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CARL M. HEBERT, ESQ.
Nevada Bar #250
202 California Avenue
Reno, NV 89509
(775) 323-5556

Attorney for plaintiff

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE

GREGORY O. GARMONG,

Plaintiff,

vs. CASE NO. : CV12-01271

WESPAC; GREG CHRISTIAN; DEPT. NO. : 6
 DOES 1-10, inclusive,

Defendants.
                                                 / 

                                                                                                                                            

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND
                         “ORDER RE MOTIONS” ENTERED AUGUST 8, 2019
                                                                                                                                            

Petitioner moves the Court  pursuant to NRCP 59(e)  to substantively alter or amend

the judgment found in the "Order Re Motions” entered August 8, 2019.” ("Order"). 

The requested substantive alterations or amendments to the judgment are to 

•  Deny Defendants’ Petition for an Order Confirming Arbitrator’s Final Award and

Reduce Award to Judgment, including Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.

• Grant Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Final Award.

• Grant Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Attorney’s Fees.

• Grant Plaintiff’s Motions to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Denial of Plaintiff’s Motion

F I L E D
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CV12-01271

2019-09-05 12:59:05 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

Transaction # 7468273 : yviloria



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

for Partial Summary Judgment (“PMPSJ”) and for the Court to Decide and Grant Plaintiff’s 

Motion for Partial Summary Judgment.

This Motion is based upon the Order, the following Points and Authorities, the

papers filed with the Court, the papers filed in the arbitration, and the other papers in the

case.

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I.  REQUESTED RELIEF, THE DISTRICT COURT’S  MANDATORY DUTY TO    

 REVIEW  AND PRELIMINARY MATTERS

A. The requested relief

The Order Granted Defendants’ Petition for an Order Confirming Arbitrator’s Final

Award and Reduce Award to Judgment, including Attorneys’ Fees and Costs; Denied

Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Final Award; Denied Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate

Arbitrator’s Award of Attorney’s Fees and denied Plaintiff’s Motions to Vacate Arbitrator’s

Award of Denial of Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and for the Court to

Decide and Grant Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment (“PMPSJ”).

Each of these decisions was erroneous for reasons set forth below.  Plaintiff Mr.

Garmong asks that they be vacated and reversed.

B. The District  Court has a duty to review the actions and rulings

of the arbitrator to determine whether he disregarded the facts or manifestly

disregarded the law.

See NRS § 38.241(1) and case authority discussed at Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate

Arbitrator’s Final Award at 3:3-4:21, including, among others, Graber v. Comstock Bank,

111 Nev. 1421, 1427-28, 905 P.2d 1112, 1115-16 (1995) (“[T]he district court had the

authority and obligation to review the arbitrator's award to determine whether the arbitrator
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manifestly disregarded the law.  To the extent the arbitration transcript and exhibits

contained substantial evidence of a manifest disregard for the law, the district court acted

improperly by failing to review the arbitration transcript and exhibits before confirming the

arbitration award.”); WPH Architecture, Inc. v. Vegas VP, LP, 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 88, 360

P.3d 1145, 1147 (2015);  Clark County Educ. Ass'n v. Clark County School Dist., 122 Nev.

337, 341-42, 131 P.3d 5, 8 (2006).  The  District Court has a mandatory legal obligation

to perform that review of the arbitrator’s award including, in this case, the arbitrator’s denial

of Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and the arbitrator’s Final Award.

C. The matter of purported delays and alleged reluctance to

participate in arbitration is not relevant to the Court’s duty to review.

The Order discusses at some length purported delays in the proceeding.  Neither

party raised an objection on this basis.  Any such purported delays are not relevant to the

issues presented by the various motions decided by the Order.  However, the plaintiff

wishes to note that he appealed (petitioned for a writ of mandamus or prohibition) the order

of the District Court committing the case to arbitration.  This appellate process consumed

11 months.  Further, the parties had could not agree on selection of the arbitrator and

sought the assistance of this Court.  This took additional time.  

Considerations of reluctance to  arbitrate, which the Court raised on its on own

motion, cannot justify  a refusal to follow mandatory requirements of the law.

D. Scope of this Motion

This Motion addresses errors found in  the Order, and explains why the rulings in

the Order should be reversed.  Those errors relate primarily to the Order attempting to

justify avoiding addressing the substantive issues.  There is no attempt here to address in

detail the substantive issues raised in the briefs that led to the Order, which discussion is
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found in those briefs.

II.  LEGAL STANDARDS FOR AMENDING  JUDGMENTS                          

The “Order Re Motions” entered on August 8, 2019 decided all of the claims

between the parties and left nothing for future disposition by the Court; therefore, it is a

final judgment,  Valley Bank of Nevada v. Ginsburg, 110 Nev. 440, 445, 874 P.2d 729, 733

(1994), for which a NRCP 59(e) motion to alter or amend judgment may be brought. 

More recently, in Valley Bank of Nevada v. Ginsburg, 110 Nev. 440, 445, 874
P.2d 729, 733 (1994), we reiterated that ‘[t]his court determines the finality
of an order or judgment by looking to what the order or judgment actually
does, not what it is called.’ We thus found labels to be inconclusive when
determining finality; instead, we recognized that this court has consistently
determined the finality of an order or judgment by what it substantively
accomplished. Id. at 444–45, 874 P.2d at 733 (citing State, Taxicab Authority
v. Greenspun, 109 Nev. 1022, 1025, 862 P.2d 423, 425 (1993); Hallicrafters
Co. v. Moore, 102 Nev. 526, 528–29, 728 P.2d 441, 443 (1986)); see also
Bally's Grand Hotel v. Reeves, 112 Nev. 1487, 1488, 929 P.2d 936, 937
(1996) (“ ‘This court has consistently looked past labels in interpreting NRAP
3A(b)(1), and has instead taken a functional view of finality, which seeks to
further the rule's main objective: promoting judicial economy by avoiding the
specter of piecemeal appellate review.’ ”) (quoting Ginsburg, 110 Nev. at
444, 874 P.2d at 733).

Thus, whether the district court's decision is entitled a ‘judgment’ or an ‘order’
is not dispositive in determining whether it may be appealed; what is
dispositive is whether the decision is final.

Lee v. GNLV Corp, 116 Nev. 424, 427, 996 P.2d 416, 418 (2000)(emphasis added).

NRCP 59(e) does not state the permissible grounds for the motion, but AA Primo

Builders, 126 Nev. 578, 582, 245 P.3d 1190,1192-93 (2010), identifies the grounds.  After

observing that "NRCP 59(e) and NRAP 4(a)(4)(C) echo Fed.R.Civ.P. 59(e) and Fed.

R.App. P. 4(a)(4)(A)(iv), and we may consult federal law in interpreting them," AA Primo

Builders holds:

Because its terms are so general, Federal Rule 59(e) ‘has been interpreted
as permitting a motion to vacate a judgment rather than merely amend it,’ 11
C. Wright, A. Miller & M. Kane, Federal Practice and Procedure § 2810.1, at
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119 (2d ed.1995), and as ‘cover[ing] a broad range of motions, [with] the only
real limitation on the type of motion permitted [being] that it must request a
substantive alteration of the judgment, not merely correction of a clerical
error, or relief of a type wholly collateral to the judgment.’ Id. at 121, 976 P.2d
518 (citing Osterneck v. Ernst & Whinney, 489 U.S. 169, 109 S.Ct. 987, 103
L.Ed.2d 146 (1989); Buchanan v. Stanships, Inc., 485 U.S. 265, 108 S.Ct.
1130, 99 L.Ed.2d 289 (1988)). Among the ‘basic grounds’ for a Rule 59(e)
motion are ‘correct[ing] manifest errors of law or fact,’ ‘newly discovered or
previously unavailable evidence,’ the need ‘to prevent manifest injustice,’ or
a ‘change in controlling law.’ Id. at 124–27, 976 P.2d 518.

 (Emphasis added).

In the present case, there was ‘newly discovered or previously unavailable

evidence,” the Order makes “manifest errors of law or fact,” and the Order promulgates

“manifest injustice,” for reasons that will be discussed in the Argument.

To the extent that this motion to alter or amend requires the Court to revisit earlier

rulings in light of subsequent events, the standard for reconsideration by a district court

was stated in Masonry and Tile Contractors Association of Southern Nevada v. Jolley, Urga

& Wirth, Ltd, 113 Nev. 737, 741, 941 P.2d 486, 489 (1997), and is similar to the standards

for consideration of a Rule 59 motion: “A district court may reconsider a previously decided

issue if substantially different evidence is subsequently introduced or the decision is clearly

erroneous.” (Emphasis added).  Again, in this case, substantially different evidence was

subsequently introduced, and the decision is clearly erroneous.

III.  ARGUMENT

The Order at 10-15 includes Sections A-C, dealing respectively with (A) Defendants’

Motion to Confirm Final Award, (B) Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Final Award, and Motions

to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Denial of Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment

and for the Court to Decide and Grant Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, and

(C) Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Attorney’s Fees.  The Argument is
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organized in the same manner.

A. Defendants’ Motion to Confirm Final Award

1. Basis as set forth in AA Primo Builders

The need to “correct manifest errors of law or fact,” consider “newly discovered or

previously unavailable evidence” (e.g., the introduction by the defendants of additional

versions of the alleged “arbitration agreement”), manifest errors of law and fact, and the

need “to prevent manifest injustice” all form the bases for a motion to alter or amend.

The Order fails to address the fact that defendants earlier misrepresented to Judge

Adams that Version 1 of the purported Agreement was “true, complete and correct,” when

Version 1 was plainly not “true, complete and correct” because it lacked exhibits expressly

required by Version 1.  Defendants had in their possession at that time, and concealed

from Judge Adams, a Version 2 that they later introduced into the record and claimed it

was “true, complete and correct.”  Two different versions of a purported contract cannot

both be “true, complete and correct.”

Version 2 of the purported contract is “previously unavailable evidence” that requires

the Court to grant the Rule 59(e) motion as to Defendants’ Motion to Confirm Final Award.

These fraudulent misrepresentations were successful in persuading Judge Adams

to refer the matter to arbitration.  After Defendants’ misrepresentations and fraud as to

Version 1 and the concealment of Version 2 from Judge Adams were successful and he

was induced to refer the matter, Defendants renounced Version 1 and switched to Version

2–and got away with it before the arbitrator.

- 6 -
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2. Errors of law or fact in the  Order, and  the revelation of

“previously unavailable evidence” that Defendants had concealed from Judge

Adams.

(a) A party asserting an agreement to arbitrate must identify the

requirements imposed upon the party asserting an agreement to arbitrate.

As discussed at, inter alia, 1:20-23 of “Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendants’ Motion

to Confirm Arbitrator’s Award,” NRS § 38.221(1) and case authority such as Obstetrics and

Gynecologists v. Pepper, 101 Nev. 105, 107, 693 P.2d 1259, 1260 (1985) require that the

party asserting an agreement to arbitrate, here defendants, must make of record a binding

contract that includes an arbitration provision.  This is a statutory requirement that the

Court may not disregard.  This Court and plaintiff are entitled to have defendants identify

the documents from the record that the defendants contend constitute the single,

complete, binding purported contract that they claim includes an arbitration provision.  If

defendants cannot identify one, and only one, true, complete, correct, certain,

unambiguous, definite, verified and binding contract in the record as it now exists, the

arbitrator’s Final Award cannot be confirmed because there was no agreement to arbitrate

as required by NRS §38.221(1) and case authority such as Obstetrics and Gynecologists..

An incomplete, uncertain, indefinite collection of paper purporting to be a “contract”

or an “agreement” cannot be enforced or be binding upon the victimized party. See Dodge

Bros., Inc. v. Williams Estate, 52 Nev. 364, 287 P. 282, 283-4 (1930), holding that “There

is no better established principle of equity jurisprudence than that specific performance will

not be decreed when the contract is incomplete, uncertain, or indefinite.”  

Defendants have never identified a single document that they can show is not

“incomplete, uncertain, or indefinite,” and the Order does not address this requirement. 
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Instead, Defendants have identified two documents as purported “agreements,” neither of

which is “true, complete and correct.”  

Even if either of Version 1 and Version 2 had been “true, complete and correct,” the

content of the Agreement remains uncertain and indefinite.  When a party introduces two

different versions of a “contract,” and swears that each is “true, complete and correct,” to

which the other party is to be bound, a court and the other party cannot determine which

of the two versions is the actual “true, complete, and correct” contract.

(b) The Order does not address the differences in Version 1 and

Version 2 of the purported Agreement, and Defendants’ fraudulent

misrepresentations to Judge Adams.

“Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendants’ Motion to Confirm Arbitrator’s Award,” at 5:2

discusses in detail Version 1 of the purported Agreement, and at 6:26-8:10 discusses in

detail Version 2.

The Order relies on Judge Adams’ Orders of December 13, 2012 and April 2, 2014,

both of which hold that the Version 1 of the purported agreement is valid.  However, the

Order makes no mention of the impact of “previously unavailable evidence” on Judge

Adams’ Orders, where the Defendants substantially admitted that they had misled Judge

Adams with Version 1, while they had Version 2 in their possession the entire time.  

Judge Adams’ Orders are not controlling for two reasons under the applicable legal

standards.  First, in 2012-2014 Defendants concealed from Judge Adams Version 2 of the

Agreement, the version they ultimately advanced in the arbitration.  Version 2, which is new

and substantially different “previously unavailable evidence,” was not disclosed by

Defendants until 2017.  

Second, Judge Adams’ Orders cannot be construed as “law of the case.”  “Law of

- 8 -
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the case” arises only from an express ruling on a matter by an appellate court. Hsu v.

County of Clark, 123 Nev. 625, 629-30, 173 P.3d 724, 728 (2007), holds: “Under the law

of the case doctrine, ‘[w]hen an appellate court states a principle or rule of law necessary

to a decision, the principle or rule becomes the law of the case and must be followed

throughout its subsequent progress, both in the lower court and upon subsequent appeal.’” 

(Emphasis added).  In the present case the Supreme Court did not speak to the question

of validity of Version 1 of the purported Agreement.  

 Defendants misrepresented Version 1 of their purported Agreement to Judge

Adams in 2012-2014, in order to persuade him to refer the matter to arbitration.  Then

when the matter reached arbitration in 2017, Defendants realized that they could not

possibly rely on Version 1 in the arbitration, and presented the second, inconsistent

Version 2 of the purported Agreement to the arbitrator.   Inasmuch as no further purported

Agreement papers were prepared after 2012, Defendants clearly had Version 2 in their

possession when they misrepresented Version 1 to Judge Adams in 2012-2014, and

concealed that Version 2 from Judge Adams, from the Supreme Court, and from Mr.

Garmong.  Neither Version 1 nor Version 2 were in fact “true, complete and correct.”

The Order focuses on Judge Adams’ Orders of December 13, 2012 and April 2,

2014 dealing with Version 1, but fails to address Version 2 that was available to

Defendants when they misrepresented Version 1 to Judge Adams as “true, complete and

correct,” but was concealed by Defendants at that time and later introduced into the

arbitration.  The points that the Order overlooks are, first, that the introduction of Version

2 constitutes evidence that was “previously unavailable” because Defendants concealed

it, and, second, that by failing to address Version 2 in the Order, the Court effectively

ratifies  Defendants’ strategy of misrepresenting Version 1 in 2012-2014 as “true, complete
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and correct” in order to obtain referral to arbitration, while concealing from the Court

Version 2, which was later also represented to be “true, complete and correct.  

Even in 2012-2014, it was apparent that the purported Version 1 could not serve as

the basis for the arbitration.  For this reason Mr. Garmong argued that Version 1 was not

a valid contract including a valid agreement for arbitration.  Subsequent events proved that

he was correct.  His arguments in 2012 were limited by the fact that Version 2 was then

being concealed by the Defendants.  That is no longer the case, and the significance of

Version 2 must be considered as new, previously unavailable evidence.

(c) Factual and legal errors in the Order

The Order disregards the two different versions of the purported Agreement.  It also

disregards the fact that both versions are incomplete.  Neither version has the required

number of Exhibits A and B.  Version 1 calls for two different Exhibits A and two different

Exhibits B, while Version 2 calls for three different Exhibits A and three different Exhibits

B.  Both Versions call for a “Confidential Client Profile.” Version 1 had a blank-form

“Confidential Client Profile,” while Version 2 had an incomplete “Confidential Client Profile.” 

Defendants represented, under oath, both Version 1 and Version 2 to be “true, complete

and correct.  Obviously, Version 1 and Version 2 cannot both be “true, complete and

correct.”

This Court and plaintiff are entitled to have identified for them the document from

the record that the defendants contend constitutes the single, complete, binding, “true,

complete and correct” purported contract, and which they claim includes an arbitration

provision.  NRS § 38.221(1) and case authority such as Obstetrics and Gynecologists

require that the party asserting an agreement to arbitrate, here defendants, must make of

record a binding contract that includes an arbitration provision. 
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The Order fails to address the requirements of NRS § 38.221(1) and case authority

such as Obstetrics and Gynecologists, and also fails to address the omission of Exhibits

A and B from the record, and the different versions of the Confidential Client profile that

were advanced by defendants.

Defendants refused to address this issue during the arbitration, and in their Motion

to Confirm Final Award, and Reply.  The reason that they refused to address the issue is

that if they chose Version 2, the version introduced during the arbitration proceeding, they

would have to admit perjury when Defendant Christian swore under oath that Version 1

was “true, complete and correct.”  If, on the other hand, they chose Version 1, they would

have to admit that Version 2 was falsely represented to the arbitrator and to the Court, 

They would also be forced to admit that the Final Order, which was based upon Version

2, was invalid.

3. In response to this Rule 59 motion, the Court should require

defendants to elect either Version 1 or Version 2.

NRS § 38.221(1) and case authority such as Obstetrics and Gynecologists require

that the party asserting the existence of the contract including the agreement to arbitrate

must identify that agreement.  The Court may not properly disregard this statutory

requirement.  The Court should require Defendants to elect either Version 1 or Version 2. 

Of courser, once Defendants make this election, the fraud in asserting the non-elected

version becomes even more apparent.  Once the election is made, the Defendants must

identify in the record the required exhibits.
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4. Absent a demonstration by the Defendants that there was an

enforceable agreement to arbitrate, the Court must vacate the Final Award pursuant

to NRS § 38.241(e).

If Defendants do not demonstrate the existence of a single, valid, “true, complete

and correct” contract including an agreement to arbitrate, NRS § 38.221(1) and case

authority such as Obstetrics and Gynecologists, the court “shall” vacate the final award. 

NRS § 38.241(e).  Two inconsistent versions, Version 1 and Version 2, do not meet this

requirement.

5. Order to Show Cause Why Action Should not be Dismissed for

Want of Prosecution Pursuant to NRCP 41(e).

On a related issue, Order at 11:12-14 references the Court’s Order to Show Cause,

characterized as “holding Mr. Garmong was ordered numerous times to participate in

arbitration.”  This Order to Show Cause was prompted solely by the Court’s failure to

consider properly NRS §38.221(7) and Judge Adams’ Order of December 13, 2012,

holding at 21-22, “In addition, in accordance with NRS 38.221(7), this judicial proceeding

shall be stayed pending the arbitration.”  

This Order to Show Cause was also discussed at Order 5:8-15 and 13:6-9,

attempting likewise to cast some sort of blame on Mr. Garmong because the arbitration did

not move faster.  However, nowhere is there recognition of the fact that there is no

evidence that Mr. Garmong had declined to participate in arbitration or otherwise acted

improperly.  After Judge Adams’ Order of December 13, 2012, Mr. Garmong appealed that

Order, as he was permitted to do.  After the Supreme Court affirmed, he fully participated

in the arbitration, despite his continuing objection that arbitration was never proper in the

first instance.

- 12 -



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

Nor is there any mention of the fact that the Order to Show Cause was satisfied

when Mr. Garmong drew the Court’s attention to NRS §38.221(7) and the above-quoted

sentence from Judge Adams’ Order of December 13, 2012.  The repeated reference to the

Order to Show Cause is an improper attempt to blame Mr. Garmong for a demonstrable

error by the Court.

In the end,  regardless of the speed at which the arbitration moved, Defendants are

still required to identify the single “true, complete and correct” document in the record that

contains the purported agreement to arbitrate, NRS § 38.221(1) and Obstetrics and

Gynecologists v. Pepper, and the Court is still required to follow the statutory law and case

authority.  If Mr. Garmong’s position is not correct, pointing out such a single “true,

complete and correct” document in the record should pose no burden for either Defendants

or the Court.

B. Motion to Vacate Final Award; Motions to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of

Denial of Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and for the Court to

Decide and Grant Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment (“PMPSJ”).

1. Basis as set forth in AA Primo Builders

The need to “correct manifest errors of law or fact,” consider “newly discovered or

previously unavailable evidence,” and the need “to prevent manifest injustice” serve as the

grounds for this portion of the motion to alter or amend.

The Order at 11:20-13:20 asserts that these motions were previously decided by the

Court, and that Mr. Garmong may not reassert them.  This position disregards the content

of the prior motions and the content of this Court’s Order of November 29, 2018.
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2. Errors of law or fact in the Order

(a). The Order of November 29, 2018 did  not  address  or decide

either of these motions as presented by Mr. Garmong.

The Order at 11:19-13:19 consolidates  these two issues under a single heading,

but Mr. Garmong will discuss them separately in this subsection (i) and the following

subsection (ii).  The thrust of the Order at 11:20-24 is that Mr. Garmong had previously

raised these two matters and that the Court had already decided these two matters in its

Order of November 29, 2018.  

The present Order overlooks the Court’s Order of November 29, 2018 at 8:23-25,

holding, “Here, Mr. Garmong does not seek review of a final arbitration award.  Instead, Mr.

Garmong is asking the Court to challenge the continued service of Judge Pro and vacate

Judge Pro’s order regarding summary judgment.” (Emphasis added).  Plainly, this sentence

recognizes that Mr. Garmong’s motion leading to the Court’s Order of November 29, 2018

does not relate in any way to the arbitration Final Award, and therefore DCR 13(7) could

not apply.  The sentence also recognizes that the challenge to the summary judgement

was based solely upon the disqualification of the arbitrator, and not the substance of the

arbitrator’s decision on PMPSJ.

The Order also overlooks the statutory and case authority of a party to bring motions

to vacate a Final Award.

(i) Motion to Vacate Final Award

The date of the arbitration Final Award was March 11, 2019, some four months after

the date of the Order of November 29, 2018. Consequently, Mr. Garmong’s motion of July

5, 2018 leading to the Court’s Order of November 29, 2018, and the Court’s Order of

November 29, 2018, could not possibly have dealt with the subject matter of the Final
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Award.  The Order at 11:20-24 asserts that Mr. Garmong did not follow the procedure of

DCR 13(7) in seeking vacating of the arbitrator’s Final Award, but failed to recognize that

the Final Award was announced months after the Order of November 29, 2018.  Surely the

Court does not contend that Mr. Garmong’s motion of July 5, 2018  contested, or that the

Court’s own Order of November 29, 2018 could have addressed, the arbitrator’s Final

Award that was made months later, on March 11, 2019.

(ii) Motions to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Denial of Plaintiff’s

Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and for the Court to Decide and Grant

Plaintiff’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment.

Although it had a similar title, the earlier motion to vacate the arbitrator’s denial of

the PMPSJ differed for two important reasons from the one addressed in the Order;

therefore, it was not the same motion, and did not require permission under DCR 13(7). 

First, as the above-quoted sentence from the Order recognizes, the earlier motion to

vacate was based upon requested disqualification of the arbitrator, not on the substance

of the PMPSJ; second, the earlier motion to vacate did not request the Court to decide the

PMPSJ on the merits, only to vacate the decision of the arbitrator and appoint a new

arbitrator who would then hopefully decide the PMPSJ according to Nevada law.  The

Court’s Order of November 29, 2018 at 8:11-9:8 did not remotely suggest that it had

decided the PMPSJ on the substantive merits.  In fact, the Order of November 29, 2018

states at 9:2-5, “This Court .  . . declines to consider an appeal of a motion for summary

disposition of claims.”  

The result of that Order of November 29, 2018 and the present Order, taken

together, is that the arbitration Final Award has never previously been addressed by this

Court, and that the PMPSJ has never been decided by this Court according to the
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substantive law of Nevada dealing with summary judgment.

(b). The Order of November 29, 2018  expressly  invited and

authorized Mr. Garmong to assert the motions after a Final Order was entered,

stating, “Mr. Garmong will have the opportunity to appeal the final arbitration award

to this Court in accordance with JAMS rules, should he wish to do so.”  

After the arbitrator refused to decide the PMPSJ according to the law, Mr. Garmong

moved the Court for the arbitrator’s disqualification.  The purpose of seeking the

disqualification of an arbitrator who clearly disregarded Nevada law was for the Court to

appoint a new arbitrator who would obey the law of Nevada.  Hoping that the arbitrator

would do the right thing and recuse himself because of his obvious refusal to follow the law

of Nevada, Mr. Garmong sent the arbitrator a pre-filing courtesy copy of a draft of the

motion; see Exhibit 9 to the Motion to Disqualify.  The motion was not directed to JAMS,

but was directed to this Court.  JAMS improperly issued an advisory opinion on a motion

directed to this Court.  Not surprisingly, JAMS  ignored the facts and law, and supported

the arbitrator’s refusal to follow the law of Nevada and his improper decision on the

PMPSJ.

Mr. Garmong then sent the actual motion to this Court, which denied it in the Order

of November 29, 2018.  The Order misinterpreted the actions of JAMS as a proper

decision on the motion directed to this Court, stating at 8:23-9:7:

Here, Mr. Garmong does not seek judicial review of a final arbitration award. 
Instead, Mr. Garmong is asking this Court to challenge the continued service
of Judge Pro and vacate Judge Pro’s order regarding summary judgment. 
Mr. Garmong makes this motion after making an identical request to the
JAMS Arbitration Appeals Committee, which was denied.  As set forth
‘[JAMS] will make the final determination as to whether an Arbitrator is
unable to fulfill his or her duties, and that decision shall be final.’  JAMS
Comprehensive Rules & Procedures Rule 15(i).  Accordingly, this Court will
not interfere to supersede the Committee’s final determination regarding the
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continued service of an arbitrator and declines to consider an appeal of a
motion for summary disposition of claims.  Mr. Garmong will have the
opportunity to appeal the final arbitration award to this Court in accordance
with JAMS rules, should he wish to do so. 

(Emphasis added).

The Court’s decision on the present Order re Motions is erroneous in light of the

decision of the Order of November 29, 2018 for several reasons.  First, there was never

any motion directed to JAMS, and it had no authority to decide a courtesy copy of a motion

directed to this Court.  Second, the rules of JAMS do not supersede the authority of this

Court, which appointed the arbitrator and had the power to disqualify the arbitrator.  Third,

the argument that the Court already decided the motion to vacate the PMPSJ is

incorrect–the Court plainly stated that it “declines to consider an appeal of a motion for

summary disposition of claims.”  Fourth, the Disqualification Motion of July 5, 2018 never

asked this court to decide the PMPSJ; it only asked this Court to vacate the arbitrator’s

decision.  Fifth, the Order of November 29, 2018 expressly authorized Mr. Garmong to

appeal the final arbitration award, which final arbitration award includes the Final Award

and the arbitrator’s decision on the PMPSJ.  Sixth, the arbitrator’s denial of the PMPSJ was

solely for the reason that he maintained that assessment of the credibility of witnesses was

necessary to decide the PMPSJ, and determinations of credibility on summary judgment

are expressly forbidden by Nevada case law.  The Court’s Order of November 29, 2018

and the present Order do not address this point at all.  There has never been a decision

on the PMPSJ utilizing the proper legal approach, either by the arbitrator or by the Court.

The special significance of the arbitrator refusing to follow the law of Nevada in

deciding the PMPSJ is that the resolution of a summary judgment motion must follow a

highly specific and tightly defined procedure pursuant to Nevada authority, see  Wood v.
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Safeway, 121 Nev. 724, 121 P.3d 1026 (2005).  In this case, the arbitrator refused to follow

Nevada law, and instead decided the PMPSJ on a basis–determining credibility of the

declarants–that is expressly forbidden by Nevada law.  The arbitrator’s refusal to follow the

law of Nevada in deciding PMPSJ did not bode well for the remainder of the arbitration,

and that concern was borne out.

The Disqualification Motion of July 5, 2018 discussed at 3:18-4:26 this Court’s

statutory and equitable powers to disqualify an arbitrator that the Court had appointed. 

NRS §28.241 provides “Upon motion to the court by a party to an arbitral proceeding, the

court shall vacate an award . . . [upon specified conditions].”  There is no limitation that the

Court shall vacate only a final award or final decision on an otherwise-dispositive motion

such as the PMPSJ.  In the case of the disqualification motion, Mr. Garmong sought

vacating of the decision on the PMPSJ, and the Court refused.  Mr. Garmong also sought

disqualification of the arbitrator based on the Court’s equitable powers as utilized by other

courts.

After the final decision of the arbitrator, which necessarily included his denial of the

PMPSJ, Mr. Garmong took the Court at its word as giving him permission and for the first

time moved to vacate the final determination of the arbitrator and for the Court to decide

PMPSJ.  

As is plain from the above quotation, Mr. Garmong had not previously moved to

vacate the Final Award (which could not have been done prior to the date of the Final

Award).  Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Final Award, filed April 22, 2019 sets forth

at 3:2-4:16 the legal standards for deciding a motion to vacate a final award, and at 4:18-

21:   “The District  Court has a  duty to  review the actions and rulings of the arbitrator to

 determine whether the arbitrator manifestly disregarded the law or  the facts.”   Graber v.
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Comstock Bank, 111 Nev. 1421, 1427-28, 905 P.2d 1112, 1115-16 (1995).

Further, the Motion after Final Order was brought under NRS §38.241(1), expressly

authorizing and permitting a party to challenge the final decisions of an arbitrator.  

The attempted reliance on DCR 13(7) at 11:20-12:21 in the Court’s Order of August

8, 2019 is misplaced.  The authority cited above supports the Court’s granting of Mr.

Garmong’s motion to alter or amend.  New facts are presented in the motion to vacate,

specifically the facts brought forth in the arbitration proceeding, and the errors of law and

fact underlying the Court’s Order are detailed. 

C. Motion to Vacate Attorney’s Fees

1. Basis as set forth in AA Primo Builders

The need to “correct manifest errors of law or fact,” consider “newly discovered or

previously unavailable evidence,” and the need “to prevent manifest injustice” is the basis

for this portion of the motion to alter or amend.

2. Errors of law or fact in the Order

(a). The Court’s decision is a clear abuse of discretion  because it

failed to follow the controlling legal authority.

The Order at 13:20-15:2 denies the motion to vacate attorney’s fees, employing

several arguments which are based upon erroneous assumptions and without citation to

any relevant supporting legal principles.

The Order evidences an abuse of discretion on the part of the District Court, based

upon the very case whose holding it paraphrased.  The Order at 14:14-16 addressed and

misstated the holding of the one case authority cited in this section, Bidart v. American Title

Ins. Co., 103 Nev. 175, 734 P.2d 732 (1987).  Bidart, 103 Nev. at 179, 734 P.2d at 735,

held, 
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The trial court properly considered the factors laid out by this court in Beattie
v. Thomas, 99 Nev. 579, 668 P.2d 268 (1983).  Where the court properly
weighs the Beattie factors, an award of attorneys fees based on NRCP 68
is discretionary with the court. Its discretion will not be disturbed absent a
clear abuse.

There is no indication in the Order that it considered the Beattie factors. 

Accordingly, its decision was a clear abuse of discretion because the Court failed to follow

the principles of Bidart.  “An arbitrary or capricious exercise of discretion is one founded

on prejudice or preference rather than on reason, or contrary to the evidence or

established rules of law.” State v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court (Zogheib), 130 Nev.158, 161,

321 P.3d 882, 884 (2014) (internal quotations omitted).

(b). The arbitrator’s Discovery Plan and Scheduling Order set forth

the rules and procedures to govern the entire arbitration.  It was not limited to

discovery matters.

In an attempt to justify the arbitrator’s retroactive application of NRCP Rule 68,

Order at 14:17-26 incorrectly suggests that the arbitrator’s Discovery Plan and Scheduling

Order (“Plan”) of August 11, 2017 dealt solely with, and was limited to, “specific NRCP

rules relating to discovery.”  The arbitrator made the same argument in the Final Order,

page 10, fourth paragraph, stating, “However, the agreement of the parties to specific

NRCP rules relating to discovery does not automatically exclude the applicability of others,

particularly where the arbitrator deems that necessary.  See JAMS Rule 24.”  JAMS Rule

24 has no such provision.  The word “necessary” appears in JAMS Rule 24 twice, once in

JAMS Rule 24(e) relating to “interim measures,” and again in JAMS Rule 24(j) relating to

“correct any computational, typographical or other similar error in an Award.”  JAMS Rule

24 has no provision for changing the scope of the previously identified rules that govern
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an arbitration proceeding, to take retroactive effect to the detriment of a party.

This argument of the Court and the arbitrator is apparently intended to excuse the

omission of NRCP Rule 68 from the Plan, and justify its later introduction by the arbitrator

to take retroactive effect to Mr. Garmong’s detriment.  That argument is incorrect.  The

Plan dealt with the entire range of rules and matters governing the arbitration, not just

discovery.  It expressly included NRCP 6 (Plan 1:17), dealing with time periods; NRCP 56

(Plan 2:12-13), dealing with motions for summary judgment; Washoe District Court Rule

12 (Plan 1:19-20), dealing with deadlines, and the filing of status reports (Plan 2:16-17). 

It also addressed opening arbitration briefs (Plan 2:6-7), pre-hearing briefs (Plan 2:14-15),

and amended complaints and answers (Plan 2:18-20).  It was not limited to discovery

matters.  Certainly a limitation of the Plan to discovery matters was not intended by either

the parties or the arbitrator, as these rules were stated (Plan 1:20) to “generally govern this

case.”  Accordingly, the agreement and order of the Plan was properly relied upon by Mr.

Garmong as a statement of the broad range of rules governing the arbitration.

The parties entered into an agreement (Plan 1:17) concerning the rules governing

the arbitration, and the arbitrator ordered those agreed-upon provisions (Plan 1:16).  Thus,

Defendants’ argument, repeated at Order 14:25-26, that the agreement and order “does

not automatically exclude the applicability of others to the matter, particularly where the

arbitrator determines it necessary,” is not found in the Plan itself and is not valid.  The

parties and the arbitrator agreed, after a conference (Plan 1:20) that the entirety of the

arbitration, not just discovery, would be governed by a limited set of rules and procedures

set forth in the Plan.  Neither the arbitrator nor the Court has the authority unilaterally to

alter that agreement.
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(c). The arbitrator never ruled that NRCP Rule 68 would be included

in the rules governing the arbitration.

Regarding the inclusion of the phrase “unless the arbitrator rules otherwise” in the

Plan at 1:20, the arbitrator never ruled that Rule 68, governing offers of judgement, would

be included in the set of rules governing the arbitration.  Garmong pointed this out in his

Motion to Vacate Award of Attorney’s Fees at 3:21-27, 20:18-23, and 20:26-27.  Neither

the arbitrator, the defendants, nor this Court identified any oral or written ruling of the

arbitrator where he extended the rules governing the arbitration to include NRCP Rule 68.

Nor was there any finding by the arbitrator that adding NRCP Rule 68 to the list of

governing rules of the arbitration, long after the offer of judgment was made and after the

time that Mr. Garmong was permitted to respond, was “necessary” as argued by

Defendants and echoed by the Order at 8:24-9:3.  A determination of “necessary” in this

context requires specific findings of fact and conclusions of law.  In this case such a finding

of fact and conclusion of law would have had to demonstrate that retroactive addition of

Rule 68 to the governing rules, prior to the time that the purported offer of judgment was

made, and without notice to Mr. Garmong or an opportunity to be heard, is somehow

justified by statute or case authority, and did not prejudice Mr. Garmong.  

(d). Even if the arbitrator had ruled that NRCP Rule 68 would be

included in the rules governing the arbitration, no such ruling was made prior to the

offer of judgment of September 12, 2017, and the required date of action by Mr.

Garmong.

Although Defendants allege that they sent, and Mr. Garmong received, an offer of

judgment on September 12, 2017, the governing law of the case at that time and during

the 10-day period thereafter when Mr. Garmong could accept the offer of judgment, was
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that Rule 68 was not included in the rules governing the arbitration set forth in the Plan of

a month earlier.  The Defendants did not at that time return to the arbitrator and ask him

to modify the Plan to add Rule 68 to that group of rules, and consequently Rule 68 was not

a governing rule of the arbitration.  

Had Mr. Garmong responded to the purported offer of judgment of September 12,

2017, he would have opened the door to an argument by defendants, the arbitrator, and

the Court that by this action he acquiesced in the addition of Rule 68 to the set of rules set

out in the Plan to govern the arbitration.  He did not acquiesce.  To the contrary, if

Defendants wished to add Rule 68 to the set of rules governing the arbitration, it was their

obligation to return to the arbitrator and move for the addition.

(e). The taking of Garmong’s property without due process is a

violation of both the United States and Nevada Constitutions.

The action of the arbitrator, and rationalization in the Order, is an attempt to justify

a denial of Due Process under the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States

Constitution (“nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due

process of law”) and Art. 1, § 8(5) of the Nevada Constitution (“No person shall be deprived

of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.”).

Both of these constitutional provisions forbid government from the kinds of actions

perpetrated by the arbitrator and approved by the Order, the taking of Garmong’s property

without proper notice.  A fundamental requirement of due process is that the party whose

property is to be affected must be given fair notice and an opportunity to speak to the

grounds under which his property is to be taken, before the event–here the purported offer

of judgement–underlying the taking had occurred.  At the time of the purported offer of

judgment of September 12, 2017, Mr. Garmong had been given no notice that the
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arbitrator might later make a ruling consistent with Rule 68 becoming a part of the rules

governing the arbitration, and in fact the listing of governing rules in the Plan of August 11,

2017 gave him clear notice to the contrary.  Arguing and appealing an already-ordered

taking of property is not the same as fair notice and an opportunity to speak prior to the

events--here the purported offer of judgment--leading to the taking.  On this fundamental

point the United States Supreme Court stated, Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 552

(1965):

A fundamental requirement of due process is ‘the opportunity to be heard.’ 
Grannis v. Ordean, 234 U.S. 385, 394, 34 S. Ct. 779, 783.  It is an
opportunity which must be granted at a meaningful time and in a meaningful
manner.  The trial court could have fully accorded this right to the petitioner
only by granting his motion to set aside the decree  and consider the case
anew.  Only that would have wiped the slate clean.  Only that would have
restored the petitioner to the position he would have occupied had due
process of law been accorded to him in the first place.  His motion should
have been granted . . . . For the reasons stated, the judgment is reversed
and the case is remanded for further proceedings not inconsistent with this
opinion.

The Order at 13:24-14:16 references and apparently relies upon the language “or

allowed by applicable law.”  NRCP Rule 68 was not “applicable law” according to the

arbitrator’s own Plan at the time the offer of judgment was made on September 12, 2017,

and during the 10-day period thereafter.  The arbitrator never at any time made any ruling

that NRCP Rule 68 would be one of the rules governing the arbitration, nor have the

arbitrator, the defendants, or the Court identified any such ruling.

Prior to September 12, 2017, had the defendants moved that the arbitrator amend

the Plan to include NRCP Rule 68 and the arbitrator made this change after giving Mr.

Garmong the opportunity to oppose the change, the Due Process argument of this

subsection and the fundamental fairness argument of the next subsection would lose much

of their force.  But defendants did not do so, and the arbitrator never amended the Plan to
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include NRCP Rule 68.

The attempt to take Mr. Garmong’s property in violation of Due Process is founded

solely upon the purported offer of judgment, which was not applicable to the arbitration

proceeding by the arbitrator’s own Plan at the time the purported offer of judgment was

made, or at a later time.

(f). The award under NRCP 68 also violates principles of fundamental

fairness.

Constitutional Due Process expresses the principles of fundamental fairness in

relation to the taking of property. The taking of Mr. Garmong’s property based solely upon

an offer of judgment under NRCP Rule 68, when that rule was not one of the arbitrator’s

enumerated rules governing the arbitration, is the height of unfairness.

Had the parties agreed, and the arbitrator ordered in the Plan, that NRCP Rule 68

would be part of the arbitration proceedings, Mr. Garmong’s view of the case and strategy

would have been entirely different.  For example, he might have made his own offer of

judgment before the PMPSJ was filed, under the assumption (wrongly, as it turned out) that

it would be fairly decided according to the applicable legal principles.  This was the guiding

principle in Davidsohn v. Steffens, 112 Nev. 136, 140, 911 P.2d 855, 857 (1996).  In that

case the prevailing party at trial moved for attorney’s fees well after the time ran for the

filing of a notice of appeal.  The losing party had not filed a notice of appeal.  The Nevada

Supreme Court reversed a grant of fees, stating that:  

We conclude that Doyle's [the prevailing party] delay of more than three
months after the judgment before filing her request for attorney's fees was
unreasonable. She has not offered any reason to justify this delay, and
Davidsohn [the losing party]  was prejudiced by the delay since he received
no notice that Doyle would seek fees until after the deadline for filing an
appeal had passed. Although the parties dispute whether or not Doyle
agreed not to seek attorney's fees in return for Davidsohn's forgoing his right
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to appeal, it is undisputed that on October 20, 1993, Davidsohn's attorney at
the very least informed Doyle's attorney that Doyle's decision regarding
attorney's fees was important to Davidsohn's decision whether to appeal.
Doyle then did not request attorney's fees during the running of the period
for filing an appeal. We conclude that it was therefore reasonable for
Davidsohn to believe that Doyle had decided not to seek fees and in reliance
on that belief not to act on his right to appeal and, conversely, that it was
unreasonable for Doyle to delay in this fashion before seeking fees. 

(Emphasis added).  The point is that, as in Davidsohn, if the plaintiff here had advance

notice of the rules by which he was playing, he could have conducted himself differently.

Here, if the plaintiff was informed that NRCP 68 was a part of the rules governing the

arbitration, he might have accepted the offer of judgment.  Instead, the decision to employ

NRCP 68 and award fees was made well after the plaintiff could have done anything under

the rule.  In short, he was effectively misled to his disadvantage. 

The Order takes the position that Mr. Garmong should not suggest that the arbitrator

was biased against him.  But the evidence is so strong that it may not be ignored.  The

arbitrator refused to decide fairly the PMPSJ, which if decided according to the applicable

principles of law would have required the arbitrator to decide the entire arbitration in Mr.

Garmong’s favor, and avoided the subsequent lengthy and expensive arbitrator process. 

The arbitrator’s Final Award was based upon Version 2 of the alleged Agreement, which

was demonstrated to have been the beneficiary of Defendants’ misrepresentation to this

Court.  The arbitrator’s Final Award refused to decide those issues presented in the First

Amended Complaint which would have mandated a decision in Mr. Garmong’s favor, and

the arbitrator refused to give reasons for most of his decisions on the claims that he did

decide.  The arbitrator awarded attorneys fees based upon an offer of judgment under

NRCP Rule 68, that was not included in the Discovery Plan and Scheduling Order of

August 11, 2017.  An objective consideration of these facts mandates a decision that the
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arbitrator was biased against Mr. Garmong.

IV.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Order seeks improperly to avoid the District Court’s obligation to review the

arbitrator's award to determine whether the arbitrator manifestly disregarded the law or

facts.  Graber v. Comstock Bank, supra.  The Court may not use diversions such as

irrelevant claims of delays or reluctance to arbitrate, assertions of decisions on issues

which were in fact not presented or decided previously and claims that Judge Adams’

2012-2014 orders constitute law of the case, when new facts later arose. Instead, the

Court should recognize that manifest errors of law have infected this entire proceeding, for

example, the steadfast refusal of the arbitrator to rule on a partial motion for summary

judgment upon which the plaintiff would have prevailed and the use of a rule of civil

procedure (NRCP 68) which unfairly surprised the plaintiff at a time when he could take no

action. 

Consistent with the arguments and points and authorities stated above, the plaintiff

urges this Court to alter or amend the Order Re Motions to grant the following: 

•  Deny Defendants’ Petition for an Order Confirming Arbitrator’s Final Award and

Reduce Award to Judgment, including Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.

• Grant Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Final Award.

• Grant Plaintiff’s Motion to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Attorney’s Fees.

• Grant Plaintiff’s Motions to Vacate Arbitrator’s Award of Denial of Plaintiff’s Motion

for Partial Summary Judgment (“PMPSJ”) and for the Court to Decide and Grant Plaintiff’s
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Motion for Partial Summary Judgment.

THE UNDERSIGNED DOES HEREBY AFFIRM THAT THIS DOCUMENT DOES NOT
CONTAIN THE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER OF ANY PERSON.

DATED this 5th day of September, 2019.

/S/ Carl M. Hebert              
CARL M. HEBERT, ESQ.

Counsel for plaintiff
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IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE 

 

GREGORY GARMONG,  

 

   Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

WESPAC, GREG CHRISTIAN, and 

Does 1-10, 

 

   Defendants. 

_____________________________________/ 

CASE NO.  CV12-01271 

DEPT. NO.  6 

 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an ORDER was entered in the above-referenced case on 

August 8, 2019, a copy of which is attached. 

 Affirmation: The undersigned verifies that this document does not contain the personal 

information of any person. 

 DATED this 8th day of August, 2019. 

       /s/ Thomas C. Bradley_______                             

       THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ.  

  Attorney for Defendants 

F I L E D
Electronically
CV12-01271

2019-08-08 01:03:00 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

Transaction # 7419104

mailto:Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com
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THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ. 

435 Marsh Avenue 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

(775) 323-5178 
Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of Thomas C. Bradley, Esq., and the 

date set forth below, I served a true copy of the foregoing document on the party(ies) identified 

herein, via the following means: 

____ Personal Delivery 

____ Professional Courier 

____ Federal Express or Other Overnight Delivery Service 

____ US Mail with Sufficient Postage Affixed 

____ Facsimile to the Facsimile Number specified 

____ Electronic Mail to the e-mail address(es) specified 

_X__ Second Judicial District Court eFlex system 

 

Carl Hebert, Esq.  

  carl@cmhebertlaw.com 

  202 California Avenue 

  Reno, Nevada 89509 

  Attorney for Plaintiff   

 

  Dated this 8th day of August, 2019. 

 

 

       By:__/s/ Mehi Aonga_____________________ 

              Employee of Thomas C. Bradley, Esq. 

mailto:carl@cmhebertlaw.com
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THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ. 

435 Marsh Avenue 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

(775) 323-5178 
Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com 

 

CODE:  2540 

THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ.  

NV Bar. No. 1621 

435 Marsh Avenue      

Reno, Nevada 89509     

Telephone: (775) 323-5178     

Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com  

Attorney for Defendants 

 

 

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE 

 

GREGORY GARMONG,  

 

   Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

WESPAC, GREG CHRISTIAN, and 

Does 1-10, 

 

   Defendants. 

_____________________________________/ 

CASE NO.  CV12-01271 

DEPT. NO.  6 

 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an ORDER was entered in the above-referenced case on 

December 6, 2019, a copy of which is attached. 

 Affirmation: The undersigned verifies that this document does not contain the personal 

information of any person. 

 DATED this 9th day of December, 2019. 

       /s/ Thomas C. Bradley_______                             

       THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ.  

  Attorney for Defendants 

F I L E D
Electronically
CV12-01271

2019-12-09 08:51:49 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

Transaction # 7626059

mailto:Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com
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THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ. 

435 Marsh Avenue 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

(775) 323-5178 
Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of Thomas C. Bradley, Esq., and the 

date set forth below, I served a true copy of the foregoing document on the party(ies) identified 

herein, via the following means: 

____ Personal Delivery 

____ Professional Courier 

____ Federal Express or Other Overnight Delivery Service 

____ US Mail with Sufficient Postage Affixed 

____ Facsimile to the Facsimile Number specified 

____ Electronic Mail to the e-mail address(es) specified 

_X__ Second Judicial District Court eFlex system 

 

Carl Hebert, Esq.  

  carl@cmhebertlaw.com 

  202 California Avenue 

  Reno, Nevada 89509 

  Attorney for Plaintiff   

 

  Dated this 9th day of December, 2019. 

 

 

       By:__/s/ Mehi Aonga_____________________ 

              Employee of Thomas C. Bradley, Esq. 

mailto:carl@cmhebertlaw.com


F I L E D
Electronically
CV12-01271

2019-12-06 03:44:58 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

Transaction # 7625279
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