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CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX

Date Filed Description Bates Number Volume(s)

12/21/2018
Brahma Mechanic’s Lien Foreclosure
Complaint Against Surety Bond and
Summons

PRA 1-12 I

12/21/2018
Brahma Group, Inc.’s Motion to
Consolidate Case CV39799 with Case
CV39348

PRA 13-22 I

01/07/2019
TSE’s Opposition to Brahma’s Motion
to Consolidate Case No. CV39799
with Case No. CV39348

PRA 23-31 I

01/14/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Reply to
Tonopah Solar Energy, LLC’s
Opposition to Motion to Consolidate
Case No. CV39799 with Case No.
CV39348 (without exhibits)

PRA 32-42 I

02/21/2019

Defendants Cobra Thermosolar Plants,
Inc.’s and American Home Assurance
Company’s Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiff Brahma Group, Inc.’s First
Amended Complaint in Case No.
CV39799

PRA 43-81 II

03/13/2019

Notice of entry of Order Granting
Brahma’s Motion to Consolidate Case
No. CV39799 with Case No.
CV39348

PRA 82-89 II

03/25/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Opposition to
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s
Motion to Dismiss and Countermotion
for leave to File a single Consolidated
Amended Complaint (without
exhibits)

PRA 90-104 II

04/10/2019 TSE’s Opposition to Brahma’s
Countermotion for Leave to File a

PRA 105-116 II



CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX

Single Consolidated Complaint

04/15/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Reply to
Tonopah Solar Energy’s Opposition to
Brahma’s Countermotion for Leave to
File a Single Consolidated Amended
Complaint

PRA 117-123 III

04/22/2019
Brahma Group, Inc.’s (1) Second
Amended Complaint; and (2) First
Amended Third Party Complaint

PRA 124-136 III

04/22/2019

Order Granting Brahma’s
Countermotion for Leave to File a
Single Consolidated Amended
Complaint

PRA 137-154 III

06/25/2019
Transcript from Hearing on
06/25/2019

PRA 155-198 III

09/25/2019 Order PRA 199-207 III

10/15/2019
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s and
American Home Assurance
Company’s Motion to Stay

PRA 208-222 IV

10/18/2019 Motion to Intervene as Defendants PRA 223-246 IV

11/01/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Opposition to
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc. and
American Home Assurance
Company’s Motion to Stay (without
exhibits)

PRA 247-260 IV

11/01/2019

Tonopah Solar Energy, LLC’s Joinder,
or Alternatively, Response to Cobra’s
and AHAC’s Motion to Intervene and
Defendants

PRA 261-265 IV

11/08/2019
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s and
American Home Assurance
Company’s Reply in Further Support

PRA 266-279 IV



CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX

of Motion to Stay (without exhibits)

11/15/2019
Brahma Group, Inc.’s Response to
Motion to Intervene (without exhibits)

PRA 280-296 IV

11/18/2019
TSE’s Joinder to Cobra’s and
AHAC’s Motion to Stay

PRA 297-302 V

12/09/2019
Reply in further Support of Motion to
Intervene as Defendants

PRA 303-311 V

12/11/2019

Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s and
American Home Assurance
Company’s First Set of Requests for
Production to Plaintiff and Counter-
Defendants Tonopah Solar Energy,
LLC

PRA 312-323 V



APHABETICAL INDEX

Date Filed Description Bates Number Volume(s)

03/25/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Opposition to
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s
Motion to Dismiss and Countermotion
for leave to File a single Consolidated
Amended Complaint (without
exhibits)

PRA 90-104 II

11/01/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Opposition to
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc. and
American Home Assurance
Company’s Motion to Stay (without
exhibits)

PRA 247-260 IV

01/14/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Reply to
Tonopah Solar Energy, LLC’s
Opposition to Motion to Consolidate
Case No. CV39799 with Case No.
CV39348 (without exhibits)

PRA 32-42 I

11/15/2019
Brahma Group, Inc.’s Response to
Motion to Intervene (without exhibits)

PRA 280-296 IV

04/22/2019
Brahma Group, Inc.’s (1) Second
Amended Complaint; and (2) First
Amended Third Party Complaint

PRA 124-136 III

12/21/2018
Brahma Group, Inc.’s Motion to
Consolidate Case CV39799 with Case
CV39348

PRA 13-22 I

04/15/2019

Brahma Group, Inc.’s Reply to
Tonopah Solar Energy’s Opposition to
Brahma’s Countermotion for Leave to
File a Single Consolidated Amended
Complaint

PRA 117-123 III

12/21/2018
Brahma Mechanic’s Lien Foreclosure
Complaint Against Surety Bond and
Summons

PRA 1-12 I



APHABETICAL INDEX

12/11/2019

Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s and
American Home Assurance
Company’s First Set of Requests for
Production to Plaintiff and Counter-
Defendants Tonopah Solar Energy,
LLC

PRA 312-323 V

10/15/2019
Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s and
American Home Assurance
Company’s Motion to Stay

PRA 208-222 IV

11/08/2019

Cobra Thermosolar Plants, Inc.’s and
American Home Assurance
Company’s Reply in Further Support
of Motion to Stay (without exhibits)

PRA 266-279 IV

02/21/2019

Defendants Cobra Thermosolar Plants,
Inc.’s and American Home Assurance
Company’s Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiff Brahma Group, Inc.’s First
Amended Complaint in Case No.
CV39799

PRA 43-81 II

10/18/2019 Motion to Intervene as Defendants PRA 223-246 IV

03/13/2019

Notice of entry of Order Granting
Brahma’s Motion to Consolidate Case
No. CV39799 with Case No.
CV39348

PRA 82-89 II

09/25/2019 Order PRA 199-207 III

04/22/2019

Order Granting Brahma’s
Countermotion for Leave to File a
Single Consolidated Amended
Complaint

PRA 137-154 III

12/09/2019
Reply in further Support of Motion to
Intervene as Defendants

PRA 303-311 V

11/01/2019 Tonopah Solar Energy, LLC’s Joinder, PRA 261-265 IV



APHABETICAL INDEX

or Alternatively, Response to Cobra’s
and AHAC’s Motion to Intervene and
Defendants

06/25/2019
Transcript from Hearing on
06/25/2019

PRA 155-198 III

11/18/2019
TSE’s Joinder to Cobra’s and
AHAC’s Motion to Stay

PRA 297-302 V

04/10/2019
TSE’s Opposition to Brahma’s
Countermotion for Leave to File a
Single Consolidated Complaint

PRA 105-116 II

01/07/2019
TSE’s Opposition to Brahma’s Motion
to Consolidate Case No. CV39799
with Case No. CV39348

PRA 23-31 I
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GEOFFREY CRISP, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 2104 
JEREMY R. KILBER, ESQ.  
Nevada Bar No. 10643 
WEIL & DRAGE, APC 
861 Coronado Center Dr., Ste. 231  
Henderson, NV 89052 
Phone: (702) 314-1905 
Fax: (702) 314-1909  
gcrisp@weildrage.com 
jkilber@weildrage.com  
Attorneys for Proposed Defendants-Intervenors, 
COBRA THERMOSOLAR PLANTS, INC., 
and AMERICAN HOME ASSURANCE COMPANY   

 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 
 

BRAHMA GROUP, INC., a Nevada 
Corporation, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
TONOPAH SOLAR ENERGY, LLC, a 
Delaware Limited Liability Company; DOES I 
through X; and ROE CORPORATIONS I 
through X, 
 

Defendants. 
 

 Case No. 2:18-cv-01747-RFB-EJY 

 

REPLY IN FURTHER SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO INTERVENE AS 
DEFENDANTS  

 

 
 
 

TONOPAH SOLAR ENERGY, LLC a 
Delaware limited liability company; DOES I 
through X; and ROE CORPORATIONS I 
through X, 
 

Counter-claimants, 
 
vs.  
 
BRAHMA GROUP, INC., a Nevada 
corporation, 
 

Counter-defendant. 
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REPLY IN FURTHER SUPPORT OF MOTION TO INTERVENE AS DEFENDANTS 

COMES NOW the Proposed Defendants-Intervenors, COBRA THERMOSOLAR 

PLANTS, INC. (“Cobra”) and AMERICAN HOME ASSURANCE COMPANY (“AHAC”), by 

and through their attorneys of record, the law firm of WEIL & DRAGE, APC, and for the reasons 

set forth herein, hereby submit their Reply in further support of their Motion to Intervene as 

Defendants [ECF No. 56].   

This Motion is based upon the Pleadings and Papers on file, the attached Points and 

Authorities, the accompanying proposed Answer in Intervention, and oral argument to be made by 

counsel at any Hearing of this matter. 

 DATED this 9th day of December, 2019. 

      WEIL & DRAGE, APC    
 
      /s/ Jeremy R. Kilber 

     By: ________________________________________ 
Geoffrey Crisp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 2104 
Jeremy R. Kilber, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 10643 

      861 Coronado Center Dr., Ste. 231 
Henderson, NV 89052 
Attorneys for Proposed Defendants-Intervenors, 
COBRA THERMOSOLAR PLANTS, INC., 
and AMERICAN HOME ASSURANCE 
COMPANY  
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS & AUTHORITIES 

I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT1 

In their moving papers in support of their Motion to Intervene (the “Motion”), Cobra and 

AHAC demonstrated that they meet the requirements necessary to intervene as a right under Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 24(a).  Indeed, because the Cobra Surety Bond guarantees payment of whatever amount 

Brahma may prove it is owed by TSE, Cobra and AHAC bear all the downside risk. So, there is a 

substantial danger that TSE, which is locked in a contentious arbitration with Cobra, will either lack 

the incentive to oppose Brahma’s claims, or will protect its litigation position in the arbitration at the 

expense of its defense against Brahma’s claims.  At the very least, TSE has nowhere near the 

incentive to aggressively oppose Brahma’s claims that Cobra and AHAC have in this action. 

Brahma’s opposition does not contest any of this.  It cannot.  Instead, Brahma bizarrely asks 

that the Court deny the motion based on a theory that Cobra, a Nevada company, cannot intervene 

without destroying diversity because it is an indispensable party.  This notion is fundamentally 

flawed.  The Court should reject it. 

This is not the first case where a non-diverse party sought to join a diversity case to protect its 

vital interests.  Not surprisingly, there is a rule for this.  In Mattel, Inc. v. Bryant, 446 F.3d 1011 (9th 

Cir. 2006), the Ninth Circuit held that a non-diverse party can intervene in a diversity case if they 

were not an indispensable party at the time the plaintiff filed the case.  The rule is meant to 

discourage collusive non-joinder by which a plaintiff might illegitimately obtain access to federal 

court.  Here, Cobra was not an indispensable party when Brahma filed this action.  Rather, Cobra 

(and AHAC) had no interest in the case at all at that point because the Cobra Surety Bond did not 

yet exist. 

Faced with this dispositive temporal obstacle, Brahma urges the Court to ignore the filing 

date and focus on the date of removal because by that point the Cobra Surety Bond, albeit in a 

lower amount, did exist.  There is no basis for a “date-of-removal” rule, and Brahma points to 

none.  The date of removal is not relevant to the goal of the rule—i.e., to prevent a plaintiff’s 

                                                                 
1  Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this Reply have the definition given them in Cobra and AHAC’s October 
18, 2019 Motion. (Dkt. No. 56.) 
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collusive non-joinder to illegitimately gain access to federal court.  Of course, collusive non-

joinder will rarely, likely never, be an issue in removed cases because those cases, by definition, 

start out in state court.  And cases that have analyzed the intervention of non-diverse parties in 

removed, diversity cases do not support the notion that indispensability should be determined as of 

the date of removal.  Rather, the date of filing controls no matter how the case came to rest in 

federal court.  The Court should do likewise and assess Cobra’s status as of the date Brahma 

originally filed this action, not the day TSE removed it. 

Moreover, Brahma’s newly-contrived contrived indispensability argument should be 

rejected as an attempt to once again undermine the court’s jurisdiction.  If Brahma believed that 

Cobra and AHAC were indispensable parties, it could have – and should have – made that 

argument in September 2018 when TSE removed the case to federal court.  Brahma did not.  At 

best, Brahma’s new position that Cobra and AHAC are indispensable parties is merely another 

senseless run at getting this case remanded to state court.  The Court should—again—put an end 

to Brahma’s gamesmanship and permit Cobra and AHAC to intervene. 

Therefore, as summarized above and discussed at greater length below, Brahma’s 

opposition to Cobra and AHAC’s motion does not withstand scrutiny.  The Court should, 

therefore, grant the Motion so that Cobra and AHAC may participate in this action and directly 

protect their significant interests without having to rely on TSE to do it for them. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. COBRA AND AHAC WERE NOT INDISPENSIBLE AT THE TIME BRAHMA 

FILED THE COMPLAINT 

The Ninth Circuit has held that indispensability is determined at the time of filing.  Brahma 

improperly claims that a party’s indispensability is determined at the time of removal. (Mot. 8-9.)  

Brahma has no support for this contention.  Indeed, Brahma does not cite to a single case where a 

nondiverse party seeks to intervene after the case has already been removed under diversity.  

Instead, Brahma cites only to the law that removal based on diversity jurisdiction is determined at 
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the time of removal.  (Opp. at 8.)2  However, a court’s analysis for removal is different from 

determining whether to recognize a nondiverse party’s right to intervene. 

Contrary to Brahma’s incorrect contention, the Mattel decision specifies that the 

indispensability inquiry looks at the time of filing.  In Mattel, Inc. v. Bryant, Mattel sued its former 

employee, Bryant, in state court for breach of an employment agreement.  Bryant removed the 

action to federal court under diversity jurisdiction. See 441 F. Supp. 2d 1081, 1091-94 (C.D. Cal. 

2005).  In assessing whether removal was proper, the district court analyzed its jurisdiction at the 

time of removal. Id. at 1093.  Afterwards, a competitor (and Bryant’s new employer), sought to 

intervene as a non-diverse defendant.  After finding that the competitor’s intervention was proper 

under Rule 24(a)(2), the district court held that “unless it was ‘indispensable’ under Rule 19(b) at 

the time Mattel filed the Complaint, [the competitor] did not destroy diversity by intervening.” Id. 

at 1095 (emphasis added).  Because the competitor was not indispensable at the time Mattel filed 

the complaint, the court found that “the post-removal intervention of a non-diverse, non-

indispensable defendant” would not destroy diversity. Id. at 1098.  The Ninth Circuit affirmed. See 

Mattel, Inc. v. Bryant, 446 F.3d 1011, 1014 (9th Cir. 2006).  The Ninth Circuit rule is consistent 

with that applied in the other circuits.  See, e.g., 15 Moore’s Federal Practice § 102.16(2)(b)(ii) 

(“The addition of a dispensable, nondiverse party who did not have an interest in the original 

complaint at the time it was filed does not destroy diversity jurisdiction.”). 

Other courts have similarly found, in situations such as this one, that intervention of a non-

diverse party in a removed, diversity jurisdiction case does not defeat the court’s jurisdiction so 

long as the non-diverse party was dispensable at the filing of the complaint.  See, e.g., McCormick 

v. McCrary, No. 3:09-cv-0034-HRH, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 152197, at *8 (D. Alaska May 11, 

2010) (in a diversity removal proceeding, analyzing whether a non-diverse party was 

indispensable to the action at the time it was commenced); JMA Energy Co., LLC v. BJ Servs. Co. 

USA, No. CIV-08-738-M, 2009 WL 1856216, at *3 (W.D. Ok. June 26, 2009) (analyzing, in a 

                                                                 
2  See Miller v. Grgurich, 763 F.2d 372, 373 (9th Cir. 1985) (analyzing an action for removal based on diversity 
jurisdiction); Strotek Corp. v. Air Transport Ass’n. of America, 300 F.3d 1129, 1131 (9th Cir. 2002) (same); Takeda 
v. Northwestern Nat. Life Ins. Co., 765 F.2d 815 (9th Cir. 1985) (same). 
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diversity removal case, whether a non-diverse party was indispensable at the time the action 

commenced); In re Brand Name Prescription Drugs Antitrust Litig., No. 94 C 897, 1996 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 18818, at *13-15 (N.D. Ill. Dec. 16, 1996) (finding that, after removal, the 

intervenors were not indispensable parties at the time the suit was filed, and thus should not 

deprive the court of diversity jurisdiction). 

Here, as in Mattel, Cobra and AHAC were dispensable—not indispensable—parties at the 

time Brahma filed its original complaint in state court on July 17, 2018. See ECF No. 55, p. 2 

(citing ECF No. 1-1).  Cobra first recorded the Cobra Surety Bond issued by AHAC, the basis 

upon which Cobra and AHAC premise their intervention, on September 6, 2018.  See ECF No. 16-

11.  Prior to recording the Cobra Surety Bond, Cobra and AHAC had no interest in this case.  

Brahma’s claims against TSE were for breach of contract, breach of the implied covenant, unjust 

enrichment, and violation of NRS 624. See ECF No. 1-1.  Thus, on July 17, 2018, the date the 

complaint was filed, Cobra and AHAC were dispensable parties to this action.  Brahma does not 

contest this fact.  And the Court should, accordingly, grant the Motion. 

B. ANALYZING INDISPENSABILITY AT THE TIME OF REMOVAL WOULD NOT 

PREVENT GAMESMANSHIP 

Analyzing indispensability at the filing of the complaint, rather than the time of removal, 

makes sense because it prevents parties from gaming the system, a deterrent that would not exist if 

analyzed from the time of removal.  Rather, examining whether the intervenor was 

“indispensable” when the action was filed “prevent[s] collusion between parties to avoid 

jurisdictional requirements.”  Mut. Fire, Marine & Inland Ins. Co., 726 F. Supp. at 481. “If the 

rule were otherwise, the requirement of complete diversity could be avoided by having one party 

bring an action while the indispensable party waits and then intervenes as of right under the 

court’s ancillary jurisdiction.”  Id.  For example, in Mattel, the Ninth Circuit noted that “collusion 

with the plaintiff is manifestly absent”, and as such, the “diversity required by 28 U.S.C. § 1332 is 

satisfied together with the judge-made rule of complete diversity and the judge-made exception 

for a non-indispensable defendant-intervenor.”  446 F.3d at 1013. 

/// 

Case 2:18-cv-01747-RFB-EJY   Document 69   Filed 12/09/19   Page 6 of 9

http://www.weildrage.com/
http://www.weildrage.com/


 

  
 {01649938;1} Page 7 of 9 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

WEIL & DRAGE 
A T T O R N E Y S  A T  L A W 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
861 Coronado Center Dr., #231 

Henderson, NV 89052 
Phone: (702) 314-1905 

Fax: (702) 314-1909 
www.weildrage.com 

Here, there is no allegation that the parties colluded to avoid the requirement of complete 

diversity to obtain access to federal court.  Nor would such a suggestion make sense given that 

Brahma initiated the case in state court.  Indeed, because the case was removed from state court, 

there is a “prima facie absence of effort by the plaintiff to circumvent the complete diversity 

requirement.” Mattel, 441 F. Supp. 2d at 1096 (citing Joan Steinman, Supplemental Jurisdiction in 

§ 1441 Removed Cases: An Unsurveyed Frontier of Congress’ Handiwork, 35 Ariz. L. Rev. 305, 

347 (1993)). 

Moreover, Brahma’s argument for assessing indispensability as of removal should be 

rejected because looking at the time of removal makes no sense.  The date of removal is not 

relevant to the goal of the rule—i.e., to prevent a plaintiff’s collusive non-joinder to illegitimately 

gain access to federal court.  Of course, collusive non-joinder will rarely, likely never, be an issue 

in removed cases because those cases, by definition, start out in state court.  And cases that have 

analyzed the intervention of non-diverse parties in removed, diversity cases do not support the 

notion that indispensability should be determined as of the date of removal.  Rather, the date of 

filing controls no matter how the case came to rest in federal court.  The Court should do likewise 

and assess Cobra’s status as of the date Brahma originally filed this action, not the day TSE 

removed it. 

C. BRAHMA’S NEWLY-CONTRIVED INDISPENSABILITY ARGUMENT SHOULD 

BE REJECTED AS AN ATTEMPT TO ONCE AGAIN UNDERMINE THE 

COURT’S JURISDICTION 

Brahma’s claim that Cobra is an indispensable party has no basis.  Brahma’s prior 

arguments in this case confirm as much.  If Brahma believed that Cobra and AHAC were 

indispensable parties, it could have – and should have – made that argument in September 2018 

when TSE removed the case to federal court.  Brahma did not.  Nor did Brahma allege that Cobra 

and AHAC are indispensable in its affirmative defenses to TSE’s counterclaims.  (See Dkt. 10 at 

5-6.)  Brahma surely would have argued this point before, when it was trying to legitimize its 

forum shopping, if it felt there was any validity to it since the failure to join an indispensable party 

would have required the Court to dismiss this case.  See, e.g., Takeda v. Northwestern Nat’l Life 
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Ins. Co., 765 F.2d 815, 821 (9th Cir. 1985). 

At best, Brahma’s new position that Cobra and AHAC are indispensable parties is merely 

another senseless run at getting this case remanded to state court.  If the Court were to find that 

Cobra and AHAC are indispensable, Brahma’s next step will likely be to make a motion to 

remand the case back to state court based on un-joined “indispensable” parties.  The Court already 

found that Brahma’s forum shopping was an attempt to subvert the Court’s jurisdiction over this 

case. (Dkt. 55 at 8.)  The Court should—again—put an end to Brahma’s gamesmanship and 

permit Cobra and AHAC, which Brahma admits are necessary parties to this action, to intervene 

to protect their vital interests.   

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, and those discussed in their Moving Brief, Cobra and AHAC 

respectfully request that the Court grant their Motion to Intervene in this action as of right under 

Fed. R. Civ. P.  24(a), or the alternative, under to Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(b), and to grant them such 

other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 DATED this 9th day of December, 2019. 

      WEIL & DRAGE, APC    
 
      /s/ Jeremy R. Kilber 

     By: ________________________________________ 
Geoffrey Crisp, Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 2104 
Jeremy R. Kilber, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 10643 

      861 Coronado Center Dr., Ste. 231 
Henderson, NV 89052 
Attorneys for Proposed Defendants-Intervenors, 
COBRA THERMOSOLAR PLANTS, INC., 
and AMERICAN HOME ASSURANCE 
COMPANY  

 

 

 

 

Case 2:18-cv-01747-RFB-EJY   Document 69   Filed 12/09/19   Page 8 of 9

http://www.weildrage.com/
http://www.weildrage.com/


 

  
 {01649938;1} Page 9 of 9 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

WEIL & DRAGE 
A T T O R N E Y S  A T  L A W 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
861 Coronado Center Dr., #231 

Henderson, NV 89052 
Phone: (702) 314-1905 

Fax: (702) 314-1909 
www.weildrage.com 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the 9th day of December, 2019, a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing REPLY IN FURTHER SUPPORT OF MOTION TO INTERVENE AS 

DEFENDANTS was made this date by electronically filing through the CM/ECF Filing System 

and therefore served upon all counsel of record via ECF Notification:  

 
Richard L. Peel Esq.  
Eric B. Zimbelman, Esq.  
Ronald J. Cox, Esq.  
Peel Brimley, LLP  
3333 E. Serene Avenue, Suite 200  
Henderson, Nevada 89074  
Attorneys for Brahma Group Inc.  
 

D. Lee Roberts, Jr., Esq. 
Colby L. Balkenbusg, Esq.  
Ryan T. Gormley, Esq.  
Weinberg, Wheeler, Hudgins, Gunn & Dial, 
LLC  
6385 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118  
Attorneys for Defendant/ Counterclaimant  
Tonopah Solar Energy, LLC  
 

 
 
   /s/ Joanna Medina 

      ___________________________ 
      Joanna Medina, an Employee of  
      WEIL & DRAGE, APC 
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