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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 

Margaret Reddy, Mohan Thalamarla, 

Max Global, INC.   

          Appellants, 

 vs. 

 

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, an Illinois 

limited liability company 

  Respondent. 

Supreme Court No. 83253 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

APPELLANTS’ MOTION FOR STAY PENDING OUTCOME OF HUNEYCUTT MOTION FILED 
IN DISTRICT COURT  

 

 

 

 

The Wasielewski Law Firm, LTD. 

Andrew Wasielewski, Esq. 

Nevada Bar No. 6161 

8275 South Eastern Avenue, Suite 200-818 

Las Vegas, NV 89123 

Telephone: (702) 490-8511 

Fascimile: (702) 548-9684 

andrew@wazlaw.com 

Attorney for Appellants, Margaret Reddy, Mohan Thalamarla and Max 

Global, Inc. 
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PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The Complaint in this matter was filed on April 12, 2019.  Notice 

of Entry of summary judgment was filed in favor of Respondent on June 

18, 2021.  Appellants hired the undersigned, who made an appearance on 

or about July 9, 2021.  The Notice of Appeal was filed on July 16, 

2021.  Thereafter, new information regarding the status of Respondent 

as an unlicensed foreign LLC surfaced.  Appellants filed their Motion 

for Relief on July 30, 2021 pursuant to the Honeycutt Doctrine 

procedure as amended by Foster v. Dingwall, 126 Nev. 49, 52-53, 228 

P.3d 453, 455 (2010).  In its opposition to these Appellants’ Motion 

for Relief, Respondent ostensibly confirmed on August 13, 2021 it had 

no basis for any jurisdiction in Nevada. 

Separately, this case has been assigned to the Settlement Program.  

A settlement judge has been assigned, who is requiring Appellants to 

file a confidential settlement brief, attend a pre-settlement 

conference meeting to determine the date of the settlement conference 

and to attempt to settle the appeal.  Appellants provided their 

Huneycutt Motion and Respondent’s Opposition thereto, along with a 

request to continue the settlement program process until after 

conclusion of the hearing of Appellant’s Huneycutt Motion; currently 

set for October 12, 2021.  Staff attorneys at the settlement judge’s 

office provided a letter to Appellants suggesting Appellants file this 

instant motion.  Appellants’ Huneycutt Motion is attached as Exhibit 1.  

Respondent’s opposition is attached as Exhibit 2. 

// 
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ARGUMENT 

Appellants, in appealing the final order in this on July 16, 2021, 

removed jurisdiction from the District Court in all matters related to 

the final summary judgment order.  Mack-Manley v. Manley, 122 Nev. 849, 

855, 138 P.3d 525, 529 (2006) (quoting Rust v. Clark Cty. School 

District, 103 Nev. 686, 688, 747 P.2d 1380, 1382 (1987)). 

Appellants moved for relief from judgment, pursuant to NRCP 60 

because of newly found conclusive evidence that Respondent could not 

have and cannot still maintain this action.  Citing AA Primo Builders, 

LLC v. Wash., 245 P.3d 1190 (Nev. 2010), Appellants believe the entire 

case needs to be dismissed as Respondent violated NRS 86.548. 

In response thereto, Respondent, explained that it had no subject 

matter jurisdiction when it stated: 

“The Court has been divested of jurisdiction to 

grant Plaintiff s {sic} Motion to Reopen this case, 

given Plaintiff s {sic} pending appeal. On that 

basis, the Court is constrained to DENY the Motion. 

However, this Court confirms that absent the 

appeal, the Court would reopen the case to enable 

Plaintiff to file a Third Amended Complaint against 

Jeremy Redding only.” (Exhibit 2) 

 

Appellants, at hearing on October 12, 2021 will have oral argument 

that this case cannot be maintained by Respondent and could never have 

been maintained by Respondent.  The District Court will then rule 

whether or not it would grant the Motion for Relief or not if it had 

the jurisdiction to do so. 

In the meantime, as this case has been assigned to the settlement 

program, the assigned settlement judge has its own requirements to move 

this case through that program’s mandatory procedural timeline.  
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Appellants are required to prepare for and attend a settlement 

conference.  Appellants apprised the Settlement Judge of their motion 

for relief pending in the District Court.  In response, the Judge 

recommended this motion be filed in this Court. 

Appellants request this Court GRANT a Stay of the settlement 

conference proceedings until such time as this Court and the District 

Court have disposed of Appellants’ Motion for Relief.  This would be 

beneficial for all parties, including this Court, as judicial economy 

and efficiency would be served by only having to prepare for oral 

argument of their Motion for Relief.  Appellants would be grateful to 

this Court to not have to incur fees and costs working to settle this 

case until after this Court and the District Court have ruled on the 

pending Motion for Relief. 

Appellants believe this is a reasonable request, as this Motion 

will be resolved within 5 weeks and when that result is transmitted to 

this Court, this Court will then determine what further processes are 

necessary, including the need to have settlement procedures at all. 

Appellants are not applying for this stay for any purposes of 

unduly delaying this appeal but are merely attempting to conserve their 

resources and promote judicial economy for a period of perhaps 5-8 

weeks while their pending motion is adjudicated. 

   CONCLUSION  

Appellants respectfully request that their Motion to Stay be 

granted, during the time prior to when Appellants’ Huneycutt Motion 

filed on July 30, 2021 is heard on October 12, 2021 and the result of 
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that hearing is transmitted to this Court by Appellants and this Court 

determines what if any additional actions are required.  

Dated this 14th day of September, 2021              

 
         THE WASIELEWSKI LAW FIRM, LTD. 
 
        /s/ Andrew Wasielewski 

 
By:  

 ANDREW WASIELEWSKI, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar #6161 

8275 S. Eastern Ave #200-818 
Las Vegas, NV 89123 
Attorney for Appellants 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY AND AFFIRM that this document was filed 

electronically with the Nevada Supreme Court on September 14, 2021. 

Electronic service of the foregoing document shall be made in 

accordance with the Master Service List as follows: 

 

MICHAEL A. SINGER 

Supreme Court Settlement Judge 

 

Zachary T. Ball, Esq. 

Attorney for Respondents 
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