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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

 

ORENTHAL JAMES SIMPSON,  )  

      ) Supreme Court No. 83199 

  Appellant,   ) District Court Case No. A807284 

      )  

vs.     )    

      )  

PAUL DORSEY,    ) 

      ) 

  Respondent.   ) 

--------------------------------------------------- 

 

APPELLANT’S RESPONSE TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

 

 Appellant Orenthal James Simpson, through his attorney Malcolm P. LaVergne, 

Esq., hereby submits his Response to the Order to Show Cause.  

Specific Orders Sought to be Appealed 

 Appellant seeks appellate review of two orders. The first is the order denying 

Appellant’s motion for relief from judgment, which this Court acknowledges as an 

appealable order. Specifically, Appellant’s motion for relief from judgment focuses 

on Respondent’s desire to litigate issues that were already resolved in the California 

Superior Court, and Respondent’s continued effort to enforce a pending writ of 

execution at the California statutory interest rate of 10 percent. Attached hereto as 

Exhibit “1.” is a true and correct copy of the pending writ of execution that 
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Respondent seeks to enforce against Appellant. The second order that Appellant seeks 

review of is from the order denying of his countermotion to quash Respondent’s 

pending writ of execution based on a glaring and voidable defect of an exorbitant 

interest rate under Nevada law. Although Respondent admitted at the trial court that 

the pending writ of execution was plain error and promised to issue any future writs 

of execution at the correct interest rate, Respondent insists on enforcing the current 

writ of execution at the obviously incorrect and voidable 10-percent interest rate. 

Despite being aware of this defect, the trial court denied Appellant’s countermotion to 

quash the writ of execution and is allowing enforcement to proceed at the 10-percent 

interest rate. 

Reason to Preserve Appeal of Both Orders in this Docket 

 The order denying of the countermotion to quash and the order denying the 

motion for relief from judgment are equally related, which is allowing Respondent to 

enforce a writ of execution at a patently incorrect and exorbitant rate under Nevada 

law. Appellant asserts the issues from both orders should be heard at the same time. 

 If this Court acts on the denial of the countermotion to quash regarding the writ 

of execution in this appeal or entertains the denial of countermotion to quash in a 

separate petition for a writ of mandamus pursuant to NRAP 17, then that resolution 

would essentially resolve the entirety of Appellant’s grievances at this time. 
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Respondent should not be allowed to collect a 10-percent interest rate through a 

judgment enforcement action pending in Nevada.1 

Dated this 5th day of January 2022. 

 

     /s/ Malcolm LaVergne  

     Malcolm P. LaVergne 

 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Appellant misapplied NRAP 3A(b)(2) in the docketing statement due to a motion to 

alter or amend judgment that was filed at the trial level. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Malcolm P. LaVergne, Esq., attorney for Appellant Orenthal James Simpson, 

hereby certifies that on January 5, 2022, I served a true and correct copy of the 

Response to the Order to Show Cause on the following by first class U.S. Mail. 

David Mincin 

7465 West Lake Mead Boulevard #100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 

 

Craig Newman 

410 South Rampart Boulevard Suite 350 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145 

 

Lansford W. Levitt 

4230 Christy Way 

Reno, Nevada 89519 

 

 

       /s/ Malcolm LaVergne   

       Malcolm P. LaVergne 
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