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relevance to an issue or any issues in the papers,pleadings, or proceeding (Transcripts of Janua 

07,2019, hearingon page 39, lines 1-11). This point aloneand by itself demonstrates Judge 

Lane's bias and prejudice againstSecond Joint PetitionerlDefendant. 

6.) JudgeLane manifested bias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this matter 

by letting opposing counsel mockand make sarcastic and condescending remarks regarding 

Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant's maritalstatus (Transcripts of January07,2019, hearing on 

page 12,lines 9-15). This point alone and by itself demonstrates Judge Lane's bias andprejudice 

againstSecond Joint PetitionerlDefendant. 

7.) Judge Lane manifested bias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this matter 

againstSecond Joint PetitionerlDefendant by tryingto separate the representation of his counsel 

from him by complimenting his counsel but then denigrating and showing hostilityandaversion 

towards SecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant by words and conduct and wanted"the ordereven 

reflectedit" (Transcripts of January 07,2019, hearing on page 22, lines 5-17,page 29, lines 2-11 

& page 35, lines 20-22). This point alone and by itselfdemonstrates Judge Lane's bias and 

prejudice againstSecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant. 

8.) Judge Lane manifested bias,prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this matter 

againstSecond Joint PetitionerlDefendant by accepting an ex parte MotionlRequest for 

submission of the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians' Motion to set aside on November 27,2018, 

withoutnotice to First Joint Petitioner/Plaintiff and Second Joint Petitioner/Defendantwhich was 

requiredby the NevadaRules of CivilProcedure Rule24 Intervention which furtherprovides 

evidence of Judge Lane'sbias andprejudicefor and against SecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant. 

See NRCP, Rule 24 Intervention. "An arbitrary or capricious exerciseof discretion is one 

founded on prejudiceor preference ratherthan on reason or contrary to the evidence or 
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• :­
established rules of law," See State v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court (Armstrong), 127 Nev. 927,
 

931-32,267 P.3d 777, 780 (2011) (citations and internalquotation marks omitted). Thispoint
 

aloneand by itself demonstrates JudgeLane's bias and prejudice againstSecondJoint
 

PetitionerlDefendant.
 

9.) JudgeLane manifested bias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this matter 

againstSecondJoint PetitionerlPlaintiffby denying him his dueprocessrights both without 

noticeand an opportunity to be heard according to law. JudgeLane specifically ordered 

sanctions as attorney's fees pursuant to NRCPRule 11. This complete lack of findings on the 

recordby the Court, ignoring of the Safe HarborRequirement, and general lack of adequate 

noticethrough a separate pleading or Order to Show Causedo not supportthe Sanctions impose 

underRule 11 of the NevadaRulesof CivilProcedure. 

First, a party mustmakea Rule 11 motionseparately from any other motion. This
 

provision serves to discourage the practiceof routinely addinga requestfor sanctions to other
 

motions, such as summary judgementmotions. Courtswill not considersanctions requests that
 

do not complywith this requirement. See L.B. Foster Co. v. America Piles, Ine., 138 F.3d 81,
 

89-90 (2d Cir. 1998) (reversing sanctionsawardin part because requestfor sanctions was
 

broughtin a letter requesting Rule 54(b)certification); See Pannonia Farms, Inc. v. RelMax
 

Int'l, Inc., 405 F. Supp. 2d 41, 46 (D.D.C. 2005) (denyingsanctions where motionwas .
 

includedwith supplemental motion to dismiss and motionfor attorneys' fees); See Kleinpaste v.
 

United States, No. 97-884, 1997 U.S Dist. LEXIS 22377, at *16 (W.D. Pa. Dec. 19, 1997)
 

(sanctions deniedbecauserequirement of filing a separate motionis mandatory); See Dunn v.
 

Pepsi-Cola Metro. Bottling Co., 850 F. Supp. 853, 855 (N.D. Cal. 1994) (sanctions denied
 

because, inter alia, motion not presentedseparate from other motions). See Perpetual Secs., Inc.
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v, Tang, 290 F.3d}32;.f42 (2d Cir. 2002) (vacating sanctions awardbecause of failure to 
-- ' .' 

satisfy safe harborprovision); See Tompkins v. Cyr, et al., 202 F.3d 770, 788 (5Ib 'Cir. 2000) 

(affirming districtcourt's denialof Rule 11 sanctions for failure to complywith safe harbor 

requirements). 

The United States Constitution states only one commandtwice. The Fifth 

Amendment says to the federal government that no one shall be "deprivedof life, liberty or 

propertywithout due processoflaw." The Fourteenth Amendment, ratifiedin 1868,uses the 

same elevenwords, called the Due Process Clause, to describea legal obligation of all states. 

These wordshave as their centralpromisean assurance that all levels of American government 

must operatewithin the law ("legality") and providefair procedures according to law. The 

cornerstone of Americanjustice concerns that promise. 

Notice is "An elementary and fundamental requirement of due process in any
 

proceedingwhich is to be accordedfinality is notice reasonably calculated, under all the
 

circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the actionand afford them an
 

opportunity to present their objections." See Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co.,
 

339 U.S.306, 314 (1950). See also Richards v. Jefferson County, 517 U.S. 793 (1996). In
 

addition, notice must be sufficientto enablethe recipient to determine what is being proposed
 

and what he must do to prevent the deprivation of his interest. See Goldberg v, Kelly, 397 U.S.
 

254, 267-68 (1970).
 

"Some form of hearing is requiredbefore an individual is finally deprivedof a 

property [or liberty] interest."See Mathews v, Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976). "Parties 

whose rights are to be affectedare entitledto be heard." See Baldwin v, Hale, 68 U.S. (1 Wall.) 

223,233 (1863). This right is a "basic aspectof the duty of governmentto follow a fair process 

6
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of decision makingwhen it acts to deprive a personofhis possessions. The purpose of this
 

requirement is not only to ensure abstract fair play to the individual. Its purpose,more
 

particularly, is to protecthis use andpossession of property from arbitrary encroachment ...."
 

See Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 80-81 (1972). See also Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee
 

Committee v. McGrath, 341 U.S. 123, 170-71 (1951) (Justice Frankfurter concurring).
 

Thus, the notice of hearingand the opportunity to be heard "mustbe grantedat a meaningful
 

time and in a meaningful manner." See Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 552 (1965).
 

Just as in criminaland quasi-criminal cases, an impartial decisionmaker is an 

essential right in civil proceedings as well. See Goldbergv, Kelly, 397 U.S. 254,271 (1970). 

"The neutrality requirement helps to guarantee that life, liberty, or propertywill not be taken on 

the basis of an erroneous or distorted conception of the facts or the law.... At the same time, it 

preservesboth the appearance and reality of fairness ... by ensuringthat no personwill be 

deprivedof his interests in the absence of a proceeding in whichhe may presenthis case with 

assurance that the arbiter is not predisposed to find againsthim." See Marshall v, Jerrico, 446 

U.S. 238, 242 (1980); See also Schweiker v, McClure, 456 U.S. 188, 195 (1982). Even the
 

worst of criminals in our society such as murderers and rapists are afforded their due process
 

rights according to law, however, JudgeLane deniedSecondJoint Petitioner/Defendant's due
 

process rights according to law. Thispoint aloneandby itself demonstrates JudgeLane's bias
 

and prejudiceagainstSecondJoint Petitioner/Defendant by denying him notice and an
 

opportunity to be heard according to law which due process demands and requires.
 

10.)Judge Lane manifested bias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this 

matter againstSecondJoint Petitioner/Defendant by ignoring and denyinga directand clear 

conflict of interest. Rule 2.15 Responding to Judicial and LawyerMisconduct of the Revised 
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Nevada Code of'Judicial Conduct imposed an obligation on Judge Lane to report to the 

appropriate disciplinaryauthority the known misconduct of anotherjudge or lawyer that raises a 

substantial question regarding the honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness of that judge or lawyer. 

Ignoring or denying known misconduct among one's judicial colleagues or members of the legal 

profession undermines a judge's responsibility to participate in efforts to ensure public respect 

for the justice system. This Rule limits the reporting obligation to those offenses that an 

independentjudiciary must vigorously endeavor to prevent. See NRCJC, CANON 2, Rule 2.15 

Responding to Judicial and Lawyer Misconduct, COMMENT 1. This point alone and by 

itself demonstrates Judge Lane's bias and prejudice against Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant by 

ignoring and denying such conduct that imposed an obligation on Judge Lane to report to the 

appropriate disciplinary authority. 

11.) Judge Lane manifestedbias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this 

matter against Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant by making findings of fact, conclusionsof law, 

and orders of him perpetrating a fraud upon the court withoutholding an evidentiary hearingto. 

determine such after Judge Lane stated twice on the record that "I (Judge Lane) would need an 

evidentiary hearing to make that determination" (Transcripts of January 07,2019, hearing on 

page 24, lines 5-8) and "If! (Judge Lane) was going to make those kinds offmdings, we'd need 

an evidentiary hearing -- -- but I'm not going to make them" (Transcripts of January 07, 2019, 

hearing on page 30, lines 11-15)and "the lack of evidentiary issues that haven't been adjudicate 

in this court, perhaps not in other courts" (Transcripts of January 07, 2019, hearing on page 22, 

lines 8-9). This point alone and by itself demonstrates Judge Lane's bias and prejudice against 

Second Joint PetitionerlDefendantby not conducting an evidentiaryhearing to determinesuch. 
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12.)JudgeLane manifested bias, prejudice, and a lackof impartiality in this
 

matteragainst SecondJointPetitionerlDefendant by givingopposing counsel tips and legal
 

advice on the record(Transcripts of January 07,2019, hearing on page 33, lines 10-12). This
 

point aloneand by itselfdemonstrates JudgeLane's bias and prejudice against SecondJoint
 

PetitionerlDefendant. See Chastine v. Broome, 629 So. 2d 293, 294 (Fla. 4th D.C.A. 1993); Se
 

also Kates v. Seidenman, 881 So. 2d 56, 57-58 (Fla. 4th D.C.A. 2004); See also Williams v,
 

Balch, 897 So. 2d 498, 498-99 (Fla. 4th D.C.A. 2005).
 

13.)JudgeLanemanifested bias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this
 

matteragainstSecondJointPetitionerlDefendant because everystatue, law, rule, and the
 

portions of the Codethat JudgeLaneignored, denied, set aside, did not follow according to law,
 

and disregarded all had a negative impact on SecondJointPetitionerlDefendant and it was all
 

biasedand prejudicial towards him,and affected his substantial and procedural rights. "[A] plain
 

error affects a defendant's substantial rightswhen it causesactualprejudice or a miscarriage of
 

justice (definedas a 'grossly unfair' outcome)." Ill. at 49 (citing Valdez v, State, 124 Nev.
 

1172,1190,196 P.3d 465, 477 (2008». Thispoint aloneand by itselfdemonstrates JudgeLane's
 

bias and prejudice against Second JointPetitionerlDefendant.
 

All of thesepoints combined, and the totalityof the circumstances involved in the
 

matterand situation in which the objective probability of actualbias isjust too high to be
 

constitutionally acceptable. UnderUnitedStates Supreme Courtprecedents, the Due Process
 

Clause may sometimes demand recusal evenwhena judge "'ha[s] no actualbias.'" See Aetna
 

Life Ins. Co. v. Lavoie, 475 U. S. 813, 825 (1986). Recusal is required when,objectively
 

speaking, "the probability of actualbias on the part of thejudge or decisionmaker is too high to
 

be constitutionally tolerable." See Withrow v~ Larkin, 421 U. S. 35, 47 (1975) ; See also
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Williams v, Pennsylvania, 579 U. S. -' _ (2016) (slip op., at 6) ("The Courtasks not 

whethera judge harbors an actual, subjective bias, but instead whether, as an objective matter, 

the average judge in his position is likelyto be neutral, or whetherthere is an unconstitutional 

potential for bias" (internal quotation marks omitted». "Due processmay require recusal, even if 

a judge has no actualbias, in situations in whichthe objective probability of actualbias is tOQ 

high to be constitutionally acceptable." See Rippo v. Baker, 580 U.S. _ (2017). This entire 

matterand of how Judge Lanehandled this case is a perfectand textbookexample of judicial 

bias and prejudice and couldnot be paintedmore clearerthan it alreadyhas. 

Judge Lane "denies there is any implied bias in this matter,per NRS 1.230(2)" 

(See Affidavit, page 1, line 18), but Judge Lane doesnot deny or dispute implied bias in this 

matter, per NRS 1.230(1). NRS 1.230(1) states"A judge shall not act as such in an actionor 

proceeding when the judge entertains actualbias or prejudice for or againstone of the parties to 

the action.""A judge shall disqualify himselfor herself in any proceeding in whichthe judge's 

impartiality might reasonably be questioned or has a personalbias or prejudice concerning a 

party." See RNCJC, Rule 2.11 Disqualification. "Under this Rule, ajudge is disqualified 

whenever the judge's impartiality might reasonably be questioned." See Comment 1 of Rule 

2.11 Disqualification ofRNCJC. "Ajudge's obligation not to hear or decide matters in which 

disqualification is requiredapplies regardless of whethera motionto disqualify is filed." See 

Comment 2 of Rule 2.11 Disqualification ofRNCJC; JudgeLanes' actions of violating 

SecondJointPetitionerlDefendant's due process rights both withoutnotice and opportunity to be 

heardaccording to law by unlawfully imposing Rule 11 sanctions in the form of attorney's fees 

to be paid to non-parties who were not properlybeforethe Court, inactions of ignoring and 

denying well-settled Nevadaprecedent and NevadaRevised Statues 125.185, 159.2025, and 

10
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159.2027 and also ignoring and denying lawyermisconduct whichJudgeLane had an obligation 
I
 

under the Codeto address, and JudgeLane's comments and statements on the record of using 

and utilizing epithets, slurs, and demeaning nicknames such as "Machiavellian", "Manipulative", 

"Shenanigans", and "Antonio Gramsci" that were all directed as personalattacks at Second Joint 

PetitionerlDefendant at the January07, 2019,hearingdemonstratebias and prejudice towards 

SecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant and "reflects adversely on [Judge Lane's] honesty, 

impartiality, temperament, (and) or fitness to serve as ajudge" in this matterand also creates an 

appearance of impropriety and impartiality that necessitates JudgeLane's recusal. See RNCJC, 

CANON 1, Rule 1.2 Promoting Confidence in the Judiciary, Comment 5. 

ONE OF THE most fundamental and self-evident principles of any fair systemof
 

justice is thatjudges mustbe neutraland impartial. In the United States,the Constitution requires
 

that a "neutraland detached judge" presideoverjudicial proceedings. See Ward v. Village of
 

Monroeville, 409 U.S. 57, 62 (1972); In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133, 136 (1955).
 

III. THERE IS SUFFICIENT GROUNDS AND PLENTY OF 

EVIDENCE TO SHOW JUDGE LANE'S BIAS AND 

PREJUDICE AGAINST SECOND JOINT PETITIONER 

JudgeLane then states"A judge has an ethicalduty to hear a case and must not 

recuse himselfwithoutsufficient grounds" (SeeAffidavit, page 1, lines 20-21) and "Ajudge 

should not recusewhere a party fails to provide any evidence to show improper motiveor actual 

bias by the judge when seeking the recusal" (See Affidavit, page 2, lines 3-5),however, there are 

sufficientgrounds and plenty of information to disqualify JudgeLane and ample evidence to 

show improper motive and actualbias by JudgeLane when seekinghis disqualification from 
11
 



•• 

5

10

15

20

25

2
 

3
 

4
 

6
 

7
 

8
 

9
 

11
 

12
 

13
 

14
 

16
 

17
 

18
 

19
 

21
 

22
 

23
 

24
 

26
 

27
 

28
 

further presiding over this matter, and the case shouldbe reassigned to anotherjudge withinthe 
1 .: 

FifthJudicial District of the Stateof Nevada. 

In Motions of Disqualifications, the burdenfalls on the movantto submit 

sufficient evidence and argument demonstrating that disqualification is warranted. "Generally, a 

movantis required to submitevidence beyondthe Motionof Disqualification supporting the 

allegations contained therein." See In re Disqualification ofBaronzzi, 135 Ohio St.3d 1212, 

2012-0hio-6341, 985 N.E.2d 494. Here, Second Joint Petitioner/Defendant has offeredthe 

January 07,2019, hearing transcripts to support those allegations that are based on the audio and 

video of the January 07,2019, hearing as well as well-settled Nevadaprecedent, NevadaRevise 

Statues, The NevadaRules of Civil Procedure. and the Revised NevadaCode of Judicial 

Conduct aswell as the CourtMinutes contained in the Case Summary. SecondJoint 

Petitioner/Defendant personally witnessed JudgeLane's bias andprejudicial comments and 

statements on the record' directed at him and alsowitnessed the manyother actions and inactions 

of Judge Lane that werenot in accordance withNevadaLaw at the January 07,2019, hearing. 

Second Joint Petitioner/Defendant has set forthspecific examples of the personal attacks made 

against him by JudgeLane at the January 07, 2019, hearingset forth in the Motionto Disqualify 

JudgeLane. SecondJointPetitioner/Defendant has set forth specific allegations on whichthe 

claimof bias, prejudice, and disqualification is basedand the facts to supporteach of those 

allegations in his Motion to Disqualify JudgeLane. 

The personal attacks madeby JudgeLane on the record towards SecondJoint 

Petitioner/Defendant were calling, referring, and alluding to Second Joint Petitioner/Defendant 

as "Manipulative", "Machiavellian", "Shenanigans", and an "Italian"Marxist "Communist" who 

did it for the money (Transcripts of January 07, 2019, hearingon page 38, lines 17-23). These 

12
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epithets, slurs, and demeaning nicknames directed at Second JointPetitionerlDefendant before 

any evidence and testimony was entered into the recorddo warrant judicial disqualification. 

Thesestatements and comments are accurate as the January 07,2019, hearing transcripts show 

and reflect and havenot beentakenoutof context. Thesesamestatements and comments arenot 

basedonhearsay, innuendo, andspeculation. SecondJointPetitionerlDefendant has 

substantiated his facts and allegations with a transcript fromthe January 07,2019, hearing. Judge 

Lane did makethese comments and statements and those comments and statements reflected and 

showed bias and prejudice against Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant. The Second CircuitCourt 

of Appeals of the United States has saidthat "comments and rulings by ajudge duringthe trial 0 

a casemaywell be relevant to the question of the existence of prejudice." See Wolfson v. 

Palmieri, 396 F.2d 121, 124 (2d Cir. 1968). The basic rule is that personal bias and prejudice 

mustgo directly to thejudge's personal appraisal of the party, and cannotrelatemerelyto his 

background and associations. Thesebiasand prejudicial comments and statements were made by 

JudgeLaneand they appeared to be unnecessary and they do conveythe impression that Judge 

Lanehas developed a hostile feeling and aversion towards SecondJointPetitionerlDefendant an 

has reached a fixed anticipatory judgementnecessitating JudgeLane's disqualification. 

{{Examplesofmanifestations ofbias or prejudice include but are not limited to 

epithets; slurs; demeaning nicknames; negative stereotyping; attempted humorbased upon 

stereotypes; threatening, intimidating, or hostile acts; suggestions of connections betweenrace, 

ethnicity, or nationality and crime; and irrelevant references to personal characteristics. Even 

facial expressions and bodylanguage can conveyto parties and lawyers in the proceeding, jurors 

the media, and othersan appearance of bias or prejudice. A judge must avoid conductthat may 

13
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2 Prejudice, and Harassment, COMMENT 2.
 
3
 

4 

IV. SECOND JOINT PETITIONERIDEFENDANT DID NOT
 

6 FILE AN AFFIDAVIT OF DISQUALIFICATION BUT A
 

7 
MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE LANE UNDER RNCJC 

8 

9	 RULE 2.11 DISQUALIFICATION THAT WAS PROPERLY
 

FILED WITH THE CLERK OF THE COURT
 
11 

JudgeLane states that "he was not severedpursuantto NRS 1.235(4) with an 
12 

affidavit from petitioner" (See Affidavit, page 2, lines 5-6), however, where a judge has not 13 

14 voluntarily disqualified himselfor herself, a party may seek disqualification "foractual or 

impliedbias or prejudice" by filing an affidavit specifying the facts upon whichdisqualification 
16 

is sought, togetherwith a certificate that such affidavit is filed in good faith and not for delay. 
17 

See N.R.S. 1.235(1). Normally,sucha disqualification must be filed "[n]ot less than 20 days 
18 

before the date set for trial or hearing of the case" or [nJot less than 3 days beforethe date set for 19 

the hearing of anypretrialmatter."ld. Thesetwo-time limitations are read together, not in the 

21 disjunctive, such that the window of opportunity is one or the other, whichever occursfirst. See 
22 

Vallares v, Second Judicial District In and For County of Washoe, 112 Nev.79, 83-84,910 
23 

P.2d 256, 259-60 (1996). Additionally, "an affidavit is untimely if the challenged judge has 
24 

already ruled on disputedissues."See Towbin., 121Nev. at 256. Nevada, however, also permits 

26 a party to seek disqualification when the groundsunderlying it are not discovered or knownor 

27 could not have been reasonably been discovered until after the deadlines imposed by Section 
28 
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1.235. Id. at 260 ("[I]f new grounds for a judge's disqualification are discovered after the time 

limits in NRS 1.235(1) havepassed, then a party may fIle a motion to disqualify based on 

[RevisedNevada Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 2] as soon as possible after becoming 

aware of the new information.") After muchviewing of the hearingCD in detail and 

thoroughly readingthe January 07,2019, hearing transcripts an infmitumnumberof times and 

applyingthe actions, inactions, comments, and statements of Judge Lane at the proceeding 

against the Revised NevadaCode of Judicial Conduct, it is apparentthat Judge Lane manifested 

bias, prejudice, and a lack of impartiality in this matteragainstSecondJoint 

PetitionerlDefendant. 

The motionto disqualify JudgeLane in this matterwas properlyfiled with the 

Clerk of the Court. On the same day the Motion to Disqualify was filed with the Clerk of the 

Court, SecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant also went to JudgeLane's chambers windowand spok 

with Judge Lane's Law Clerk, Jared K. Lam, Esq., and let him know that SecondJoint 

PetitionerlDefendant had filed a Motionto Disqualify Judge Lane in this matter and Mr. Lam 

said that the Clerk of the Courtwould forward the Motionto the Department and that is when 

they would take a look at it. The Motionto Disqualify was properlyfiled with the Clerk of the 

Court and noticewas givento Judge Lane's Law Clerk the same day at Judge Lane's chambers. 

V. THE EX-TEMPORARY CO-GUARDIANS ARE NOT 

PARTIES TO TillS INSTANT ACTION 

Judge Lanestates "which he has not provided(Motion for Reconsideration) to 

Mr. and Ms. Crawford". (See Affidavit, page 2, lines 13-14.) The Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians 

are not parties of record in this case. A party must have standingto bring a suit. Standingrefers
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to a party's right to asserta legal claimin a case.The general rule is that only a party who is 

directly injured by anothermay file a lawsuit. A personwho only appears in the case as 

a witness is not considered a party.By not registering the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship in the 

Stateof Nevada as was requiredby law (See N.R.S. 159.2025 and N.R.S. 159.2027), the Ex­

Temporary Co-Guardians did not receive the proper authority to sue on behalfof First Joint 

Petitioner/Plaintiffand therefore they lackedthe necessary standingto do so and lacked merit. 

The Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship was dismissed, set aside, and laid to rest on 

January 24,2019, by operation oflaw andsignedoffby Judge H.G. Foster in FaulknerCounty, 

Arkansas on February 19,2019. Let it also be knownthat Letters of Guardianship were never 

issued, the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship was neverregistered in the Stateof Nevada as was 

and is requiredby law (See N.R.S. 159.2025 and N.R.S. 159.2027). No powers, orders, 

allowances, duties to be performed or acts, and no authority was stated or afforded to the Ex­

Temporary Co-Guardians in their OrderAppointing them as Temporary Co-Guardians. No 

hearing was ever held in Faulkner County, Arkansas in granting the Ex-Temporary Co­

Guardians the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship to determine ifthe Ex-Temporary Co­

Guardianship was even neededand warranted. Theynever notified the FaulknerCounty, 

Arkansas Court what their true intentwas in obtaining the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship and 

failed to mentionany litigation in Nye County, Nevadaas was requiredby Nevada law and had 

their true motivesand intentions were madeknown and made clear, it is very unlikely that the 

Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship would everhave been granted in the first place. The Ex­

Temporary Co-Guardianship had no effector powerto enforce in the State of Nevada. In the 

end, when the matter was finally heardand First Joint Petitioner/Plaintiff's due process rights 

16
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were observed with a hearingin the matter, the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardianship was completely 

dismissed, set aside, and laid to rest once and for all. 

Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant has alsobeen toldby the Clerkof the Courton 

two different occasions, once in personand the other occasion over the phone,that the Ex­

Temporary Co-Guardians are not parties in this case and that the onlyparties that are involved in 

this case are Twyla Marie Stanton andDennis VincentStanton whichare the only partiesnamed 

in this case and action as statedand shown on all of the paperwork in the filings to the Clerkof 

the Court. Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant has also consulted with severalattorneys regarding 

this case, and theyhave also told andexpressed to SecondJointPetitionerlDefendant that the Ex­

Temporary Co-Guardians are not parties to this case or of record. TheNevadaRules of Civil 

Procedure also do not defme the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians as parties of recordto this instant 

action. 

TheNevada Supreme Court has statedthat "to qualify as a party,an entitymust
 

have been namedand served." See Albert D. Massi, Ltd. v. Bellmyre, 111 Nev. 1520, 1521,
 

908 P.2d 705, 706 (1995). The Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians were not servedwith a citation in
 

the samemanner as a summons in a civil action is served. Accordingly, the Ex-Temporary Co­


Guardians lackthe necessary standing in this matter and are notparties of record. "Holdingthat
 

appellants (Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians) lackedstanding where they were notifiedofa
 

settlement proposal, appearedbeforethe district court, and filedwrittenobjections to the
 

proposal, but never intervened or became parties of record." See Valley Bank of Nevada v.
 

Ginsburg, 110 Nev. 440, 874, P.2d 729 (1994).
 

In order for a strangeror thirdparty to becomea party by intervention, he must
 

assertsomeright involved in the suit. The Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians have not asserted some
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5

10

15

20

25

1 right that was involved in this matter. In the case of Amerlea» Home Assurance Co. v. Dlst, 

2 Ct., 122 Nev. 1229, 147 P.3d 1120 (2006), the NevadaSupreme Courtsaid that there is no 
3 

intervention as of right. The Nevada Supreme Court said that intervention is appropriate only 
4 

where all the requirements ofNRCP 24(a)(2) have been met. The court said: "to intervene under 

6 NRCP 24(a)(2), an applicant must meet four requirements: (1) that it has a sufficientinterestin 

7 the litigation's subjectmatter, (2) that it couldsuffer an impairment of its ability to protectthat 

8 interest if it does not intervene, (3) that its interestis not adequately represented by existing 
9 

parties, and (4) that its application is timely."Common law dictates that a party may not 

11 
intervene-post-judgement unless the district court first sets asidethe judgment, not before. See 

12 State v, Naylor, 466 S.W.3d 783, 788 (Tex. 2015). For the same reason, an intervenormust 

13 enter the lawsuitbefore a finaljudgmentto have standing to intervene. Plainly and simply put, 

14 the Ex-Temporary Co-Guardians have not assertedany right to intervene in this matteras 

requiredby law and are not parties of record. 
16 

17 

18 VI. JUDGE LANE MADE SUBSTANTIAL RULmGS AT THE 

19 
JANUARY 07. 2019. BEARING WITHOUT FIRST HEARING 

21 FROM FIRST JOINT PETITIONERIPLAINTIFF OR HER 

22 COUNSEL BEING PRESENT 
23 

JudgeLane states "that Ms. Stanton has been unavailable to appear in front of the 
24 

Court although she is a key party in the arguments presentedto the Court." (See Affidavit, page 

26 2, lines 14-17) First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiff(Mrs. Stanton) was not at the January 07,2019, 

27 hearingbecausethe Motionto set aside was only againstSecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant and 

28 
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she felt that she did not need to be present, however, looking back First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiff 

shouldhavebeen presentwithcounsel to represent her interests. First Joint Petitioner/Plaintiff 

wasnot present, didnot have counsel, and her interests were not represented at the January07, 

2019, hearing. At the January 07,2019, hearingJudgeLane madesubstantial rulings regarding 

First Joint Petitioner/Plaintiff's JointPetitionfor Divorce and Decree of Divorcewithoutfirst 

hearing from First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiffherself, withouther or her counsel beingpresent, and 

in her absence. 

First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiff did not needto be at the June 10,2019, hearing 

because the hearingfor the Motion for Reconsideration was continued to first hear the Motion 

for Disqualification of JudgeLanethat was properly filedby SecondJoint PetitionerlDefendant. 

Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant did explainto JudgeLane whenhe asked whyFirst Joint 

PetitionerlPlaintiff was not present and it was because she was not feeling well, however, that 

she was available to appeartelephonically. With that beingsaid,First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiff 

does plan to be at any futurehearing presentwith counsel in order for her interests to be properly 

represented in this matter. First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiffhas also filed a Notice of Non­

Opposition to the Motionfor Reconsideration and a Cross-Appeal to the NevadaSupreme Court 

that was filed too prematurely. Additionally, Judge Lane also continued to discuss othermatters 

regarding this case at the June 10,2019, hearing with Second Joint PetitionerlDefendant even 

afterthe Motion for Disqualification had alreadybeen filed on June 05, 2019."Thejudge against 

whom an affidavit (or motion) alleging bias or prejudice is filed shall proceed no further with 

the matter." See N.R.S. 1.235(5). It should also be notedthat JudgeLane's Affidavit has not 

beennotarized(requiring that the affidavit containthe 'Jurat of a notarypublic or anotherperson 

authorized to administeroaths or affirmations"). JudgeLane has failed to confirmthe statements 
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in his Affidavit "by oath or affirmation", See, e.g.,In re Disqualification ofFuerst, 134 Ohio 

St.3d 1267, 2012-0hio-6344, 984 N.E.2d 1079, 19, quoting In reDisqualification ofPokorny, 

74 Ohio St.3d 1238, 657 N.E.2d 1345 (1992) (finding the affiant's unsworn rebuttal affidavit to 

be a 'nullity' "havingno effect on the proceedings"). A complete affidavit must satisfythree 

essential elements: (a) a written oathembodying the facts as swornto by the affiant; (b) the 

signature of the affiant; and(c) the attestation by an officerauthorized to administer the oath that 

the affidavit was actually swornby the affiantbeforethe officer. See Roberson v. Ocwen Fed. 

Bank, 250 Ga.App. 350,352(2),553 S.E.2d 162 (2001). Citation omitted. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

"There are timeswhendisqualification is necessary to protectthe rights of 

litigants andpreservepublicconfidence in the independence, integrity, and impartialityof the 

judiciary." See RNCJC, CANON 2, Rule 2.7 Responsibility to Decide, COMMENT 1. "A 

judge shall disqualify himselfor herselfin any proceeding in whichthe judge's impartiality 

mightreasonably be questioned, including but not limitedto the following circumstances: The 

judge has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party or a party's lawyer, or personal 

knowledge of facts that are in dispute in the proceeding." See RNCJC, CANON 2, Rule 2.11 

Disqualification, (A) (1). UnderRule 2.11 Disqualification, "ajudge is disqualifiedwhenever 

thejudge's impartiality might reasonablybe questioned, regardless of whetheranyof the 

specific provisions of paragraphs (A)(l) through (6) apply."See RNCJC, CANON 2, Rule 2.11 

Disqualification, COMMENT 1 "Ajudge's obligation not to hear or decide matters in which 

disqualification is requiredapplies regardless of whethera motion to disqualify is filed." See 

RNCJC, CANON 2, Rule 2.11 Disqualification, COMMENT 2. The FourthCircuitCourtof 
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Appeals has statedthat "the questionis not whetherthejudge is impartial ill fact" but whethera
 

reasonable personmightdoubtthe judge's impartiality on the basis of all the circumstances". Se
 

Rice v, McKenzie, 581 F.2d 1114, 1116 (4th eire 1978).
 

For the reasons set forth above and in the Motionto Disqualify JudgeLane, 

SecondJoint Petitioner/Defendant respectfully requests this Court disqualify JudgeLane from 

hearingany furthermatters in the abovematter, and that the case be reassigned to anotherjudge 

in the Fifth Judicial Districtof the StateofNevada. 

DATED this 10!!! day of July, 2019. 

DENNIS VINCENT STANTON 

~Y#hv 
DENNIS VINCENT STANTON
 

7088Los Banderos Avenue
 

Las Vegas,Nevada 89179-1207
 

Telephone (702) 764-4690
 

dennisvstanton30@gmail.com
 

In Proper Person
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I herebycertifythat on the 1()1l! day of July, I, DENNIS VINCENT STANTON, 

declare under penaltyof perjury that a true andcorrectcopy of the REPLY TO JUDGE 

LANE'S AFFIDAVIT was emailed to the following email address as agreedupon by the 

partiespursuantto NRCP 5(b)(2)(D) : 

TwylaMarie Stanton 

First Joint PetitionerlPlaintiff 

In ProperPerson 

twylamstanton24@gmail.com 

DENNIS VINCENT STANTON
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