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MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10666 
E-mail: Michael.Lowry@wilsonelser.com  
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
Tel: 702.727.1400/Fax: 702.727.1401 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit Services, LLC 
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 
 

Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit Services, 
LLC, 
 
  Petitioner, 
vs. 
 
The Eighth Judicial District Court of the 
State of Nevada and the Honorable 
Nancy Allf, Judge,  
 
                             Respondents. 
_________________________________
and 
 
Heather Felsner, 
 
  Real Party in Interest. 
 

Supreme Ct. No.: 82625 
 
Dist. Ct. Case No.:  A-18-781000-C 
 
 
 
Edgardo Yusi & Keolis Transit 
Services, LLC’s Motion to Stay 

 
 The district court denied Mr. Yusi’s request to stay the underlying case 

pending disposition of this petition.  Mr. Yusi now asks the appellate court grant a 

stay as to the underlying case so as to preserve the status quo until this petition is 

decided. 

Electronically Filed
Oct 28 2021 01:14 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 82625   Document 2021-31133
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DATED this 28th day of October, 2021.  

 

 
      /s/ Michael P. Lowry    

MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis 
Transit Services, LLC 
 
 

Memorandum of Points & Authorities 

I. The district court denied Mr. Yusi’s request for a stay. 

This personal injury case concerns an event that occurred on February 21, 

2017.  Mrs. Felsner alleges she suffered a brain injury as a result of a fall.  Mr. 

Yusi requested a Rule 35 neuropsychological examination.  The examination was 

granted but Mr. Yusi contends the conditions imposed on the examination by NRS 

52.380 make it impossible for him to obtain the examination.  Mr. Yusi filed this 

original proceeding to seek review of those conditions.  His pending petition is one 

of seven presently pending concerning the conflict between NRCP 35 and NRS 

52.380.1 

                                                 
1 The others are 81912, 82148, 82625, 82670, 82831, and 83536. 
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Mr. Yusi filed this petition on March 15, 2020.  The next day he asked the 

district court to stay the case per NRAP 8.2  Mr. Yusi asserted that he could not 

complete his initial expert disclosures without knowing if a neuropsychological 

examination would be possible, thus a stay was warranted pending the writ 

petition’s disposition.  Plaintiff opposed3 and the district court denied the motion, 

but provided alternative relief.4  Rather than staying the case, the court extended 

the initial expert disclosure deadline to July 2, 2021. 

Extensions were continued and on October 27, 2021 the court entered the 

latest extension that makes January 31, 2021 the deadline for initial expert 

disclosures.5  But the district court’s order also stated no further extensions will be 

granted. 

During the hearing though, the court stated it will not grant any 
further extensions of discovery in this case, regardless of the pending 
writ petition.  In briefing Plaintiffs raised a concern about the five 
year rule and Mr. Yusi and Keolis suggested staying the case rather 
than extending discovery would provide the relief they seek while also 
addressing Plaintiffs’ concern.  The court previously denied Mr. Yusi 
and Keolis’ motion for a stay.  If they believe a stay is appropriate 
then they must seek that relief from the appellate courts. 

 

                                                 
2 Exhibit A. 
3 Exhibit B. 
4 Exhibit C. 
5 Exhibit D. 
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II. A stay is now warranted to preserve the status quo. 

NRAP 8(a)(1) states ordinarily a motion for stay must first be made to the 

district court.  Mr. Yusi compiled with that requirement and the motion was 

denied.  Mr. Yusi’s recourse is to now file this motion asking the appellate courts 

to stay the case pending the disposition of the writ petition. 

NRAP 8(a)(1)(A) expressly authorizes “a stay of the judgment or order of, 

or proceedings in, a district court pending … resolution of a petition to the 

Supreme Court or Court of Appeals for an extraordinary writ.”  NRAP 8(c) 

establishes factors the appellate courts will generally consider when to issue a stay. 

(1) whether the object of the appeal or writ petition will be defeated if 
the stay or injunction is denied;  
(2) whether appellant/petitioner will suffer irreparable or serious 
injury if the stay or injunction is denied;  
(3) whether respondent/real party in interest will suffer irreparable or 
serious injury if the stay or injunction is granted; and  
(4) whether appellant/petitioner is likely to prevail on the merits in the 
appeal or writ petition. 

 

Applied here, Mr. Yusi wants a Rule 35 neuropsychological examination, 

but the district court’s order applied NRS 52.380 and put conditions on that 

examination that prevent Mr. Yusi from ever obtaining one.  The Advisory 

Committee Note to the 2019 revision to Rule 35 imply, if not express, that a Rule 
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35 examiner is an initial expert.6  If the case continues forward with expert 

disclosures, then Mr. Yusi’s ability to obtain a neuropsychological examination 

and disclose the results of that examination as an initial expert, if desired, are lost.  

That would defeat the purpose of the writ petition. 

At this point in the case, it appears the second favors a stay.  This is not a 

case where property will be seized or sold.  However, unless a stay is entered, the 

initial expert disclosure deadline will expire and Mr. Yusi’s ability to obtain a 

neuropsychological examination would seem to be permanently lost.  The third 

factor seems neutral.  Real party in interest argues she would suffer irreparable 

harm because her case would be delayed further.  Mere delay is not the type of 

irreparable harm the third factor considers though. 

 The fourth factor is difficult to predict, like any other appeal or writ petition. 

However, the Supreme Court has ordered briefing on all other writ petitions 

addressing the same core issue Mr. Yusi raises.  Two of those petitions, 81912 and 

82148, were submitted for decision without oral argument on October 22, 2021.  

The Supreme Court also granted a stay when it was requested in 82670.  On whole, 

it appears some type of decision on this issue is coming, although no one can 

predict what that decision may be.  The fourth factor favors a stay. 

                                                 
6 “The disclosure deadlines contemplate that the report will be provided by the 
initial expert disclosure deadline, assuming that deadline is within 30 days of the 
examination.  There may be rare circumstances that would justify a rebuttal Rule 
35 examination.”  Comment to Subsection (b). 
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III. The case should be stayed pending this petition’s disposition. 

Allowing the underlying case to continue while this petition is pending 

seriously harms Mr. Yusi because the challenged order makes it ethically 

impossible for him to obtain a Rule 35 neuropsychological examination.  Granting 

a stay until this petition is decided preserves the status quo and is appropriate in 

this scenario. 

DATED this 28th day of October, 2021.  
 

 
      /s/ Michael P. Lowry    

MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis 
Transit Services, LLC 
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Certificate of Service 

 Per NRAP 21(a) and 25(c), I certify that I am an employee of Wilson Elser 

Moskowitz Edelman & Dicker LLP, and that on October 28, 2021, Edgardo Yusi 

& Keolis Transit Services, LLC’s Motion to Stay was served via electronic 

means by operation of the Court’s electronic filing system. 

John B. Shook, Esq. 
Shook & Stone 
710 South Fourth Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Attorneys for Heather Felsner 

Judge Nancy Allf 
Eighth Judicial District Court 
Department 27 
200 Lewis Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV 89155 
 

Tom W. Stewart, Esq. 
Ryan T. O’Malley, Esq. 
The Powell Law Firm 
8918 Spanish Ridge Ave, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, NV 89148 
Attorneys for Heather Felsner 

Evan D. Schwab 
Schwab Law Firm 
7455 Arroyo Crossing Pkwy., Suite 
220 
Las Vegas, NV 89113 
Attorneys for American Board of 
Professional Neuropsychology 

 

  
BY: /s/ Amanda Hill    

An Employee of  
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MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10666 
E-mail: Michael.Lowry@wilsonelser.com  
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
Tel: 702.727.1400/Fax: 702.727.1401 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit Services, LLC 
 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
HEATHER FELSNER and ROGER FELSNER, 
 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
KEOLIS TRANSIT SERVICES, LLC, Foreign 
Limited-Liability Corporation and EDGARDO 
PAGUIO YUSI; ALEXANDER DENNIS, 
INC., a Foreign Corporation; DOES II through 
X, inclusive; and ROE BUSINESS ENTITIES I 
through X, inclusive, 
 
  Defendants. 

Case No.:   A-18-781000-C 
Dept. No.:  27 

 
Edgardo Yusi & Keolis Transit Services, 
LLC’s Motion to Stay Case on Order 
Shortening Time 
 
 

 Mrs. Felsner claims she has an ongoing brain injury as a result of a fall that occurred in 

Las Vegas.  Mr. Yusi and Keolis (collectively “Mr. Yusi”) requested a neuropsychological 

examination per Rule 35.  The district court agreed an examination is appropriate, but put 

conditions on it that make an examination impossible to obtain.  Mr. Yusi has now petitioned for 

a writ of mandamus to discuss this ruling.  Consequently, he requests the case be stayed until the 

writ petition is concluded. 

DATED this 15th day of March, 2021. 

       
      /s/ Michael P. Lowry    

MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit 
Services, LLC 

ENTERED   kl

Electronically Filed
03/16/2021 12:07 PM

Case Number: A-18-781000-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
3/16/2021 12:07 PM
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Declaration of Michael Lowry 

1. This motion asks the court to stay the case due to a pending writ petition that concerns 

Mr. Yusi’s ability to obtain a neuropsychological examination per NRCP 35.  If heard in 

the normal course this motion would not be heard until after the March 22 initial expert 

disclosure deadline.  Consequently, we request that this motion be heard on an order 

shortening time, preferably before March 22. 

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

  
 

/s/ Michael P. Lowry    
 

 
 

Order Shortening Time 

Mr. Yusi’s request for an order shortening time is granted.  This motion is scheduled for 

hearing on __________________________.  Oppositions will be due on 

___________________, and replies on _________________. 

 
 

     By:                       
      DISTRICT JUDGE 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
XXXXXXXXXXXXX

                March 18, 2021 at 9:30 a.m.XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
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Memorandum of Points & Authorities 

I. The district court’s order prevents Mr. Yusi from obtaining a neuropsychological 

examination. 

This personal injury case concerns an event that occurred on February 21, 2017.  Mrs. 

Felsner alleges she suffered a brain injury as a result of a fall.  Mr. Yusi and Keolis requested a 

Rule 35 psychological examination in a motion filed on October 16, after the meet and confer 

process was completed. 

The Discovery Commissioner heard that motion on November 19, 2020.  The report and 

recommendations was filed on February 4, 2021.  Mr. Yusi objected on February 5 and the 

district court affirmed the report and recommendations on February 19, 2021.  Mr. Yusi’s writ 

petition was filed March 15, 2021.1  Initial expert disclosures are presently due March 22, 2021.2 

While waiting for the Discovery Commissioner’s report and recommendations, Mr. Yusi 

moved to extend discovery.  His motion proposed extending the initial expert disclosure deadline 

to September 24, 2021, because “the reality of this issue is that it seems highly probable one side 

or the other may attempt a writ petition no matter how the district court rules on the objection.  

This in turn leads to further delay.”  The district court granted an extension, but for a shorter 

duration.  Unfortunately Mr. Yusi’s prediction came true. 

II. A stay is merited to preserve Mr. Yusi’s rights. 

NRAP 8(a)(1) states ordinarily a motion for stay must first be made to the district court.  

NRAP 8(a)(1)(A) expressly authorizes “a stay of the judgment or order of, or proceedings in, a 

district court pending … resolution of a petition to the Supreme Court or Court of Appeals for an 

extraordinary writ.”  NRAP 8(c) establishes factors the appellate courts will generally consider 

when to issue a stay.  The rule does not expressly state whether these factors also apply to the 

district court’s evaluation. 
 
(1) whether the object of the appeal or writ petition will be defeated if the stay or 
injunction is denied;  
(2) whether appellant/petitioner will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay 
or injunction is denied;  

                                                 
1 Docket 82625. 
2 Scheduling order filed February 19, 2021. 
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(3) whether respondent/real party in interest will suffer irreparable or serious 
injury if the stay or injunction is granted; and  
(4) whether appellant/petitioner is likely to prevail on the merits in the appeal or 
writ petition. 

 Applied here, Mr. Yusi wants a Rule 35 neuropsychological examination, but the district 

court’s order applied NRS 52.380 and put conditions on that examination that prevent Mr. Yusi 

from ever obtaining one.  The Advisory Committee Note to the 2019 revision to Rule 35 imply, 

if not express, that a Rule 35 examiner is an initial expert.3  If the case continues forward with 

expert disclosures, then Mr. Yusi’s ability to obtain a neuropsychological examination and 

disclose the results of that examination as an initial expert, if desired, are lost.  That would defeat 

the purpose of the writ petition. 

 Initially, it would appear the second and third factors would not favor a stay.  In the 

context of a request for stay pending determination of a writ petition concerning personal 

jurisdiction, the Supreme Court stated “mere injuries, however substantial, in terms of money, 

time and energy necessarily expended in the absence of a stay are not enough to show irreparable 

harm.”  However, that comment came in the earliest stages of the litigation.  This file is far past 

that and the parties are preparing for initial expert disclosures.  These disclosures are just 90 days 

before discovery closes. 

 The fourth factor is difficult to predict, like any other appeal or writ petition.  The real 

question is whether the Supreme Court will at least agree to hear the petition on its merits.  It 

seems likely to do so, because it has already accepted briefing on another petition raising 

substantively the same issue.  In docket 81912 the defendant sought a neuropsychological 

examination like Mr. Yusi.  The Discovery Commissioner applies NRS 52.380 to it, but the 

district court overruled and applied NRCP 35.  The plaintiff then filed a writ petition.  Rather 

than denying the petition procedurally, the Supreme Court directed the defendant to file an 

answer.  It also accepted amicus briefing from the Nevada Justice Association and the Las Vegas 

Defense Lawyers.  The plaintiff’s reply brief is due March 22, 2021. 

                                                 
3 “The disclosure deadlines contemplate that the report will be provided by the initial expert 
disclosure deadline, assuming that deadline is within 30 days of the examination.  There may be 
rare circumstances that would justify a rebuttal Rule 35 examination.”  Comment to Subsection 
(b). 
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III. A stay is merited under these particular circumstances.  

Mr. Yusi’s request for a stay is supported and practical.  This court agreed a 

neuropsychological examination is appropriate in this case, but put conditions on that 

examination that directly conflict with neuropsychologists’ ethical obligations.  Mr. Yusi cannot 

obtain the examination under these conditions and has now sought the Supreme Court’s 

intervention on this topic.  Proceeding forward and forcing him to defend the case without the 

examination this court agreed he should have is fundamentally unfair.  Staying the case preserves 

the status quo until the Supreme Court rules on or otherwise rejects this petition. 

DATED this 15th day of March, 2021. 

       
      /s/ Michael P. Lowry    

MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit 
Services, LLC 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-18-781000-CHeather Felsner, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Keolis Transit Services LLC, 
Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 27

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Motion to Stay was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 3/16/2021

Michael Lowry michael.lowry@wilsonelser.com

John Shook ko'day@shookandstone.com

Efile LasVegas efilelasvegas@wilsonelser.com

Kait Chavez kait.chavez@wilsonelser.com

Amanda Hill amanda.hill@wilsonelser.com

Mail Room espringel@springelfink.com

Nakesha Duncan nduncan@springelfink.com

Alma Duarte aduarte@springelfink.com

Chad Fuss cfuss@springelfink.com

Pam January pjanuary@springelfink.com
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Case Number: A-18-781000-C

Electronically Filed
3/17/2021 12:18 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Electronically Filed
03/30/2021 6:43 PM

Case Number: A-18-781000-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
3/30/2021 6:43 PM
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-18-781000-CHeather Felsner, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Keolis Transit Services LLC, 
Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 27

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order Denying Motion was served via the court’s electronic eFile 
system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 3/30/2021

Michael Lowry michael.lowry@wilsonelser.com

John Shook ko'day@shookandstone.com

Efile LasVegas efilelasvegas@wilsonelser.com

Kait Chavez kait.chavez@wilsonelser.com

Amanda Hill amanda.hill@wilsonelser.com

Mail Room espringel@springelfink.com

Nakesha Duncan nduncan@springelfink.com

Alma Duarte aduarte@springelfink.com

Chad Fuss cfuss@springelfink.com

Pam January pjanuary@springelfink.com
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MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10666 
E-mail: Michael.Lowry@wilsonelser.com  
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
Tel: 702.727.1400/Fax: 702.727.1401 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit Services, LLC 
 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
HEATHER FELSNER and ROGER FELSNER, 
 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
KEOLIS TRANSIT SERVICES, LLC, Foreign 
Limited-Liability Corporation and EDGARDO 
PAGUIO YUSI; ALEXANDER DENNIS, 
INC., a Foreign Corporation; DOES II through 
X, inclusive; and ROE BUSINESS ENTITIES I 
through X, inclusive, 
 
  Defendants. 

Case No.:   A-18-781000-C 
Dept. No.:  27 

 
Order re Edgardo Yusi & Keolis Transit 
Services, LLC’s Motion to Extend Discovery 
(7th  Request) 
 
 

 This motion was heard on an order shortening time on October 21, 2021.  Mr. Yusi and 

Keolis appeared through Michael Lowry.  Plaintiffs’ opposed the motion and appeared through 

John Shook.  Alexander-Dennis took no position on the motion but appeared through Quanisha 

Holloway. 

 The court concludes there was excusable neglect for the motion’s timing and good cause 

to grant the motion as discussed below.  During the hearing though, the court stated it will not 

grant any further extensions of discovery in this case, regardless of the pending writ petition.  In 

briefing Plaintiffs raised a concern about the five year rule and Mr. Yusi and Keolis suggested 

staying the case rather than extending discovery would provide the relief they seek while also 

addressing Plaintiffs’ concern.  The court previously denied Mr. Yusi and Keolis’ motion for a 

stay.  If they believe a stay is appropriate then they must seek that relief from the appellate 

courts. 

Electronically Filed
10/27/2021 2:33 PM

Case Number: A-18-781000-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
10/27/2021 2:33 PM
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 As a result of this motion being granted, the new discovery schedule is below.  The initial 

expert disclosure deadline applies to Mr. Yusi and Keolis only, and only for the purpose of 

completing their designation of a neuropsychologist.  The initial expert disclosure deadline 

remains closed for all other purposes and parties.  The remainder of the discovery schedule 

functions as normal.   

Amend Pleadings Closed 

Initial Experts January 31, 2022 

Rebuttal Experts March 2, 2022 

Discovery Deadline April 29, 2022 

Dispositive Motions May 27, 2022 

The court will enter a separate order re-assigning a trial date. 

 
 
 
 

 
/s/ Michael Lowry    
MICHAEL P. LOWRY, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10666 
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89119 
Attorneys for Edgardo P. Yusi; Keolis Transit 
Services, LLC 
 

SHOOK & STONE, CHTD. 
 
 
 
/s/ John Shook      
JOHN B. SHOOK, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 5499 
710 S. 4th St.  
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Heather & Roger Felsner 

 It is so ordered. 
 
 
_________________________ 
DISTRICT JUDGE 
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Hill, Amanda M.

From: John Shook <johnshook@shookandstone.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 9:44 AM
To: Lowry, Michael
Cc: Kiana A. O'Day; Robert English
Subject: RE: Felsner: Order on Mtn

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] 

 Looks good to me but you probably should get chad to sign off on it too. 
 
 

From: "Lowry, Michael" <Michael.Lowry@wilsonelser.com> 
Date: October 21, 2021 at 2:02:19 PM PDT 
To: John Shook <johnshook@shookandstone.com> 
Subject: Felsner: Order on Mtn 

  
John, the proposed order from this morning’s hearing is attached.  May I submit it with your 
signature? 
  
Michael Lowry 
Attorney at Law (Admitted to practice in NV & OR) 
Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman & Dicker LLP 
6689 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 200 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
702.727.1267 (Direct) 
702.727.1400 (Main) 
702.727.1401 (Fax) 
michael.lowry@wilsonelser.com 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message is intended to be  
viewed only by the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  
It may contain information that is privileged, confidential and  
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any dissemination,  
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited  
without our prior permission. If the reader of this message is not 
the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for  
delivering the message to the intended recipient, or if you have  
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by  
return e-mail and delete the original message and any copies of it  
from your computer system.  
  
For further information about Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman &  
Dicker LLP, please see our website at www.wilsonelser.com or refer to 
any of our offices.  
Thank you. 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-18-781000-CHeather Felsner, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Keolis Transit Services LLC, 
Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 27

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Stipulation and Order to Extend Discovery Deadlines was served via 
the court’s electronic eFile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above 
entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 10/27/2021

Michael Lowry michael.lowry@wilsonelser.com

John Shook ko'day@shookandstone.com

Efile LasVegas efilelasvegas@wilsonelser.com

Amanda Hill amanda.hill@wilsonelser.com

Mail Room espringel@springelfink.com

Nakesha Duncan nduncan@springelfink.com

Alma Duarte aduarte@springelfink.com

Chad Fuss cfuss@springelfink.com

Pam January pjanuary@springelfink.com

Kait Natarajan kait.natarajan@wilsonelser.com
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