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Appellants, Superpumper, Inc.; Edward Bayuk, individually and as Trustee 

of the Edward Bayuk Living Trust; Salvatore Morabito; and Snowshoe Petroleum, 

Inc. (“Appellants”), by and through their attorneys of record, Marquis Aurbach 

Coffing, hereby move this Court pursuant to NRAP 32(a)(7) to exceed the page 

limit for Appellants’ reply in support of emergency motion for relief under 

NRAP 27(e), which is filed along with this motion. 

NRAP 27(d)(2) limits a reply to a motion to 5 pages.  However, 

NRAP 32(a)(7) allows a party to exceed the page limit by permission of the Court 

and “upon a showing of diligence and good cause.”  Additionally, NRAP 32(a)(7) 

allows a reply brief to comply with either a page limitation of 15 pages or a word-

count limitation of 7,000 words, which is the equivalent of about 467 words per 

page.  Under an equivalent word-count limitation, a reply to a motion would be 

compliant if it contained 2,334 words or less.  In the instant case, Appellants’ reply 

in support of emergency motion for relief contains 7 pages and 1,629 words of 

text, which would be compliant under an equivalent word-count limitation to the 

page-count limitation of 5 pages.  Good cause exists to allow the reply in support 

of emergency motion for relief to exceed the page-limit by 2 pages for the reasons 

set forth in the following declaration of counsel for Appellants:   
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DECLARATION OF MICAH S. ECHOLS, ESQ. IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION TO EXCEED PAGE LIMIT FOR REPLY IN SUPPORT OF 

EMERGENCY MOTION FOR RELIEF UNDER NRAP 27(e) 

Micah S. Echols, Esq., declares as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 years and have personal knowledge of the 

facts stated herein, except for those stated upon information and belief, and as to 

those, I believe them to be true.  I am competent to testify as to the facts stated 

herein in a court of law and will so testify if called upon. 

2. I am an attorney with the law firm of Marquis Aurbach Coffing, and 

counsel of record for Appellants. 

3. The instant appeal raises numerous issues due to the complexity and 

length of the litigation below. 

4. Appellants’ emergency motion for relief necessarily incorporated the 

substance of the issues raised in the instant appeal in order to adequately argue the 

likelihood of success on appeal as required by NRAP 27(e), and this Court granted 

Appellants’ motion to exceed the word count for their emergency motion, allowing 

15 pages and 3,568 words. 

5. Respondent’s opposition consisted of 19 pages and 4,339 words and 

raised numerous opposing arguments that will require additional space to address. 
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6. Appellants’ reply in support of motion for relief consists of 7 pages 

and 1,629 words, which exceeds the page limitation by 2 pages, but would be 

compliant under a similar word-count limitation as provided by NRAP 32(a)(7).  

7. Although I have worked diligently to edit the reply in support of 

Appellants’ motion for relief as concisely and cogently as possible, the additional 

2 pages are needed to adequately present Appellants’ arguments for this Court’s 

consideration. 

8. Based upon good cause, Appellants request that this Court extend the 

page limit of Appellants’ motion for relief under NRAP 27(e) and allow it to be 

filed. 

9. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and 

correct. 

            
       Micah S. Echols, Esq. 

 
  

 
 
White Nelson Diehl Evans, LLP  
May 31, 2017 
Page 2 
 
 
 

3. How management is responding or intends to respond to the litigation, for 
example, to contest the case vigorously or to seek an out-of-court settlement.  Park West has 
availed itself of every opportunity to settle this case.  Since a settlement has not been reached, 
Park West has vigorously defended its position. 

4. An evaluation of the likelihood of an unfavorable outcome and an 
estimate, if one can be made, of the amount or range of potential loss.  Based upon the law and 
the facts before the District Court, Park West should prevail at trial.  However, the District Court 
Judge has already expressed his opinion that, despite the previous Supreme Court reversal, 
Amazon and Park West should have reached a settlement.  If Amazon prevails at trial, we 
understand Amazon’s demand to be $500,000.00, even though we have not seen any evidence 
supporting such an amount.    

II. Pending or Threatened Litigation/Unasserted Claims and Assessments 

We are not aware of any other unasserted claims or any pending or threatened litigation, 
claims, or assessments for which we have been engaged that are not otherwise outlined in this letter. 

III. Response 

Our responses in this letter include matters that existed as of December 31, 2016, as 
outlined in Park West’s letter.  

IV. Other Matters 

As of December 31, 2016, Park West had a $0.00 balance for all attorney expenses.   

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this matter.  If we can be of further 
assistance or provide you with additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us.   

 Sincerely, 
  
 MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 

 Micah S. Echols, Esq.  
MSE:ld  
cc: Lisa Herring, Director of Accounting 

Park West Companies 
22421 Gilberto, Suite A 
Rancho Santa Margarita, California 92688 
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Therefore, for diligence and good cause shown, and according to 

NRAP 32(a)(7), this Court should allow Appellants to file their reply in support of 

emergency motion for relief under NRAP 27(e) consisting of 7 pages and 1,629 

words of text. 

Dated this 3rd day of September, 2019. 

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING 

By /s/ Micah S. Echols  

Micah S. Echols, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 8437 

Kathleen A. Wilde, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 12522 

Tom W. Stewart, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 14280 

10001 Park Run Drive 

Las Vegas, Nevada  89145 

Attorneys for Appellants  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the foregoing MOTION TO EXCEED PAGE LIMIT 

FOR REPLY IN SUPPORT OF EMERGENCY MOTION FOR RELIEF 

UNDER NRAP 27(e) was filed electronically with the Nevada Supreme Court on 

the 3rd day of September, 2019.  Electronic Service of the foregoing document 

shall be made in accordance with the Master Service List as follows: 

Gabrielle Hamm, Esq. 

Michael Lehners, Esq. 

Frank Gilmore, Esq. 

Jeffrey Hartman, Esq. 

Erika Pike Turner, Esq. 

Stephen A. Davis, Esq. 

 

Debbie Leonard, Esq. 

Settlement Judge 

 
I further certify that I served a copy of this document by emailing a true and 

correct copy thereof, addressed to: 

Gerald M. Gordon, Esq. 

ggordon@gtg.legal 

 

Teresa M. Pilatowicz, Esq. 

tpilatowicz@gtg.legal 

 

 

 /s/ Leah Dell  

Leah Dell, an employee of 

Marquis Aurbach Coffing 


