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  1        A.    Yeah.  I would think 5, maybe 15 at the

  2   very peak.  But average on a day, it's probably 5 or

  3   less.

  4        Q.    Okay.

  5        A.    Depends how you're calculating.

  6        Q.    During the summer of 2015, did you hear

  7   any complaints from any of the workers within the

  8   residence that it was too hot to work?

  9        A.    Definitely not.

 10              MR. NUÑEZ:  Okay.  Thank you, sir.

 11   That's all the questions I have.

 12              MR. SIMON:  I have a few questions for

 13   you.

 14                       EXAMINATION

 15   BY MR. SIMON:

 16        Q.    As your house sits there today, do you

 17   have a mold certificate?

 18        A.    No.

 19        Q.    So as your house sits there today, we

 20   don't know if there's any mold in your house?

 21        A.    No.

 22        Q.    As far as the white matter that's coming

 23   through your walls, do you know if that's water

 24   moisture at all?

 25        A.    I don't know.  I'm really concerned about
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  1   that.

  2        Q.    You talked about Lange when they allege

  3   that they were assembling the sprinkler heads in the

  4   basement, and you didn't believe that testimony.

  5        A.    Yes.

  6        Q.    All right.  Part of the reason, there's

  7   no lights down there?

  8        A.    You can't see anything in the basement.

  9        Q.    And to your knowledge, they didn't bring

 10   any of their own lights?

 11        A.    I know they didn't.

 12        Q.    Okay.  But you were asked whether you

 13   were critical of anything they did, and you said,

 14   "Well, I can't be critical of that because I don't

 15   believe they did it."

 16              Is it fair to say you don't know what

 17   Lange did at all as it relates to those sprinklers

 18   from the time they picked it up at Viking SupplyNet

 19   until they put it in the ceiling in your house?

 20        A.    I have no idea.

 21        Q.    So we don't know what, if anything, they

 22   did to those sprinklers; right?

 23        A.    No.

 24        Q.    Does it matter?

 25        A.    It might.  I don't know.  I doubt it.
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  1        Q.    Well, they had a contract with you;

  2   right?

  3        A.    Correct.

  4        Q.    And part of that contract, they had to

  5   install products that were free of defect?

  6        A.    Correct.

  7        Q.    Right?  And you don't care whether the

  8   defect came from the manufacturing plant or some

  9   damage happened in their truck or as they were

 10   assembling in the basement.  That's not your

 11   concern; right?

 12        A.    No.  That's Lange's problem.

 13        Q.    That's Lange's problem.

 14              And Lange, when you say are you critical

 15   of anything that they did in the installation, are

 16   you critical that they put a defective sprinkler in

 17   your house that destroyed your entire house?

 18        A.    Yes.

 19        Q.    Okay.  And that's part of their

 20   installation that they put that faulty product in;

 21   right?

 22        A.    Yes.

 23        Q.    And to your understanding, is that a

 24   breach of contract?

 25        A.    It is.
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  1              MS. DALACAS:  Calls for a legal

  2   conclusion.

  3        A.    Most definitely.

  4   BY MR. SIMON:

  5        Q.    Okay.  Did Bernie Lange or anyone from

  6   Lange Plumbing ever offer to help you with any of

  7   the repairs that were necessary because of the flood

  8   that damaged your house?

  9        A.    No, and I personally asked him several

 10   times.

 11        Q.    Did Bernie Lange or anyone at Lange

 12   Plumbing ever make any effort to enforce the

 13   warranty of the defective product from Viking that

 14   they installed in your house?

 15              MS. DALACAS:  Calls for speculation.

 16        A.    Not that I know of.  And I asked him to

 17   do that exact thing after his insurance company

 18   refused to pay him.

 19   BY MR. SIMON:

 20        Q.    So when the insurance company refused to

 21   pay, you had to hire a lawyer?

 22        A.    Correct.

 23        Q.    Right?  And when we say "you," we're

 24   talking about the owner of the property, Edgeworth

 25   Family Trust; right?
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  1        A.    Correct.

  2        Q.    As well as American Grating?

  3        A.    Correct.

  4        Q.    And whether you're named on an initial

  5   complaint or an amended complaint, American Grating

  6   is still incurring attorneys' fees to try and get

  7   recovery for the damages caused by the breach of

  8   contract by Lange?

  9        A.    Correct.

 10        Q.    Now, American Grating and Giberti --

 11   American Grating, the developer; Giberti, the

 12   general contractor -- were building the house at

 13   645; is that accurate?

 14        A.    That's correct.

 15        Q.    All right.  Any cost associated with the

 16   repairs is a cost that's incurred by American

 17   Grating?

 18        A.    Yes.

 19        Q.    Any attorneys' fees and costs incurred as

 20   a result of being compensated for the damage caused

 21   is incurred by American Grating?

 22        A.    That's correct.

 23        Q.    And ultimately has to be reimbursed to

 24   the owners of the project?

 25        A.    That's correct.
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  1        Q.    Which is the Edgeworth Family Trust?

  2        A.    That is correct.

  3        Q.    We were talking about fines claimed, and

  4   there was a period for fines because of the repair

  5   period.  Do you remember that?

  6        A.    Correct.

  7        Q.    All right.  And whether or not those

  8   fines are going to be ultimately paid by the

  9   Edgeworth Family Trust at the close of some escrow

 10   hopefully in the near future, that's still damages

 11   that were incurred by American Grating because it

 12   was part of the construction?

 13        A.    That's correct.  American Grating will

 14   owe them that money.

 15        Q.    As well as all of the repairs, American

 16   Grating had to deliver a completed house to the

 17   Edgeworth Family Trust?

 18        A.    Correct.

 19        Q.    Right?  And so if there's damage caused

 20   during the course of construction, American Grating

 21   has to incur the costs of repair; correct?

 22        A.    That's correct.

 23        Q.    And regardless of who pays it, out of

 24   what account, what credit card, what loan, American

 25   Grating incurred those expenses; correct?
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  1        A.    That's correct.  American Grating wasn't

  2   in a working capital position to pay them.

  3        Q.    Has Lange Plumbing ever offered to pay

  4   any part of your attorneys' fees and costs?

  5        A.    No.

  6        Q.    Pursuant to the contract, they're

  7   responsible for your attorneys' fees and costs; is

  8   that your understanding?

  9        A.    That is.

 10              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, form, calls for

 11   a legal conclusion.

 12        A.    That's correct.  It's pretty clear in the

 13   contract.

 14   BY MR. SIMON:

 15        Q.    Okay.  In fact, I think paragraph 18 lays

 16   that out pretty clearly, but they still haven't

 17   offered to assist you in any way in prosecuting

 18   these claims against Viking, have they?

 19        A.    No, and I've asked Bernie Lange.

 20        Q.    Pursuant to the contract, is it your

 21   understanding -- let's see.

 22              Turning to Exhibit 11, pursuant to the

 23   contract, it says contractor being Lange Plumbing

 24   and American Grating being the owner, and that's

 25   basically just a definition so that when you read
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  1   this contract you know the obligations of each of

  2   the parties within the contract?

  3              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, calls for a

  4   legal conclusion.

  5   BY MR. SIMON:

  6        Q.    Calls for common sense when you read the

  7   contract too.

  8        A.    Yeah.  It's a short form.  Obviously the

  9   general contractor is Giberti, not Lange Plumbing.

 10   Lange Plumbing was a subcontractor.  These aren't

 11   legal terms.  They're just terms.

 12        Q.    Right.  So this helps when we read

 13   through this contract and we know the rights and

 14   obligations of the parties, when it refers to

 15   "owner," we know that "owner" within the contract

 16   means American Grating because it says it right at

 17   the beginning?

 18        A.    Correct.  It could have said "AB-" --

 19              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, calls for a

 20   legal conclusion.

 21        A.    Correct.  It could have said "ABC."

 22   BY MR. SIMON:

 23        Q.    Right.  Okay.  So as part of that, the

 24   indemnities, under "'Indemnities,'" 1.7, it says,

 25   "shall mean Owner," and owner under the contract is

RA000009



Brian J. Edgeworth Edgeworth Family Trust, et al. v. Lange Plumbing, L.L.C., et al.

702-476-4500 OASIS REPORTING SERVICES, LLC Page: 291

  1   American Grating?

  2        A.    Correct.

  3        Q.    Right?  Is that your understanding?

  4              Then it also says, "its subsidiaries,

  5   affiliates."  Is Giberti an affiliate under this

  6   contract?

  7              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, calls for a

  8   legal conclusion.

  9        A.    I think so.

 10              MR. SIMON:  Did you get that?

 11              THE REPORTER:  "I think so."

 12              MR. SIMON:  Yes.

 13   BY MR. SIMON:

 14        Q.    And "Owners."  Edgeworth Family Trust is

 15   an owner of American Grating?

 16        A.    That is correct.

 17              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, calls for a

 18   legal conclusion.

 19   BY MR. SIMON:

 20        Q.    So "owners" is also defined here within

 21   indemnities under 1.7?

 22        A.    That is correct.

 23              MS. DALACAS:  Same objection.

 24   BY MR. SIMON:

 25        Q.    Right?  "Directors, officers, agents and
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  1   employees."

  2        A.    Yeah.  Mark would be an employee.

  3        Q.    Right.

  4        A.    Directors, officers --

  5              MS. DALACAS:  And can I just --

  6        A.    -- and agents would be me and Angela.

  7              MS. DALACAS:  I don't mean to interrupt

  8   you, Mr. Edgeworth.

  9              Can I have a running objection as it

 10   relates to every question that he's asking specific

 11   to the contract?  Calls for a legal opinion and

 12   object to form.

 13   BY MR. SIMON:

 14        Q.    Okay.  And then the owners and directors

 15   or officers would also apply to you and Angela

 16   Edgeworth; right?

 17        A.    That's correct.

 18        Q.    Right.  And under 7.1, it also says that

 19   Lange Plumbing warrants that they're not going to

 20   put any materials or equipment in there that has a

 21   defect.  See where it says that?

 22        A.    Yes.

 23        Q.    And they violated that provision when

 24   they put in the defective Viking product in your

 25   house; right?

RA000011



Brian J. Edgeworth Edgeworth Family Trust, et al. v. Lange Plumbing, L.L.C., et al.

702-476-4500 OASIS REPORTING SERVICES, LLC Page: 293

  1        A.    They most certainly did.

  2        Q.    And a result, a direct result of that

  3   defective material destroyed your house?

  4        A.    That is correct.

  5        Q.    Do you think that Bernie Lange or anyone

  6   from Lange Plumbing has acted in good faith in

  7   complying with the terms of their agreement that

  8   they entered into by this contract in Exhibit 11?

  9              MS. DALACAS:  Same objection.

 10        A.    No.

 11              MS. DALACAS:  Calls for a legal

 12   conclusion.

 13        A.    No.  They haven't at all.  You know, I

 14   asked Bernie and I asked him to get a separate

 15   attorney and get legal advice because he wasn't

 16   abiding by his contractual duties.

 17   BY MR. SIMON:

 18        Q.    And as a result of his breach of contract

 19   and his conduct in failing to act in good faith and

 20   deal fairly with you, you have incurred over

 21   $500,000 in attorneys' fees, costs in this case,

 22   haven't you?

 23              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, calls for a

 24   legal conclusion, form.

 25        A.    That's correct.  In the contract, he was
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  1   supposed to enforce the warranty against Viking if

  2   he believed it was a defect.  He never did.

  3   BY MR. SIMON:

  4        Q.    Okay.  And that doesn't even cover the

  5   cost of repairs that you had to come out of pocket

  6   for; right?

  7        A.    He was obligated under the contract to

  8   immediately repair the house also.

  9        Q.    Okay.

 10        A.    He never did.

 11        Q.    So he didn't do that part, and then he

 12   didn't enforce the warranty, causing you to spend

 13   another half a million dollars plus?

 14        A.    That is correct.

 15              MS. DALACAS:  Same objection.

 16   BY MR. SIMON:

 17        Q.    And those damages are still accruing

 18   every day?

 19        A.    Correct.

 20        Q.    Do you know whether Mr. Lange or Shelli

 21   Lange or anybody at Lange Plumbing tried to take a

 22   home equity loan out on their property?

 23        A.    No, they --

 24              MS. DALACAS:  Objection, calls for

 25   speculation, form.
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  1   BY MR. SIMON:

  2        Q.    Do you know if they ever tried to get a

  3   loan on any of their assets that they have?

  4        A.    No.

  5        Q.    Do you know if they tried to use any of

  6   their working capital at their business to try and

  7   pay for any of the damages that you've been caused?

  8              MS. DALACAS:  Same objection.

  9        A.    They most certainly did not.

 10              MR. SIMON:  I don't have anything else.

 11   Thank you.

 12              MS. PANCOAST:  Good enough.

 13              MR. SIMON:  Finished or you got --

 14              MS. DALACAS:  Sorry, I just have one

 15   follow-up.

 16              I thought you had more, Janet.

 17              MS. PANCOAST:  No.

 18              MS. DALACAS:  Just one question for you,

 19   Mr. Edgeworth.

 20                       EXAMINATION

 21   BY MS. DALACAS:

 22        Q.    Do you have any information at all about

 23   what Lange Plumbing may have done to try to enforce

 24   the warranty with Viking?

 25        A.    Only my discussions with him.
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I. Introduction 

 An attorney must safekeep disputed funds in trust.  NRPC 1.15.  The 

Edgeworths filed a notice of appeal, to which Simon had to respond with a notice 

of cross appeal.  Both parties provided notice of appeal of the decision and order 

adjudicating the attorney lien.  Thus, there is a continuing dispute over the amount 

of money due Simon, and the disputed funds must be held in trust. 

 There is a second compelling ground to deny the Edgeworths’ motion.  The 

Edgeworths seek to force Simon to act in conformance with this Court’s order 

adjudicating the attorney lien.  However, when the Edgeworths filed their notice of 

appeal of the adjudication order, the Edgeworths divested this Court of jurisdiction 

to enforce the adjudication order.  The adjudication order is on appeal, and this 

Court no longer has jurisdiction over the order. 

II. Facts 

 The history of this case is well known to the Court, only the most relevant 

events are described. 

 On December 27, 2017, Simon counsel requested that the parties work 

collaboratively to resolve the fee and cost dispute.  (Exhibit A.) 

 On January 4, 2018, the Edgeworths sued Simon for conversion. 

 On October 11, 2018, this Court issued a decision and order adjudicating the 

Simon attorney lien and dismissed the conversion case. 
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 Simon filed a Rule 52 motion.  Following, on November 19, 2018, this 

Court issued an amended decision and order adjudicating the Simon attorney lien. 

 On December 7, 2018, the Edgeworths filed a notice of appeal.  The 

Edgeworths gave notice of their appeal from the decision and order adjudicating 

the Simon attorney lien.  (Exhibit B.) 

 On or around December 13, 2018, the Edgeworths filed the subject motion. 

The motion was filed without a notice of motion.  The motion was not set on 

hearing calendar.   

 On December 17, 2018, Simon filed a notice of cross appeal in response to 

the Edgeworth notice of appeal.  Simon gave notice of an appeal from the decision 

and order adjudicating the Simon attorney lien.  (Exhibit C.) 

 On December 28, 2018, the Edgeworths filed a notice of hearing for the 

subject motion.  The Edgeworths did not amend the motion to reflect the appeals.   

III. Argument 

 The Edgeworths forced Simon to hold the disputed funds in the trust account 

when the Edgeworths filed a notice of appeal, and the notice of appeal also 

divested this Court of jurisdiction over the order. 

 The Edgeworths are not unduly prejudiced.  The trust account is interest 

bearing, and the Edgeworths earn interest on all the funds in trust, including 

whatever amount is due Simon for fees. 
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 A. An attorney cannot payout money that is in dispute.   

 An attorney must safekeep disputed funds.  NRPC 1.15(e) states: 

(e) When in the course of representation a lawyer is in possession of funds 
or other property in which two or more persons (one of whom may be the 
lawyer) claim interests, the property shall be kept separate by the lawyer 

until the dispute is resolved.  The lawyer shall promptly distribute all 
portions of the funds or other property as to which the interests are not in 
dispute.  (Italics added.) 
 

The Edgeworths dispute the Court’s adjudication finding and filed a notice of 

appeal to obtain appellate review.  In response, Simon filed a notice of cross 

appeal.  Thus, the ownership of the money held in trust is still in dispute.  

Accordingly, the money shall be held in the trust account “until the dispute is 

resolved”.1   

An attorney’s obligation to hold disputed funds in trust is long settled law.  

The Edgeworth motion is not “warranted by existing law, or by a nonfrivolous 

argument for the extension, modification or reversal of existing law or the 

establishment of new law”.2  The law of garnishment does not apply on its face. 

Simon has not garnished money from a third party, which the third party owed to 

the Edgeworths, to secure Simon’s fee claim.  The attempt to apply the law of 

garnishment to this case is plainly frivolous, no garnishment took place, the 

                         

1 NRPC 1.15. 
2 NRCP 11.   
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Edgeworths ignored NRPC 1.15, the Edgeworths ignored their own notice of 

appeal, and ignored Simon’s cross notice of appeal. 

The Edgeworths attachment of a settlement proposal to their motion breaks 

convention, if not the law.  Suffice to say, Simon responded to the take it or leave 

it offer but did not gain traction on his counter proposal to begin a collaborative 

discussion.   

In the same vein, the Edgeworths’ repeated attacks and name calling is 

beyond the norm.  Simon’s compliance with the safekeeping property rule is not a 

stunt, it is the law. 

B. The Edgeworths divested this Court of jurisdiction over the 
adjudication order. 

 
 It is well settled law that “the timely filing of a notice of appeal ‘divests the 

district court of jurisdiction to act and vests jurisdiction in this court.’” Foster v. 

Dingwall, 126 Nev. 49, 52, 228 P.3d 453, 454-55 (2010); citing, Mack-Manley v. 

Manley, 122 Nev. 849, 855, 138 P.3d 525, 529 (2006); quoting, Rust v. C.C.S.D., 

103 Nev. 686, 688, 747 P.2d 1380, 1382 (1987). The Dingwall Court reiterated 

that  

[W]hen an appeal is perfected, the district court is divested of jurisdiction to 
revisit issues that are pending before this court, [but] the district court retains 
jurisdiction to enter orders on matters that are collateral to and independent 
from the appealed order, i.e., matters that in no way affect the appeal's 
merits. 
 

Id.; quoting, Mack-Manley, 122 Nev. at 855, 138 P.3d at 529-30. 
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 The adjudication order has been appealed by the Edgeworths, and then by 

Simon.  The Court does not have jurisdiction over the order. 

IV. Conclusion 

 The Edgeworths escalated this fee dispute by suing Simon for conversion, 

then continued the fee dispute by filing a notice of appeal, in response to which, 

Simon was obligated to file a notice of cross appeal.  The appeal and cross appeal 

establish beyond question that the amount of fees due Simon are still in dispute.  

Because the fees are still in dispute, the safekeeping property rule requires that the 

settlement money must be held in trust “until the dispute is resolved”.   

 Further, the adjudication order is on appeal.  Therefore, this Court no longer 

has jurisdiction over the order.  

The Edgeworths’ motion has no reasonable factual or legal basis.  It must be 

denied. 

 DATED this  11th    day of January 2019. 
 
     /s/ James R. Christensen  
     James R. Christensen Esq. 
     Nevada Bar No. 3861 
     JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN PC 
     601 S. 6th Street 

Las Vegas NV 89101 
(702) 272-0406 
(702) 272-0415 fax 
jim@jchristensenlaw.com 
Attorney for SIMON 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I CERTIFY SERVICE of the foregoing OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ 

MOTIN FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS was made by electronic service (via 

Odyssey) this  11th  day of January, 2019, to all parties currently shown on the 

Court’s E-Service List. 

       /s/ Dawn Christensen   
an employee of  

JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, ESQ 
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James R. Christensen Esq. 
601 S. 6th Street 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Ph: (702)272-0406 Fax: (702)272-0415 

E-mail: jim@jchristensenlaw.com 
Admitted in Illinois and Nevada 

 
December 27, 2017 
 
 
Via E-Mail 

 
Robert D. Vannah 
400 S. 7th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
rvannah@vannahlaw.com 
 
Re: Edgeworth v. Viking 
 
 
 Dear Bob: 
 
I look forward to working with you to resolve whatever issues may exist 
concerning the disbursement of funds in the Edgeworth case.  To that end, I 
suggest we avoid accusations or positions without substance. 
 
This letter is in response to your email of December 26, 2017.  I thought it best to 
provide a formal written response because of the number of issues raised. 
     
Please consider the following time line: 
 

• On Monday, December 18, 2017, Simon Law picked up two Zurich checks 
in the aggregate amount of $6,000,000.00.  (Exhibit 1; copies of checks.) 
 

• On Monday, December 18, 2017, immediately following check pick-up, Mr. 
Simon called Mr. Greene to arrange check endorsement.  Mr. Simon left a 
message. 
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• On Monday, December 18, 2017, Mr. Greene returned the call and spoke to 
Mr. Simon.  (Exhibit 2; confirming email string.) 
 

• During the Monday call, Mr. Simon advised that he would be on a holiday 
trip and unavailable beginning Friday, December 22, 2017, until after the 
New Year.  Mr. Simon asked that the clients endorse the checks prior to 
December 22nd.  (Exhibit 2.) 
 

• During the Monday call, Mr. Greene told Mr. Simon that the clients would 
not be available to sign checks until after the New Year.   (Exhibit 2.) 
 

• During the Monday call, Mr. Greene stated that he would contact Simon 
Law about scheduling endorsement.  (Exhibit 2.) 
 

• On Friday, December 22, 2017, the Simon family went on their holiday trip. 
 

• On Saturday, December 23, 2017, at 10:45 p.m., an email was sent which 
indicated that delay in endorsement was not acceptable.  The email also 
raised use of an escrow account as an alternative to the Simon Law trust 
account.  (Exhibit 2.)   
 

• On Tuesday, December 26, 2017, I responded by email and invited 
scheduling endorsement after the New Year, and discounted the escrow 
account option.  (Exhibit 2.)  
  

In response to your December 26, 2017 email, please consider the following: 
 

1. The clients are available until Saturday.  This is new information and it is 
different from the information provided by Mr. Greene.  Regardless, Mr. 
Simon is out of town until after the New Year. 
    

2. Loss of faith and trust.  This is unfortunate, in light of the extraordinary 
result obtained by Mr. Simon on the client’s behalf.   However, Mr. Simon 
is still legally due a reasonable fee for the services rendered.  NRS 18.015. 
 

3. Steal the money.   We should avoid hyperbole. 
 

RA000068



4. Time to determine undisputed amount.  The time involved is a product of 
the immense amount of work involved in the subject case, which is clearly 
evident from the amazing monetary result, and the holidays.  And, use of a 
lien is not “inconsistent with the attorney’s professional responsibilities to 
the client.”  NRS 18.015(5). 
 

5. Time to clear.  The checks are not cashier’s checks.  (Exhibit 1.)  Even a 
cashier’s check of the size involved would be subject to a “large deposit 
item hold” per Regulation CC. 
 

6. Interpleader.  The interpleader option - deposit with the Court - was offered 
as an alternative to the Simon Law trust account, to address the loss of faith 
issue.  The cost and time investment is also minimal.    
 

7. Escrow alternative.  Escrow does not owe the same duties and obligations as 
those that apply to an attorney and a trust account.  Please compare, Mark 

Properties v. National Title Co., 117 Nev. 941, 34 P.3d 587 (2001); with, 
Nev. Rule of Professional Conduct 1.15; SCR 78.5; etc.  The safekeeping 
property duty is also typically seen as non-delegable. 
 
To protect everyone involved, the escrow would have to accept similar 
duties and obligations as would be owed by an attorney.  That would be so 
far afield from the usual escrow obligations under Mark, that it is doubtful 
that an escrow could be arranged on shorter notice, if at all; and, such an 
escrow would probably come at great cost.    
 
We are not ruling out this option, we simply see it as un-obtainable. If you 
believe it is viable and wish to explore it further, please do so. 
 

8. File suit ourselves.  An independent action would be far more time 
consuming and expensive than interpleader.  However, that is an option you 
will have to consider on your own. 
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9. Fiduciary duty.  Simon Law is in compliance with all duties and obligations 

under the law.  See, e.g., NRS 18.015(5). 
 

10.  Client damages.   I can see no discernable damage claim.    
 
Please let me know if you are willing to discuss moving forward in a collaborative 
manner.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, P.C. 
 
/s/ James R. Christensen 
 
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN 
 
JRC/dmc 
cc: Daniel Simon 
enclosures 
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Case Number: A-16-738444-C

Electronically Filed
12/7/2018 2:53 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 003861 
601 S. 6th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702) 272-0406 
(702) 272-0415 fax 
jim@jchristensenlaw.com 

Attorney for Daniel S. Simon 

 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

  
EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST, and 
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

 

  Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
 
LANGE PLUMBING, LLC; THE 
VIKING CORPORATION, a Michigan 
corporation; SUPPLY NETWORK, 
INC., dba VIKING SUPPLYNET, a 
Michigan Corporation; and DOES 1 
through 5 and ROE entities 6 through 10; 
 
  Defendants. 

 Case No.: A-16-738444-C 
 Dept. No.: 10 
 
     
 
 NOTICE OF CROSS APPEAL  
 
 
  
 
  
  
 

EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST;  
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

 CONSOLIDATED WITH 

 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
 
DANIEL S. SIMON; THE LAW 
OFFICE OF DANIEL S. SIMON, A 
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION; 
DOES 1 through 10; and, ROE entities 1 
through 10; 
 
  Defendants. 

 Case No.: A-18-767242-C 
 Dept. No.: 10 
  
 
  
  
 

Case Number: A-16-738444-C

Electronically Filed
12/17/2018 11:28 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Defendants/Appellants DANIEL S. 

SIMON and THE LAW OFFICE OF DANIEL S. SIMON, A PROFESSIONAL 

CORPORATION, hereby appeal to the Supreme Court of Nevada from the 

Decision and Order on Special Motion to Dismiss Anti-Slapp, which was entered 

on October 11, 2018; and, appeals to the Supreme Court of Nevada from the 

Decision and Order on Motion to Adjudicate Lien, which was entered on 

November 19, 2018.   

DATED this  17th  day of December 2018.  

  /s/ James R. Christensen  

   JAMES CHRISTENSEN, ESQ. 
 Nevada Bar No. 003861 
   601 S. 6th Street 
   Las Vegas, NV 89101 
  (702) 272-0406 
  (702) 272-0415 
  jim@jchristensenlaw.com 

  Attorney for Daniel S. Simon 

 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I CERTIFY SERVICE of the foregoing NOTICE OF CROSS APPEAL 

was made by electronic service (via Odyssey) this  17th  day of December, 2018, to 

all parties currently shown on the Court’s E-Service List. 

      /s/ Dawn Christensen   
an employee of  
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN 
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Case Number: A-16-738444-C

Electronically Filed
1/28/2019 9:33 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Defendant Lange Plumbing, L.L.C. Theodore Parker
  Retained
7028388600(W)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plaintiff Edgeworth Family Trust Daniel S. Simon, ESQ
  Retained
7023641650(W)
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Plaintiffs' Motion For An Order Directing Simon To Release Plaintiffs' Funds
 

  

Minutes
02/05/2019 9:30 AM

- APPEARANCES CONTINUED: Mr. Peter Christiansen Esq., present
on behalf of Daniel Simon, robert Vannah Esq., and Brandonn
Grossman Esq., on behalf of Edgeworth Family Trust. Following
arguments by counsel. COURT ORDERED, Motion DENIED. This
Court does not have Jurisdiction as this case has been bean appealed
to the Supreme Court, and the a main issue is the funds. Plaintiff's
counsel to prepare the order and submit to opposing counsel for
review before submission to the Court.

 
  Parties Present

Return to Register of Actions
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