, but I don’t think that -- I mean, if I were

representing them, at least, let’s put it that way, if it’s for contempt of court on a

Court order, it’s $41,000.  Then we deal with the rest of it.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Yes, Your Honor.  So are you finding then that the

$41,000 is the order, but they are due to be paid the $85,000 that is in our motion

for fees?

THE COURT:  The principal factor or goal of any plan that I put in place with

the special master or a receiver is to get your client paid first.  It is fairly ludicrous

that after everything that’s gone on in this case that the special master appointed  

by the Court to effectuate the judgment can’t even get paid, so that is upper most  

in the Court’s mind.  But I’m still trying to do this in such a way that -- the defendants

seem to be saying that they would pay the judgment, given an appropriate plan to

do so.  The plaintiffs seem to be saying we don’t want to put them out of business,

we want them to pay the judgment.  We’ll see what comes out from the special

master and we’ll see whether or not that’s a workable goal or not.
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MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, in respect to scheduling for the

proceedings, I was going to suggest that Your Honor perhaps schedule a tentative

date towards the end of January, maybe within a week or two prior to when the

special master’s report is due so that he could report to the Court if  he’s having   

any obstacles in completing his report at that time.  If he’s moving ahead smoothly,

then we would cancel that and we would simply reconvene after the report is issued. 

I think such a contingency might help move things along.  Do you understand my

suggestion?

THE COURT:  Well, I assume if the special master sees that he’s not getting

cooperation and is running into problems that he will -- in other cases I have a

special master contact the Court and say I’m having this problem and then we

schedule something.

MR. GREENBERG:  I understand.  Then if Your Honor prefers to simply set 

a date after the February 1st report, then that is of course appropriate.

THE COURT:  Sure.  I don’t want -- for all I know, the special master may

come back right after January 1st and say this is not working.

MR. GREENBERG:  Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  And if so, then we will meet again.

MR. GREENBERG:  Very well, Your Honor.  Your staff will propose to date  

to us for February?

THE COURT:  Yeah.

THE CLERK:  February 6th at 9:00 a.m.

THE COURT:  February 6th.  If you’ll submit an order, Mr. Dubowsky, holding

the defendants, including Mr. Nady, in contempt of court for failure to pay the
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$41,000 to the receiver -- I’m sorry, the special master, then I will be signing that.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I can do that.  I’m not sure  

what the terms on how to purge them, but I can prepare that order.  You made that

finding.  But to clarify, the $41,000 is what’s ordered, but the invoice amounts are 

for the $85,000 figure which we presented.  That is what is going to be paid in due

course, correct, Your Honor?

THE COURT:  That is my intention, yeah.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Thank you, Your Honor.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, the only other issue was the TRO and the

request for the turnover regarding those motor vehicles.  I do have a proposed 

order that would direct the defendants to cooperate with the sheriff in respect to    

an execution.  It would be my intent if Your Honor was to sign the order -- May I

approach?

THE COURT:  Yes.

MR. GREENBERG:  And this order is essentially the same as what I had

presented when we were here last week and I had given the defendants at that time. 

It would be my intention if Your Honor signed this order to prepare the executions,

deliver them to the sheriff and the sheriff would then go through the normal process. 

But the defendants would be bound by this order to cooperate with the process.   

My concern is that without such an order the sheriff is simply not going to be able  

to effectively seize the vehicles because we’re talking about five vehicles among,

you know, a business that has maybe a hundred or more vehicles in use on their

property.  

And again the way this order is set up is that if A Cab can demonstrate
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that they are in fact not the sole titleholder on these vehicles, then obviously they’re

not subject to execution.  I’ve documented to the Court that we have the titles as

issued by the DMV for the first four.  The fifth one, the Mercedes-Benz, is based

upon other information I have.  But again, if they can produce documentation that

it’s not titled to the judgment debtor, then it won’t be subject to execution.

THE COURT:  If we’re going down the road which you indicated earlier that

on behalf of your clients you’re not looking to put the defendants out of business,

you’re looking to get the judgment paid, then if we start seizing the cabs that they

make their living with, are we -- 

MR. GREENBERG:  Well, Your Honor, these vehicles are only titled to the

judgment debtor because obviously it was an oversight by them not to have had

them titled to one of the Series LLCs.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  These are the only ones that I was able to identify.  I did

do a thorough investigation from the sources available to me.

THE COURT:  Okay.

MR. GREENBERG:  This is it.  I mean, the Wells Fargo account was attached. 

There are not going to be any other bank accounts that are going to be attachable  

at this point because defendants have shifted all of the liquid assets, the cash funds

into other entities, other registrations.  The same thing with their motor vehicle fleet. 

This is the only asset that is actually in the possession of A Cab, LLC are these

motor vehicles.  There’s nothing else, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  So what are you saying?  You want to go ahead and execute

on these?
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MR. GREENBERG:  I do.  I do wish to go ahead and execute.  I’m just trying

to explain to Your Honor in my view the impairment of the business by the seizure 

of these assets is going to be nominal.  It is some meaningful amount I can collect

for my clients.  I think I’m duty bound to ask the Court to effectuate the seizure.  If

the Court declines, the Court can decline to do so.  You know, I could send it to the

sheriff without the Court’s order.  The Court restrained the transfer of these titles.   

If the Court lifts that restraint, presumably those titles are going to be transferred

very quickly.

THE COURT:  Well, I’m not -- I haven’t lifted the restrain, have I?

MR. GREENBERG:  You have not, Your Honor.  I understand that.  And if

Your Honor -- 

THE COURT:  If I have, I certainly don’t intend to.  No.

MR. GREENBERG:  I understand, Your Honor.  And this is a request for

assistance by the Court.  It is within your discretion, Your Honor -- 

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  -- either to proceed in the fashion I’m requesting or to

deny my request.  I understand that.  

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  And I don’t want to belabor the point with the Court.   

You were inquiring as to why we were proceeding in this fashion and our view, given

that I did advise the Court and I have repeatedly advised the Court that I think the

best way to get my clients paid is to see this business continue to operate over time

to pay them, and that ultimately is the big picture here.  But in respect to this

particular issue, this is a very limited portion of the assets.  It is the only asset that    
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I think I’m ever going to be able to attach directly of the judgment debtor at this point. 

So absent the appointment of a receiver or absent we hold further proceedings and

the Court makes further findings regarding, you know, these Series LLCs, the alter

ego issues and so forth, Your Honor, this is probably the only other asset that I’m

going to be able to collect for my clients.  That’s why I’m asking the Court to let me

proceed in this fashion.

THE COURT:  Well, it seems to me we’re going down two -- trying to go down

two roads at the same time now.  I’m not inclined to do that at this time.  I am inclined

-- make no mistake, I consider these five vehicles to be under the Court’s order that

they not be disposed of in any fashion, whether they’re sold, given away, anything. 

They’re not to be disposed of.  If it is possible to use these vehicles as part of a way

to get the plaintiff judgment creditors paid and the previous special master paid, then

they will be useful for that.  But I’m not going to order them to be subject to execution

at this point unless we’re just saying let’s grab any assets we can.

MR. GREENBERG:  Well, Your Honor, we have a right to execute on these

assets.  I’m asking for the Court’s assistance.  If Your Honor declines to sign the

order in the form I’ve submitted, I can still go to the sheriff and ask the sheriff to use

his efforts to find them on the street and seize them.  I’m trying to make that process

more streamlined here in the interest of my clients because the sheriff is going to

have to be paid for their efforts.  If the sheriff possesses this order, he can go down

to the business premises and the defendants will be bound by the Court’s order to

cooperate with that process.  They’re not necessarily bound to cooperate with the

sheriff terribly much in locating or turning over the assets.  That’s why I’m asking for

the Court’s assistance, because we do have a right to seize these assets.  They’re
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not exempt from execution.  

So if Your Honor is not going to -- Your Honor has been very patient. 

You’ve given us a lot of time today, as you have in this case continually, so I don’t

want to belabor the point with the Court.  But I do disagree with what you’re telling

me.  If Your Honor is not going to sign the order in the current form, I would ask  

that Your Honor at least allow me to submit another order specifically prohibiting  

the transfer of these vehicles’ titles.

THE COURT:  Yes, I would sign that.  I would prohibit the transfer of these

specifically.  They’re already under the general order.  But, you know, to clarify it     

I would make it and make it very specific.  I would sign an order that prohibits the

defendants from disposing of these five vehicles in any manner.

MR. GREENBERG:  I understand, but there’s nothing to keep them from

keeping them locked away or secreted somewhere where the sheriff will never find

them and I’ll never be able to execute on them, either.  Your Honor, you’ve made

your decision.

THE COURT:  It sounds like you’re inviting me to issue such an order.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, you’ve made your decision.  Let me not

take up more of your time.  I said I was not.

THE COURT:  All right.

MR. GREENBERG:  I understand.

THE COURT:  Okay.  Anything else?

MR. SHAFER:  Your Honor, just very briefly.  The Mercedes identified does

not belong to A Cab.  Let’s make that for the record.  It is titled to another entity.   

So that’s our only -- 
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THE COURT:  Okay.  What entity?

MR. SHAFER:  I do not know if it’s -- the exact name.  I believe it’s the -- 

MR. NADY:  I sold it.

MR. SHAFER:  It’s been sold.  So obviously if it was titled to A Cab, that will

be part of it, but it wasn’t.  I don’t know what information -- 

THE COURT:  Mr. Nady, do you still have the four cabs -- these four Toyotas,

rather?

MR. NADY:  They’re -- excuse me, Your Honor.  Two of them have liens   

and two of them don’t.  We still have them.  The answer to your question is yes,

we’re still operating those cabs every day if they’re not in a crash or anything.

THE COURT:  When you say they have liens, what kind of liens?

MR. NADY:  The bank owns them.  The bank has the title to them.

THE COURT:  Okay.

MR. NADY:  I think the bank may own the title to all of them, but they do most

of them, but I don’t know for sure.

THE COURT:  All right.  Do you know if they’re in service?  Are they being

used as taxis?

MR. NADY:  They’re probably in service.  I have no reason to believe they’re

not.

THE COURT:  All right.

MR. NADY:  They’re part of my -- part of the operating.

THE COURT:  Mr. Nady -- 

MR. NADY:  Cabs get 100,000 miles a year.  They have holes in the top

where the hats are held on.  The retail value of a cab when it’s done, we sell them
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for about two hundred bucks.  There’s no great value in these cars that  Mr.

Greenberg will actually (inaudible).  They’re -- we put a lot of hard miles on these

cars.  To sell them, the return would be nil, honestly.

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, these are new vehicles so they do have

value.  And I would be pleased to see them continue in operation with the business

if the revenue that they were generating or at least some portion of it was being 

paid to satisfy my clients’ judgments.  I concur with Mr. Nady that would be a more

efficient economic use of them.  The problem is that’s not what they’re being used

for.  Essentially the revenue is being used to fund this litigation and obstruct the

collection of my clients’ judgment, Your Honor -- 

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.

MR. GREENBERG:  -- in my view. 

THE COURT:  Well, I’m going to leave that as it is until we meet again.

MR. GREENBERG:  Yes, Your Honor.  I would just remind the Court I did

submit orders earlier in this week regarding the turnover of those funds from the

Clerk of the Court to my trust account and confirming the award of attorney’s fees

that Your Honor had granted last week.  Hopefully Your Honor and your staff will  

be able to review those.  There was also -- 

THE COURT:  I’m sorry, say which order it is again.

MR. GREENBERG:  There were two orders I submitted earlier this week. 

One was submitted yesterday.  I believe one was submitted on Tuesday.  Your

Honor on our last meeting last week had granted the motion for the award of

attorney’s fees to myself and Mr. Gabroy and costs.

THE COURT:  Uh-huh.
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MR. GREENBERG:  I submitted that order for signature pursuant to your

findings last week.  I had also submitted an order directing the Clerk of the Court   

to release $10,000 of the funds on deposit from the Wells Fargo execution to the

judgment debtor and to remit the rest of those funds to my trust account -- 

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. GREENBERG:  -- which Your Honor also ordered last week.  So those

orders are with the Court.  I would ask the Court in due course, hopefully soon, to

review those and have them signed.  I would also just remind the Court there was  

a fairly lengthy order involving some substantial findings regarding the motion to

quash the judgment execution.  That was submitted more than 30 days ago.  The

Court probably is still working on that.  I’m just reminding the Court that we are

awaiting the Court’s attention to that.

THE COURT:  What was the thrust of that order?

MR. GREENBERG:  Your Honor, we held two days of hearings regarding this

issue of the status of the Series -- 

THE COURT:  What was the thrust of the order?

MR. GREENBERG:  That the Wells Fargo accounts were properly executed

upon for various reasons, based upon the f indings that Your Honor made.  The

defendants had moved to quash the execution and Your Honor denied that.

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MR. GREENBERG:  I think it would be helpful for the record to have of

course that ultimately entered.  It’s just a reminder to the Court, that’s all.

(The Court confers with the law clerk)

THE COURT:  All right.
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MR. GREENBERG:  I don’t wish to take up any more of the Court’s time.

THE COURT:  All right.  Well, then if there’s no other business, we will

adjourn.  Thank you all.

MR. DUBOWSKY:  Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  I hope that you have good holidays.

MR. GABROY:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Happy Holidays.

MR. GREENBERG:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Yes, Happy Holidays to all.

THE COURT:  And I trust that when we meet again it will be under slightly

happier circumstances.

MR. SHAFER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

MR. GREENBERG:  I hope so, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Thank you.

(PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 12:28 P.M.)

* * * * * *

ATTEST:  I do hereby certify that I have truly and correctly transcribed the
audio/video proceedings in the above-entitled case to the best of my ability.

__________________________
Liz Garcia, Transcriber
LGM Transcription Service
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

MICHAEL ~ Y, and MICHAEL RENO,) Case No.: A-1 2-669926-C 
Individually and on behalf of others similarly) 
situated ' ) Dept No.: I 

) 
,' Plaintiff, ) 

) 
vs. l ) 

) Date: December 11 , 2018 
A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC, and) 
CREIGHTON J. NADY and DOES I-X and ROE) Time: 9:00 a.m. 
CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive ) 

) 
:, Defendants ) Date : December 13, 2018 

) 
RESOLUTION ECONOMICS LLC ) Time 10:30 p.m. 

) 
Special Master, ) 

) 
vs . ) 

) 
) 

A CAB T~I SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC, ) 
and CREIGH:I'ON J. NADY and DOES I-X and ) 
ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive ) 

) 
Defendants ) 

JUDGMENT AND ORDER GRANTING RESOLUTION ECONOMICS' 
APPLICATION FOR ORDER OF PAYMENT OF SPECIAL MASTER'S FEES AND 

ORDER OF CONTEMPT 

- 1 

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
2/4/2019 9:49 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Resolution Economics LLC ("Special Master") by and through its counsel of record, 

Peter Dubow
1
sky, Esq. of the DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD. having filed an Application 

for an Order for the payment of its Special Master Fees in the amount of $85,280.56, and an 

Order of Civil Contempt; and this Court having heard the matter on December 11, 2018 and 

December 13, 2018; and having heard the argument of counsel and statements of interested 

parties, and good cause appearing therefor, the Court finds and orders as follows. 

1. I On February 7, 2018, this Court entered an Order Granting Plaintiffs' Motion to 

Appoint a Special Master. 

2. The February 7, 2018 Appointment Order stated in pertinent part the necessity of 

the appointm~nt of a Special Master: 

In ligpt of the above, the Court finds that the appointment of a Special Master is 
the appropriate solution to determine the hours worked each pay period by each 
class,member and the amount of minimum wages, if any, that each one is owed 
based upon A Cab' s records. The Special Master is being appointed to report on 
the h,ours worked, and the wages paid, as documented in A Cabs admittedly 
accu~ate records; to what extent that information in those records demonstrates 
wag½~ of lesser than the minimum wage (that "lower tier" rate is $7.25 an hour 
since· July 1, 2010) were paid during any pay period; and the amount of any such 
minimum wage deficiencies for each class member. 

3. , The February 7, 2018 Order further commented on the complexity and 

laboriousnes~ of the Special Master's work: 

I' 

Whe{per minimum wages are owed for any particular pay period is quite simple 
whellJ the relevant information (Hours worked and wages paid) is known. But in 
this yase the information must be gathered from over 200,000 trip sheets, a 
comp)ex process simile, performing the calculation on many thousands of pay 
perio~s for approximate 1000 class members is also complicated and laborious. 

4. ; This Court then went on to enumerate the "complicated and laborious" job 

23 required of the Special Master. 

2 4 5. 'l On February 13, 2018, this Court entered an Order Modifying Court's Previous 

25 Order of FeQruary 7, 2018 appointing a Special Master. The February 13, 2018 Modification 

/ 

Order stated,_ in pertinent part: 
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The Court is extremely concerned with the passage of time in this matter for 
reasons previously expressed. In order to prevent one more issue from injecting 
itself into these proceedings, and in light of the possibility that any local firm may 
trigger another objection due to purpmted conflicts of interest, the Court rescinds 
its appointment and its selection of Mr. Rosten of Piercy Bowler Taylor & Kerns, 
and selects Dr. Ali Saad of Resolution Economics to be the Special Master in this 
case. ( emphasis added) 

6. On or around March 2, 2018, Defendants filed a Motion For Stay On an Order 

Shortening Ti,me, claiming inter alia, an inability to pay the Special Master the initial $25,000.00 

required by p:revious court order. 

7. ·; On March 6, 2018, this Court entered a Minute Order stating in pertinent part: 

" 
In th~ meantime [not longer than approximately 3 weeks] the Special Master is 
directed to cease all effmts to complete the task previously ordered by this Court 
until further order of this Court. Additionally, because there will be a breathing 
space of approximately three weeks the Defendants should well be able to set 
aside the initial $25,000 deposit, and are ordered to do so. ( emphasis added) 

8. 1 On May 23, 2018 the Court Ordered: 

This Rase needs to go forward and the Court is disinclined to hold up the matter 
for non-payment to the special master. COURT FURTHER ORDERED, 
$41,0'00.00 MUST be posted with the Clerk of the Court and the defendant is to 
be present at the next hearing to show proof of the posting. ( emphasis added) 

. 
9. i On August 21, 2018, this Court entered its Order Granting Summary Judgment, 

l 

Severing Cla,i'ms, and Directing Entry of Final Judgment ("Judgment Order), in which this Court 

reiterated the Defendants' failures to comply with its Orders. The Judgment Order stated in 

pertinent part: 

ia 
The ¢ourt . .. via Orders entered on February 7, 2018 and February 13, 2018, 
appointed a Special Master ... The Court directed that A Cab pay for such Special 
Master because of A Cab's failure to maintain proper records under NRS 608. 115, 
and to deposit $25,000 with the Special Master as a payment towards the cost of 
their work .... A Cab failed to make such payment within the time period 
specified by the Court. As a result, the Special Master advised the Court that they 
have jncurred $41,000 in costs towards their completion of their assignment and 
will not proceed further with that assignment until they are in receipt of sufficient 
assmances that they will be paid for their work. The Special Master has budgeted 
$180,000 as the projected total cost to complete their assignment. (Judgment 
Order Page 7 lines 7-25) 
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10. The Judgment Order further stated that "A Cab proposed no cure for its violation 

of the Court's Orders appointing the Special Master. It did not state when, if ever, it intended to 

comply with .those Orders." (Judgment Order Page 9 lines 1-3) 

11. The Court went on to find that the Defendants were in contempt, " 

[T]he Court finds that Defendants' persistent fai lure to comply with Court orders 
. .. warrants holding defendants in contempt . . . (Judgment Order Page 28 lines 
20-22) 

The willfulness of A Cab in disregarding the Court's Orders appointing a Special 
Master is apparent and A Cab's**** its failure to comply with those Orders is a 
resul~ of a financial inability to pay the Special Master cannot be properly 
considered and its evidence to establish same is deficient. If A Cab truly lacks the 
finarn;:ial resources to comply with those Orders it has a remedy under the United 
States Bankruptcy Code to seek the protection of the Bankruptcy Court which is 
empowered to relieve it from those Orders and oversee the proper disposition of 
whatever financial resources it does possess. It has declined to do so and 
contipues to do business and defend this case in this Court. Having elected to do 
so, it,nmst comply with this Court's Orders or face the consequences of its failure 
to doi,so. (Judgment Page 31 lines 1-10) 

12. \ In this case, as all counsel will recognize, probably painfully so, we have been at 

pains to try ~nd come to a resolution that was fair and just to both sides. All of this happens 

within the fi;;amework or the context, in my mind, of a lawsuit that is filed to vindicate 

constitutional rights. I've already commented before about -- what my opinion would be about 

. 
is it a good i,dea overall to include your minimum wage act in the constitution of the state. It 

( 

doesn't matter what I think. The people of this state determined that it was of sufficient 

importance they put it in the constitution. Now, that means something to me and it also informs 

the Court as io what powers it needs to exercise, both legal and equitable powers, in order to 

determine if these rights have been violated, and secondarily to, as much as possible, undo the 

violation andfget them paid. At length the Court determined that the defendants simply were not 

willing to prqduce any evidence on their own. At most every turn the response that I heard was, 

well, it's only the time sheets, only the time sheets. But the defendant did not put forward any 

calculations based on the time sheets, and so ultimately because of the passage of time in this 
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litigation the Court determined that we're going to have to go back and revisit a motion that had 

been brought by the plaintiffs earlier, much earlier. And to say that the defendants were 

blindsided by it I don't think is really accurate. It was argued, fu lly argued, briefed and argued 

by both sides when it was first proposed by the plaintiff. Simply it was the case that it became 

more obvious to the Court ultimately that something like that, as drastic and perhaps as expensive 

as that was the only way that we were going to get down to having the best evidence, according 

to the defendants, of what was owed. And so the Court ordered it and ordered that the defendant 

would pay th~ cost because it was -- the Court had already at that point determined that there had 

been a violation of the constitutional provisions regarding minimum wage; that there was indeed 

liability and ~he question was what the amount of the damages would be. In preparing for today 

I've gone bask and looked at virtually all of the minute orders recounting the efforts of both sides 

and the Court in this case for the last at least year or perhaps more, and what I see is that the 

Court ordereg the defendant to pay the first $25,000. The defendant came and protested and said 

that it couldrf t and put some fo rward some figures, I believe, to try and show the Court that it 

couldn't. W~ll, in hindsight what I see it was saying was that it couldn't afford to, that it didn't 

fit in its budgyt to pay such fees. Before I -- well, ultimately the Court realized that the defendant 

was simply r~fusing to pay it. They had the money. Th~: Court ordered $25,000 and then later 

$41,000 base~ upon an estimate, I believe. On March 6th the Court ordered that $25,000 be paid. 

On May 23rd, the Court ordered that $41 ,000 be paid. Still , there was nothing from the 

defendants tq really show that the defendant was not able to pay. And as I said, ultimately I 

concluded th~t what the defendant was really saying was not that they didn't have the money but 

that they didn;' t want to pay it because they had other business expenses. Then on September 11th 

a writ of exeyution was filed and lo and behold the defendants were in possession of somewhat 

25 over $233,00,P in cash. It is frankly ludicrous for the defendants to claim that they do not have 

the money. At that point that was clear. And while the defendants may argue, yeah, but that's all 
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gone, that was tied up, well, the defendant is still operating its business. It still has income coming 

in. It has made -- this record is devoid of evidence that shows that the defendants could not pay 

the money, that they did not have the money, and that's in the face of a Court order, several Court 

orders. And as was already touched upon, there was a stay put in place. The Court was 

constantly trying to -- I think my comment during one or more of the hearings was trying not to 

kill the goose that lays the golden egg. And it has all come to naught and this Court cannot help 

but find that in the course of protesting loudly having to pay anything, the defendant has just flat 

violated Court orders and refused -- not that they couldn't -- they refused to pay the $25,000 or 

the $41,000, pr as was just argued by Mr. Dubowsky, in fact anything. Not a penny one has been 

paid and tenqered. This is a willful violation of a Court order. 

13. , The Court had the proper authority under N.R.C.P. 53 to appoint Resolution 

Economics as Special Master. The Defendants incurred Special Master Fees of $85 ,280.56, 

which shall b,e deemed the amount fixed by this Court. 

r CONTEMPT OF COURT 

Base9 on the foregoing, and upon answer and evidence taken, the Court finds Defendants, 

both A CABJ.TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC and CREIGHTON J. NADY individually, 

guilty of contempt of Court for disobedience and/or resistance to this Court' s lawful Orders to 

pay the Speqial Master' s compensation. This Court is reserving ruling on both the civil and 

criminal pen~lties for Defendants' contempt. The Court reserves the right to hold Defendants in 

Civil Contempt to coerce and/or compel the Defendants' future compliance. The Court reserves 

the right to h~ld Defendants in criminal contempt and impose a fine on Defendants for $500.00 

23 and/or imprison Creighton J. Nady for up to 25 days. 

24 / / / 

25 Ill 

I II 
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JUDGMENT 

Special Master, RESOLUTION ECONOMICS LLC, shall be awarded Judgment for 

compensation fixed by the Court, pursuant to N.R.C.P. 53, in the amount of $85,280.56 against 

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

individually, plus attorney's fees in the amount of $9,500.00, pursuant to N.R.S. §22.100(3), 

with statutory interest accruing on the total foregoing until this Judgment is satisfied. The Special 

Master shall be entitled to all rights and remedies to enforce this Judgment against the delinquent 

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

individually. '1 

Dated: ~ /J ;&/? 

I 
I I 

! 
Respectfully submitted, 

By: 

Amanda C. Vogler-Heaton, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13609 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1020 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 360-3500 
Attorµey for Special Master 

Resolution Economics LLC 
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NOEJ 
Peter Dubowsky, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 4972 
Amanda Vogler-Heaton, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13609 
DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD. 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1020 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 360-3500 
Fax (702) 360-3515 
Attorney for Special Master 

Resolution Economics LLC 
 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

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

            vs. 

A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC, 
and CREIGHTON J. NADY and DOES I-X and 
ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive 
 
                        Defendants 
_____________________________________ 
RESOLUTION ECONOMICS LLC 
 
                        Special Master, 
 
           vs. 
 
 
A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC, 
and CREIGHTON J. NADY and DOES I-X and 
ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive 
 
                        Defendants 
 

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

Case No.: A-12-669926-C 
 
Dept No.: I 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 
 

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
2/5/2019 3:57 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Please take notice that on February 4, 2019, a JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

GRANTING RESOLUTION ECONOMICS’ APPLICATION FOR ORDER OF 

PAYMENT OF SPECIAL MASTER’S FEES AND ORDER OF CONTEMPT was entered 

by the Clerk of the Court in the above-referenced matter.  A true and correct copy of the 

order is attached. 

Dated:    February 4, 2019   

 

     DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD. 
           

      By:  /s/Peter Dubowsky   
      Peter Dubowsky, Esq. 
      Attorney for Plaintiff 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
 

The undersigned acknowledges that on February 5, 2019, a NOTICE OF ENTRY 

OF ORDER was served upon those persons designated by the parties in the E-Service 

Master List for the above-referenced matter in the Eighth Judicial District Court eFiling 

System in accordance with the mandatory electronic service requirements of Administrative 

Order 14-2 and the Nevada Electronic Filing Conversion Rules: 

 
Leon Greenberg, Esq. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
 
Esther C. Rodriguez, Esq. 
Attorney for Defendant 
       /s/William Thompson     
     An employee of Dubowsky Law Office, Chtd. 
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1 ORDR 
Peter Dubowsky, Esq. 

2 Nevada Bar No. 4972 
Amanda Vogler-Heaton, Esq. 

3 Nevada Bar No. 13609 
DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD. 

4 300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1020 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

5 (702) 360-3500 
Fax (702) 360-3515 

6 Attorney for Special Master 
Resolution Economics LLC 
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DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

MICHAEL ~ Y, and MICHAEL RENO,) Case No.: A-1 2-669926-C 
Individually and on behalf of others similarly) 
situated ' ) Dept No.: I 

) 
,' Plaintiff, ) 

) 
vs. l ) 

) Date: December 11 , 2018 
A CAB TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC, and) 
CREIGHTON J. NADY and DOES I-X and ROE) Time: 9:00 a.m. 
CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive ) 

) 
:, Defendants ) Date : December 13, 2018 

) 
RESOLUTION ECONOMICS LLC ) Time 10:30 p.m. 

) 
Special Master, ) 

) 
vs . ) 

) 
) 

A CAB T~I SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC, ) 
and CREIGH:I'ON J. NADY and DOES I-X and ) 
ROE CORPORATIONS I-X, inclusive ) 

) 
Defendants ) 

JUDGMENT AND ORDER GRANTING RESOLUTION ECONOMICS' 
APPLICATION FOR ORDER OF PAYMENT OF SPECIAL MASTER'S FEES AND 

ORDER OF CONTEMPT 

- 1 

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
2/4/2019 9:49 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Resolution Economics LLC ("Special Master") by and through its counsel of record, 

Peter Dubow
1
sky, Esq. of the DUBOWSKY LAW OFFICE, CHTD. having filed an Application 

for an Order for the payment of its Special Master Fees in the amount of $85,280.56, and an 

Order of Civil Contempt; and this Court having heard the matter on December 11, 2018 and 

December 13, 2018; and having heard the argument of counsel and statements of interested 

parties, and good cause appearing therefor, the Court finds and orders as follows. 

1. I On February 7, 2018, this Court entered an Order Granting Plaintiffs' Motion to 

Appoint a Special Master. 

2. The February 7, 2018 Appointment Order stated in pertinent part the necessity of 

the appointm~nt of a Special Master: 

In ligpt of the above, the Court finds that the appointment of a Special Master is 
the appropriate solution to determine the hours worked each pay period by each 
class,member and the amount of minimum wages, if any, that each one is owed 
based upon A Cab' s records. The Special Master is being appointed to report on 
the h,ours worked, and the wages paid, as documented in A Cabs admittedly 
accu~ate records; to what extent that information in those records demonstrates 
wag½~ of lesser than the minimum wage (that "lower tier" rate is $7.25 an hour 
since· July 1, 2010) were paid during any pay period; and the amount of any such 
minimum wage deficiencies for each class member. 

3. , The February 7, 2018 Order further commented on the complexity and 

laboriousnes~ of the Special Master's work: 

I' 

Whe{per minimum wages are owed for any particular pay period is quite simple 
whellJ the relevant information (Hours worked and wages paid) is known. But in 
this yase the information must be gathered from over 200,000 trip sheets, a 
comp)ex process simile, performing the calculation on many thousands of pay 
perio~s for approximate 1000 class members is also complicated and laborious. 

4. ; This Court then went on to enumerate the "complicated and laborious" job 

23 required of the Special Master. 

2 4 5. 'l On February 13, 2018, this Court entered an Order Modifying Court's Previous 

25 Order of FeQruary 7, 2018 appointing a Special Master. The February 13, 2018 Modification 

/ 

Order stated,_ in pertinent part: 

- 2 
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The Court is extremely concerned with the passage of time in this matter for 
reasons previously expressed. In order to prevent one more issue from injecting 
itself into these proceedings, and in light of the possibility that any local firm may 
trigger another objection due to purpmted conflicts of interest, the Court rescinds 
its appointment and its selection of Mr. Rosten of Piercy Bowler Taylor & Kerns, 
and selects Dr. Ali Saad of Resolution Economics to be the Special Master in this 
case. ( emphasis added) 

6. On or around March 2, 2018, Defendants filed a Motion For Stay On an Order 

Shortening Ti,me, claiming inter alia, an inability to pay the Special Master the initial $25,000.00 

required by p:revious court order. 

7. ·; On March 6, 2018, this Court entered a Minute Order stating in pertinent part: 

" 
In th~ meantime [not longer than approximately 3 weeks] the Special Master is 
directed to cease all effmts to complete the task previously ordered by this Court 
until further order of this Court. Additionally, because there will be a breathing 
space of approximately three weeks the Defendants should well be able to set 
aside the initial $25,000 deposit, and are ordered to do so. ( emphasis added) 

8. 1 On May 23, 2018 the Court Ordered: 

This Rase needs to go forward and the Court is disinclined to hold up the matter 
for non-payment to the special master. COURT FURTHER ORDERED, 
$41,0'00.00 MUST be posted with the Clerk of the Court and the defendant is to 
be present at the next hearing to show proof of the posting. ( emphasis added) 

. 
9. i On August 21, 2018, this Court entered its Order Granting Summary Judgment, 

l 

Severing Cla,i'ms, and Directing Entry of Final Judgment ("Judgment Order), in which this Court 

reiterated the Defendants' failures to comply with its Orders. The Judgment Order stated in 

pertinent part: 

ia 
The ¢ourt . .. via Orders entered on February 7, 2018 and February 13, 2018, 
appointed a Special Master ... The Court directed that A Cab pay for such Special 
Master because of A Cab's failure to maintain proper records under NRS 608. 115, 
and to deposit $25,000 with the Special Master as a payment towards the cost of 
their work .... A Cab failed to make such payment within the time period 
specified by the Court. As a result, the Special Master advised the Court that they 
have jncurred $41,000 in costs towards their completion of their assignment and 
will not proceed further with that assignment until they are in receipt of sufficient 
assmances that they will be paid for their work. The Special Master has budgeted 
$180,000 as the projected total cost to complete their assignment. (Judgment 
Order Page 7 lines 7-25) 

- 3 
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10. The Judgment Order further stated that "A Cab proposed no cure for its violation 

of the Court's Orders appointing the Special Master. It did not state when, if ever, it intended to 

comply with .those Orders." (Judgment Order Page 9 lines 1-3) 

11. The Court went on to find that the Defendants were in contempt, " 

[T]he Court finds that Defendants' persistent fai lure to comply with Court orders 
. .. warrants holding defendants in contempt . . . (Judgment Order Page 28 lines 
20-22) 

The willfulness of A Cab in disregarding the Court's Orders appointing a Special 
Master is apparent and A Cab's**** its failure to comply with those Orders is a 
resul~ of a financial inability to pay the Special Master cannot be properly 
considered and its evidence to establish same is deficient. If A Cab truly lacks the 
finarn;:ial resources to comply with those Orders it has a remedy under the United 
States Bankruptcy Code to seek the protection of the Bankruptcy Court which is 
empowered to relieve it from those Orders and oversee the proper disposition of 
whatever financial resources it does possess. It has declined to do so and 
contipues to do business and defend this case in this Court. Having elected to do 
so, it,nmst comply with this Court's Orders or face the consequences of its failure 
to doi,so. (Judgment Page 31 lines 1-10) 

12. \ In this case, as all counsel will recognize, probably painfully so, we have been at 

pains to try ~nd come to a resolution that was fair and just to both sides. All of this happens 

within the fi;;amework or the context, in my mind, of a lawsuit that is filed to vindicate 

constitutional rights. I've already commented before about -- what my opinion would be about 

. 
is it a good i,dea overall to include your minimum wage act in the constitution of the state. It 

( 

doesn't matter what I think. The people of this state determined that it was of sufficient 

importance they put it in the constitution. Now, that means something to me and it also informs 

the Court as io what powers it needs to exercise, both legal and equitable powers, in order to 

determine if these rights have been violated, and secondarily to, as much as possible, undo the 

violation andfget them paid. At length the Court determined that the defendants simply were not 

willing to prqduce any evidence on their own. At most every turn the response that I heard was, 

well, it's only the time sheets, only the time sheets. But the defendant did not put forward any 

calculations based on the time sheets, and so ultimately because of the passage of time in this 

- 4 
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litigation the Court determined that we're going to have to go back and revisit a motion that had 

been brought by the plaintiffs earlier, much earlier. And to say that the defendants were 

blindsided by it I don't think is really accurate. It was argued, fu lly argued, briefed and argued 

by both sides when it was first proposed by the plaintiff. Simply it was the case that it became 

more obvious to the Court ultimately that something like that, as drastic and perhaps as expensive 

as that was the only way that we were going to get down to having the best evidence, according 

to the defendants, of what was owed. And so the Court ordered it and ordered that the defendant 

would pay th~ cost because it was -- the Court had already at that point determined that there had 

been a violation of the constitutional provisions regarding minimum wage; that there was indeed 

liability and ~he question was what the amount of the damages would be. In preparing for today 

I've gone bask and looked at virtually all of the minute orders recounting the efforts of both sides 

and the Court in this case for the last at least year or perhaps more, and what I see is that the 

Court ordereg the defendant to pay the first $25,000. The defendant came and protested and said 

that it couldrf t and put some fo rward some figures, I believe, to try and show the Court that it 

couldn't. W~ll, in hindsight what I see it was saying was that it couldn't afford to, that it didn't 

fit in its budgyt to pay such fees. Before I -- well, ultimately the Court realized that the defendant 

was simply r~fusing to pay it. They had the money. Th~: Court ordered $25,000 and then later 

$41,000 base~ upon an estimate, I believe. On March 6th the Court ordered that $25,000 be paid. 

On May 23rd, the Court ordered that $41 ,000 be paid. Still , there was nothing from the 

defendants tq really show that the defendant was not able to pay. And as I said, ultimately I 

concluded th~t what the defendant was really saying was not that they didn't have the money but 

that they didn;' t want to pay it because they had other business expenses. Then on September 11th 

a writ of exeyution was filed and lo and behold the defendants were in possession of somewhat 

25 over $233,00,P in cash. It is frankly ludicrous for the defendants to claim that they do not have 

the money. At that point that was clear. And while the defendants may argue, yeah, but that's all 

- 5 
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gone, that was tied up, well, the defendant is still operating its business. It still has income coming 

in. It has made -- this record is devoid of evidence that shows that the defendants could not pay 

the money, that they did not have the money, and that's in the face of a Court order, several Court 

orders. And as was already touched upon, there was a stay put in place. The Court was 

constantly trying to -- I think my comment during one or more of the hearings was trying not to 

kill the goose that lays the golden egg. And it has all come to naught and this Court cannot help 

but find that in the course of protesting loudly having to pay anything, the defendant has just flat 

violated Court orders and refused -- not that they couldn't -- they refused to pay the $25,000 or 

the $41,000, pr as was just argued by Mr. Dubowsky, in fact anything. Not a penny one has been 

paid and tenqered. This is a willful violation of a Court order. 

13. , The Court had the proper authority under N.R.C.P. 53 to appoint Resolution 

Economics as Special Master. The Defendants incurred Special Master Fees of $85 ,280.56, 

which shall b,e deemed the amount fixed by this Court. 

r CONTEMPT OF COURT 

Base9 on the foregoing, and upon answer and evidence taken, the Court finds Defendants, 

both A CABJ.TAXI SERVICE LLC, A CAB, LLC and CREIGHTON J. NADY individually, 

guilty of contempt of Court for disobedience and/or resistance to this Court' s lawful Orders to 

pay the Speqial Master' s compensation. This Court is reserving ruling on both the civil and 

criminal pen~lties for Defendants' contempt. The Court reserves the right to hold Defendants in 

Civil Contempt to coerce and/or compel the Defendants' future compliance. The Court reserves 

the right to h~ld Defendants in criminal contempt and impose a fine on Defendants for $500.00 

23 and/or imprison Creighton J. Nady for up to 25 days. 

24 / / / 

25 Ill 

I II 
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JUDGMENT 

Special Master, RESOLUTION ECONOMICS LLC, shall be awarded Judgment for 

compensation fixed by the Court, pursuant to N.R.C.P. 53, in the amount of $85,280.56 against 

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

individually, plus attorney's fees in the amount of $9,500.00, pursuant to N.R.S. §22.100(3), 

with statutory interest accruing on the total foregoing until this Judgment is satisfied. The Special 

Master shall be entitled to all rights and remedies to enforce this Judgment against the delinquent 

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

individually. '1 

Dated: ~ /J ;&/? 

I 
I I 

! 
Respectfully submitted, 

By: 

Amanda C. Vogler-Heaton, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 13609 
300 South Fourth Street, Suite 1020 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
(702) 360-3500 
Attorµey for Special Master 

Resolution Economics LLC 
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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, and A
CAB, LLC,

Defendants.

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

Case No.: A-12-669926-C

Dept.: I

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Court entered the attached Order on February

6, 2019 

Dated: February 7, 2019

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 Plaintiffs

Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
2/7/2019 1:40 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on February 7, 2019, she served the within:

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

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/ Sydney Saucier
                                       
     Sydney Saucier
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CLERK OF THE COURT

AA010222



AA010223



AA010224



AA010225



AA010226



AA010227



AA010228



AA010229



AA010230



Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
2/25/2019 7:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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28                            March
In Chambers

AA010232



AA010233



AA010234



AA010235



AA010236



AA010237



AA010238



AA010239



AA010240



AA010241



AA010242



AA010243



AA010244



AA010245



AA010246



AA010247



AA010248



AA010249



AA010250



AA010251



AA010252



AA010253



AA010254



AA010255



AA010256



AA010257



AA010258



AA010259



AA010260



AA010261



AA010262



AA010263



AA010264



AA010265



AA010266



AA010267



AA010268



AA010269



AA010270



AA010271



AA010272



AA010273



AA010274



Case Number: A-12-669926-C

Electronically Filed
3/4/2019 10:21 AM
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Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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