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COMP 
JACOB G. LEAVITT, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.:  12608 
RICHARD FONBUENA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 15041 
BIGHORN LAW 
716 South Jones Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada   89107 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
jacobl@bighornlaw.com  
richard@bighornlaw.com   
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an individual,  
      
                                     Plaintiff,    
v.    
 
HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVERS I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V; ROE 
EMPLOYERS I-V; and ROE CORPORATIONS   
I-V, inclusive, 
 
                                     Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CASE NO.:  
DEPT. NO.:  
 
 
 

 

 
 

COMPLAINT 

     COMES NOW, Plaintiff, EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an individual, by and through his 

attorneys, KIMBALL JONES, ESQ., JACOB G. LEAVITT, ESQ., and RICHARD FONBUENA, 

ESQ., of BIGHORN LAW, and for his causes of action against Defendants, and each of them, complains 

and alleges as follows: 

1. At all times mentioned herein, PLAINTIFF EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE (hereinafter 

“PLAINTIFF”) was and is a resident of the County of Clark, State of Nevada. 

/// 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
8/19/2019 6:53 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

CASE NO: A-19-800500-C
Department 27
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2. Upon information and belief and at all times mentioned herein, DEFENDANTS HOLGA 

FLORES-REYES (hereinafter DEFENDANT “FLORES-REYES”), ANTHONY VERDON 

(hereinafter DEFENDANT “VERDON”) and DOE DRIVERS I-V and/or DOE OWNERS 

I-II, were and are residents of the State of Nevada. 

3. Upon information and belief, at all times relevant to this action, DEFENDANTS FLORES-

REYES and/or DOE DRIVERS III-V, were and are residents of the County of Clark, State of 

Nevada, were operating a motor vehicle upon the streets and highways of Clark County, Nevada, 

and directly and proximately caused an automobile collision; a vehicle owned by 

DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE DRIVERS III-V, DOE OWNERS III-V, ROE 

EMPLOYERS I-II and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-II, at the time of the subject traffic 

collision more fully described hereinbelow. 

4. Upon information and belief, at all times relevant to this action, the DEFENDANTS VERDON, 

DOE OWNERS III-V, ROE EMPLOYERS III-V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS III-V, were 

and are conducting business within the County of Clark, State of Nevada  and/or were or was a 

resident(s) of the County of Clark, State of Nevada. 

5. Upon information and belief, at all times mentioned herein, DEFENDANT FLORES-REYES 

and/or DEFENDANT DOE DRIVERS I-II was/were the drivers of the subject at-fault vehicle 

owned by DEFENDANTS VERDON and/or DOE OWNERS I-II and/or ROE 

EMPLOYERS I-II, and/or was/were acting in the course and scope of his/her employment 

with DEFENDANTS VERDON, ROE EMPLOYERS III-V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS 

I-V at the time of the traffic accident described herein. 

6. At all times relevant to this action, DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS III-V and/or 

ROE EMPLOYERS I-V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-II, was/were an entity doing 

business in the County of Clark, State of Nevada, and was/were directing the course and scope 
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of the actions of the other DEFENDANTS, and each, some or all of them, at the time of the 

automobile collision herein described. 

7. At all times relevant to this action, DEFENDANTS VERDON, ROE EMPLOYERS I-V 

and/or ROE CORPORATIONS III-V were employing the other  DEFENDANTS, and each, 

some or all of them, and he/she/it was/were acting in the course and scope of said employment 

at all times relevant to the automobile collision described hereinbelow. 

8. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, partnership, associate or otherwise, 

of DEFENDANTS, including DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I through V, 

ROE EMPLOYERS I through V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I through V, are unknown 

to PLAINTIFF, who therefore sues said DEFENDANTS by such fictitious names.  

PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and thereupon alleges that each of the said 

DEFENDANTS designated herein as DOE and ROE were/are responsible in some manner for 

the events and happenings referred to herein and directly and proximately caused damages to the 

PLAINTIFF as herein alleged, and that PLAINTIFF will seek leave of this Court to amend this 

Complaint to insert the true names and capacities of DOE and ROE Defendants when the same 

have been ascertained, and to join such DEFENDANTS in this action. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligence) 

9. PLAINTIFF incorporates by this reference all of the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 8, 

hereinabove, as though completely set forth herein. 

10. That on or about February 7, 2019, PLAINTIFF RAMIREZ, operating his 2008 BMW, was 

proceeding slowing within the Planet Hollywood Las Vegas Resort & Casino parking structure, 

located at 3667 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 when, suddenly and 

without warning, he was rear-ended by DEFENDANTS FLORES-REYES and/or DOE 

DRIVERS I-V, who was/were operating a vehicle owned, in whole or in part, by 
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DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-V 

and/or ROE EMPLOYEES I-V, inclusive, causing property damage and injuries and damages 

to the PLAINTIFF, as further described and otherwise set forth hereinbelow. 

11. That following the subject rear-end collision, DEFENDANT FLORES-REYES attempted to 

flee, requiring that PLAINTIFF follow her up the said parking structure, until said 

DEFENDANT reached the 10th floor, where said DEFENDANT finally stopped and exchanged 

information with the PLAINTIFF. 

12. DEFENDANTS, including DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V and/or ROE 

CORPORATIONS I-V and/or ROE EMPLOYERS I-V, had a duty to all members of general 

public, including the PLAINTIFF herein, to hire competent and safe drivers for their vehicle(s) 

and to provide those drivers with reasonable and safe guidelines and training for the operation 

of their said vehicle(s). 

13. Nevertheless, DEFENDANTS, including DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V 

and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-V and/or ROE EMPLOYERS I-V, hired negligent, reckless, 

and careless drivers, including DEFENDANT FLORES-REYES and/or DEFENDANT DOE 

DRIVERS I-V, and failed to provide reasonable or safe guidelines and/or training for the 

operation of her/their/its vehicle. 

14. At the time of the collision herein complained of, and immediately prior thereto, 

DEFENDANTS, and each or all of them, in breaching duties owed to the PLAINTIFF herein, 

was/were negligent and careless, inter alia, in the following particulars: 

A.  In failing to keep DEFENDANTS’ vehicle under proper control; 

B.  In operating DEFENDANTS’ vehicle without due caution for the rights of the 

PLAINTIFF herein; 

C.  In failing to keep a proper lookout; 
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D.  In failing to use due care in the operation of DEFENDANTS’ vehicle; 

E.  Negligent Entrustment; 

F.  Vicarious liability through the operation of NRS 41.440; 

G.  Respondeat superior; 

H. The DEFENDANTS, and each of them, violated certain state and local statutes, rules, 

regulations, codes and ordinances, and PLAINTIFF will pray leave of Court to insert 

the exact citations at the time of trial. 

15. By reason of the premises, and as a direct and proximate result of the aforesaid negligence 

and carelessness of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, the PLAINTIFF suffered physical injury and 

was otherwise injured in and about his neck, back, legs, arms, organs and systems, and was otherwise 

injured and caused to suffer great pain of body and mind, and all or some of the same is chronic and may 

be permanent and disabling, all to PLAINTIFF’s damage in an amount not yet fully ascertained but 

nevertheless in excess of Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00). 

16. By reason of the premises, and as a direct and proximate result of the aforesaid negligence 

and carelessness of the DEFENDANTS, and each of them, PLAINTIFF has been caused to expend 

monies for medical and miscellaneous expenses, and may in the future be caused to expend additional 

monies for medical expenses and miscellaneous expenses incidental thereto, in a sum not yet presently 

ascertainable, and leave of Court will be requested to include said additional damages when the same 

have been fully ascertained. 

17. Prior to the injuries complained of herein, PLAINTIFF was able-bodied, capable of being 

gainfully employed and/or active, and capable of engaging in all other activities for which PLAINTIFF 

was otherwise suited.  By reason of the premises, and as a direct and proximate result of the negligence 

of the said DEFENDANTS, and each of them, PLAINTIFF was caused to be disabled and limited and 

restricted in his occupation and activities, which caused him a loss of wages in an as yet unascertainable 
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amount and/or a diminution of PLAINTIFF’s earning capacity and a future loss of wages, all to 

PLAINTIFF’s damage in a sum not yet presently ascertainable, the allegations of which PLAINTIFF 

prays leave of Court to insert herein when the same has be fully determined. 

18. PLAINTIFF has been required to retain attorneys to prosecute this action, and is 

therefore entitled to recover his attorneys’ fees, case costs and prejudgment interest. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligent Entrustment) 

19. PLAINTIFF incorporates by this reference all of the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 

18, hereinabove, as though completely set forth herein. 

20 That at the time of the collision herein complained of, and immediately prior thereto, 

DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-V and/or ROE 

EMPLOYERS I-V, owned the vehicle being driven at the time by DEFENDANT FLORES-REYES 

and/or DEFENDANT DOE DRIVERS I-V, and negligently entrusted said vehicle to DEFENDANT 

FLORES-REYES and/or DEFENDANT DOE DRIVERS I-V, who carelessly operated, managed and 

maintained said vehicle by causing the subject traffic collision, which directly and proximately resulted in 

injuries and damages to the PLAINTIFF, as described hereinabove and below. 

21. That at the time of the collision herein complained of, and immediately prior thereto, 

DEFENDANT FLORES-REYES and/or DEFENDANT DOE DRIVERS I-V was/were acting and 

conducting herself/himself as an employee, agent, manager, representative and/or permissive driver of 

DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-V and/or ROE 

EMPLOYERS I-V, and therefore, DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V and/or ROE 

CORPORATIONS I-V and/or ROE EMPLOYERS I-V is/are fully responsible and liable for all of the 

PLAINTIFF’s injuries and damages caused by DEFENDANT FLORES-REYES’s and/or 

DEFENDANT DOE DRIVERS I-V’s negligence, as more fully described hereinabove. 
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22. That at all times alleged herein, DEFENDANTS VERDON, DOE OWNERS I-V 

and/or ROE CORPORATIONS I-V and/or ROE EMPLOYERS I-V was/were negligent in failing to 

adequately hire, train, supervise and retain its employee, agent and/or representative, which directly and 

proximately resulted in the automobile collision and thus PLAINTIFF’s injuries and damages, as more 

fully described herein. 

23. At the time of the traffic collision herein complained of, and immediately prior thereto, 

DEFENDANTS, and each of them, in breaching duties owed to PLAINTIFF, were negligent and 

careless, inter alia, in the following particulars: 

A.  In failing to keep DEFENDANTS’ vehicle under proper control; 

B. In operating DEFENDANTS’ vehicle without due caution for the rights of the 

PLAINTIFF; 

C.  In failing to keep a proper lookout; 

D.  In failing to use due care in the operation of DEFENDANTS’ vehicle; 

E.  Negligent Entrustment; 

F.  Vicarious liability through the operation of NRS 41.440; 

G.  Respondeat superior; 

H. The DEFENDANTS, and each of them, violated certain state and local statutes, rules, 

regulations, codes and ordinances, and PLAINTIFF will pray leave of Court to insert 

the exact citations at the time of trial. 

24. By reason of the premises, and as a direct and proximate result of the aforesaid negligence 

and carelessness of DEFENDANTS, and each of them, the PLAINTIFF suffered physical injuries and 

was otherwise damaged in and about his neck, back, legs, arms, organs and systems, and was otherwise 

injured and caused to suffer great pain of body and mind, and all or some of the same is or may be 
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chronic and permanent and disabling, all to PLAINTIFF’s damage, in an amount not yet fully ascertained 

but nevertheless in excess of Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00). 

25. By reason of the premises, and as a direct and proximate result of the aforesaid negligence 

and carelessness of the DEFENDANTS, and each of them, PLAINTIFF has been caused to expend 

monies for medical and miscellaneous expenses, and may in the future be caused to expend additional 

monies for medical expenses and miscellaneous expenses incidental thereto, in a sum not yet presently 

ascertainable, and PLAINTIFF will pray leave of Court to include said additional damages if/when the 

same have been fully ascertained. 

26. Prior to the injuries complained of herein, PLAINTIFF was able-bodied, capable of being 

gainfully employed and/or otherwise capable of engaging in all other activities for which PLAINTIFF 

was otherwise suited.  By reason of the premises, and as a direct and proximate result of the negligence 

of the said DEFENDANTS, and each of them, PLAINTIFF was caused to be disabled and limited and 

restricted in his occupation and activities, which caused and/or may have caused PLAINTIFF a loss of 

wages and/or a diminution of PLAINTIFF’s earning capacity, and future wage loss, all to PLAINTIFF’s 

damage in an amount not yet ascertainable, the allegations of which PLAINTIFF prays leave of Court 

to insert herein when the same shall be fully determined. 

27. PLAINTIFF has been required to retain attorneys to prosecute this action, and he is 

therefore entitled to recover his attorneys’ fees, case costs and prejudgment interest. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFF RAMIREZ expressly reserves the right herein to include all items of 

damage, and prays for judgment against each and all of the DEFENDANTS herein, jointly and severally, 

as follows: 

1. General damages for PLAINTIFF in an amount in excess of Fifteen Thousand Dollars 

($15,000.00); 
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2.  Special damages for PLAINTIFF’s medical and miscellaneous expenses as of this date, plus 

future medical expenses and the miscellaneous expenses incidental thereto, in a presently 

unascertainable amount but nevertheless in excess of Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00); 

3. Special damages for lost wages and/or diminution of the earning capacity of PLAINTIFF, plus 

possible future loss of earnings and/or diminution of PLAINTIFF’s earning capacity, in a 

presently unascertainable amount but nevertheless in excess of Fifteen Thousand Dollars 

($15,000.00);  

4. Costs of this suit, attorneys’ fees, and prejudgment interest; and 

5. Any other relief as to the Court may seem just and proper in the premises. 

DATED this 19th day of August 2019. 

                                                BIGHORN LAW 

  
By:  /s/ Richard Fonbuena, Esq.          
KIMBALL JONES, ESQ. 
Nevada bar No. 12982 
JACOB G. LEAVITT, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12608 
RICHARD FONBUENA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 15041 
716 South Jones Boulevard   
Las Vegas, Nevada   89107 

      Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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EDEL RAMIREZ.NAVARETTE,
an individual,

Plaintiff,

v.

HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual'

ANTHONY VERDON an

individual, DOES DRMRS I-V, DOE

OWNERT I-V; RoE EMPLOYERS I-V;
and ROE CORPORATIONS I'V, inclusive,

Defendants.

DISTRTCT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No: A'19-800500-C
Dept No: XXVII

DISCOVERY ORDER

TO:

TO:

JACOB LEAVITT, Esq., attorney for Plaintiff; and

JOSEPH PURDY, Esq., attorney for Defendants.

Pursuant to NevadaArbitration Rule 11, an EarlyArbi&ation Conference was held

on December 17,2019. Present on the conference call were the above identified attorneys

for the parties. Having met and discussed proposed discovery as required by Rule 11, and

good cause appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that discovery shall be limited to the following:

A, ThE partieo hsrEto may proPound a total of l0 interrogatoriesl

B. The parties hereto may propound a total of 10 requests for production of

1

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
12/17/2019 10:34 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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docurnents;

C. The parties hereto may propound a total of 10 requests for admissions;

D. The deposition of Plaintiffmay be taken;

E. The deposition of the Defendant may be taken up;

F. The depositions of of any percipient witnesses may be taken;

G. The parties will exchange documents and authorizations within ten days;

H. An IME is authorized should residual injuries be claimed.

Each party is responsible for the payment of $250.00 as a deposit towards the

arbitrator's fees and costs. It is the responsibility of all parties to notiff the Arbiftator

if additional parties appear in the action or if a settlement is reached.

Dated this 17th day of Decembe& 2019'

ESQUIRE

7432 SaharaAvenue, Ste. 101

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117
Arbitrator

LYN

LAW OFFICES OF LYN MACNABB
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CA,RTIFICATfi' OT SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFYthat on the 17th day of December, 2019,I electronically

served a true and correct copy of the foregoing DISCOYERY ORDER to the attorneys

addressed to the following:

JACOB LEAVITT, ESQ.

716 S. Jones Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89107
A*orney for Plaintiff

JOSEPH PURDY, ESQ.
3057 E. Warm SPrings Road #400

Las Vegas, NV 89120

f \tto,rnyfor 
DSfendant

(-/

@avet
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2nd September

2nd September

/s/ Sandy Gerety
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ARBA
Lyn MacNabb
Nevada Bar No- 4323

7432W. SaharaAvenue, Ste' 101

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

(702) 636-0111
Arbitrator

DISTRICT COI.'RT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

EDEL RAMIREZ.NAVARETTE, )
an individual, )

)
Plaintiff, ) Case No: A-19-800500-C

) Dept No: )O(V[
)
)

HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual, ) ARBITRATION A\MARD

ANTHONYVERDON an )
individual, DOES DRMRS I-V, DOE )
OWNERT I-V; ROE EMPLOYERS I'Y; )
and ROE CORPORATIONS I-Y inclusive, )

)
Defendants. )

)

TO: ROBERT EAION, Esq., attorney for Plaintiff; and

TO: PATRICE JOHNSON, Esg., attomey for Defendants-

The Arbitration hearing was held held on September 10,2A2A. Present at the

hearing were the above identified attorneys and the parties in this action- Having

considered the testimony at the hearing, the briefs, pleadings and papers on file herein" I

find in favor of the Plaintiffand against the Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes andAnthony

Verdon and award total past damages in the arnount of thirteen thousand five hundred

dollars ($13,500.00).

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
9/15/2020 12:10 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NOTICE

pursuant to Nevada Arbitation Rule 18A, you are hereby notified that you

ve thirty days from the date you are served with the Award within which to file a

for tial de novo with the Clerk of the Court and to serve the Commissioner and the

parties.

Dated this 15& day of September, 2A20'

LAW OFFICES OF LYN MACNABB

Nevada Bar Number 4323

?432 SaharaAvenue, Sk. 101

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117

Arbitrator

CERTTFICATE, OT SERYICE

I HEREBy CERIIFYthat on the 1Sth day of June, 202A,I electronically served a

and correct copy of the forcgoingARBITRAnONAVAfrD to the attomeys addressed

the following:

COB LEAVITT, ESQ.
16 S. Jones Blvd.

Vegas,l{V 89107

for Plaintiff

PATRICE JOHNSON, ESQ.
3057 E. Warm Springs Road #400
Las Vegas,l.IV 89120

1-:**'o;!r**
An employee of Lyn MacNabb

AA0026



A-19-800500-C 

PRINT DATE: 09/23/2020 Page 1 of 2 Minutes Date: September 23, 2020 

 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
 
Negligence - Auto COURT MINUTES September 23, 2020 

 
A-19-800500-C Edel Ramirez-Navarrete, Plaintiff(s) 

vs. 
Holga Flores-Reyes, Defendant(s) 

 
September 23, 2020 3:00 AM Minute Order Minute Order: 

Application for 
Attorney s Fees, 
Costs, and/or Interest 
SET 10/6/2020 
Chambers Calendar 

 
HEARD BY: Allf, Nancy  COURTROOM: No Location 
 
COURT CLERK: Carolyn Jackson 
 
RECORDER:  
 
REPORTER:  
 
PARTIES  
PRESENT: 

 

 
JOURNAL ENTRIES 

 
- COURT FINDS after review that an Arbitration Hearing took place on September 10, 2020. 
 
COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that an Arbitration Award was filed on September 15, 2020. 
 
COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that an Arbitrator s Bill for Fees and Costs was filed on 
September 15, 2020. 
 
COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that Plaintiffs filed an Application for Attorney s Fees, Costs, 
and/or Interest as well as a Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements on September 21, 2020. No 
hearing was requested. 
 
THEREFORE, COURT ORDERS for good cause appearing and after review the Motion for Fees is 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
9/23/2020 7:17 AM
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A-19-800500-C 

PRINT DATE: 09/23/2020 Page 2 of 2 Minutes Date: September 23, 2020 

 

hereby scheduled on October 6, 2020 on Chambers calendar. 
 
CLERK'S NOTE: This Minute Order was electronically served by Courtroom Clerk, Nicole McDevitt, 
to all registered parties for Odyssey File & Serve. /nm 9/23/2020. 
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ABFCI
Lyn MacNabb

BarNo" 4323
7432W. SaharaAvenue, Ste. 101

Las Vegas, Nevada 89117
l) 636-0111
ibator

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARETTE,
an individual,

Plaintiff,

v.

HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual,
ANTHONY VERDON an
individual, DOES DRMRS I-Y DOE
OWNERT I-Y; ROE EMPLOYERS I-V;
and ROE CORPORATIONS I-V, inclusive,

Defendants.

TO:

TO: PATRICE JOHNSON, Esq., attomey for

nineteen cents ($959.19). Regrading the application f,or

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVAD

Case
Dept

RU G ON APPLICATION

: A-19-800500-C
: )O(VI

FOR F , COSTS AND INTEREST

ROBERT EAION, Esq., attomey for Plaintiff; and

Plaintiffprevailed at the arbitration and timely appli for fees, costs and interest.

Having considered the application, and having received no ition t}tereto, Plaintiff is

awarded costs in the reduced amount of one thousand one

thirty-five cents ($1,141.35) and interest in the amount of

forty-one dollars and

hundred fifty-six and

's f€es, the undersigned

finds that the analysis under Brunzell v. Golden Gate Nat. 85 Nev. 3451 455 P.zd 3l

(1969) was satisfied. The factors addressed by that case,

1

site to an award of

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
10/2/2020 10:41 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA0029
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Dated this 2nd day of Octobet2A20.

true and correct copy of the foregoing,4WARD OF

0BERT EATON, ESQ.
16 S. Jones Blvd.

Vegas, NV 89107
ttarneyfor Plaintiff

's fees, were set forth in the moving points and ities with specificity.

s fees ar thus awarded in the amount of one dollars ($1,000.00).

LAW OFFICES OF L MACNABB

LYN MACNABB, UIRE
Nevada Bar Number
7432 SaharaAvenue,

23

Las Vegas, Nevada 89
Arbitratar

I fmREBY CERTIFY that on the 2nd day of 2020, I electronically served

TTORNEY'S FEES to the attorneys addressed to the fol

PAIRICE
3057 E. 'V/arm prings Road #400
Las Vegas, 89120

.far

t/
/

,(, ..n
employee oflyn Nabb

101
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DRST 
STORM LEGAL GROUP  
PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12283 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
pjohnson @keyinsco.com 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Facsimile: (702) 765-0981 
Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an 
individual 
 
                                    Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVERS I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V ROE 
EMPLOYERS I-V; and ROE Corporations I-
V, inclusive, 
 

                                     Defendants. 

CASE  NO.:   A-19-800500-C 
DEPT. NO.:   XXVII 
 
 
DEMAND FOR REMOVAL FROM 
SHORT TRIAL PROGRAM 

 
COMES NOW Defendant, ANTHONY VERDON and HOLGA FLORES-REYES, by 

and through their attorney of record, PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ., of STORM LEGAL 

GROUP, and hereby requests the above entitled matter be removed from the Nevada Short 

Trial Program pursuant to N.S.T.R. 5.   

 I hereby certify pursuant to N.R.C.P. 11 and N.S.T.R. 5 that all fees for the trial jurors 

and court costs of the trial in the amount required by N.S.T.R. 5(b) have been deposited with 

the Clerk of the Court or are being deposited with the filing of this Demand. 

 I further understand that pursuant to N.S.T.R. 5(c) that my right to remove this case 

from the Short Trial Program is waived if this demand is not timely filed and served or if the 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
10/8/2020 9:00 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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fees and costs have not been paid prior to or at the time of the filing of this demand, and that 

the ten (10) day filing requirement of this demand is jurisdictional. 

 

 

DATED this 8th day of October, 2020. 

 
STORM LEGAL GROUP 
 
 

      By:__/s/ Patrice Johnson______________ 
PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12283 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Attorney for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
            I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 8th day of October, 2020, I served a true and 

complete copy of the foregoing, DEMAND FOR REMOVAL FROM SHORT TRIAL 

PROGRAM,  addressed to the parties below, to be served as follows: 

[     ]   by placing a true and correct copy of the same to be deposited for mailing in the U.S. 

Mail, enclosed in a sealed envelope upon which first class postage was fully prepaid; 

and/or 

[     ]    via facsimile; and or 

[     ]    by hand delivery to the parties listed below; and or 

[X ]    by electronic service via ODYSSEY through the District Court. 

 
JACOB G. LEAVITT, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12608 
RICHARD FONBUENA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 15041 
BIGHORN LAW 
716 South Jones Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
jacobl@bighornlaw.com 
richard@bighornlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
 
 
 

Lyn MacNabb 
Nevada Bar No. 4323 
7432W. SatraraAvnue, Ste. l0l 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 636-0111 
Arbitrator 
 

________         Star Farrow   
                        An Employee of Storm Legal Group      
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RTDN 
STORM LEGAL GROUP  
PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12283 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
pjohnson @keyinsco.com 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Facsimile: (702) 765-0981 
Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an 
individual 
 
                                    Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVERS I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V ROE 
EMPLOYERS I-V; and ROE Corporations I-
V, inclusive, 
 

                                     Defendants. 

CASE  NO.:   A-19-800500-C 
DEPT. NO.:   XXVII 
 
 
REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO 

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on the 15th day of September, 2020, an Arbitration 

Award was made in this action.  Defendants herein request a trial de novo of this action in the 

District Court.  Defendants understand that if the amount of the award in the trial de novo does 

not either exceed the arbitration award made to the party requesting the trial de novo, or reduce 

the liability imposed on that party by the arbitration award, the parties requesting the trial de 

novo must pay to the adverse parties all recoverable costs and actual attorney's fees associated 

with the prosecution or defense of the trial de novo.  Awards of attorney's fees may not exceed 

the total amount of $3,000 unless the court finds extraordinary circumstances justifying a 

higher award. 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
10/8/2020 9:00 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA0034
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Defendants certify that all arbitrator fees and costs required to be paid by her have been 

paid or shall be paid within thirty (30) days (or that an objection is pending and any balance of 

fees or costs shall be paid in accordance with N.A.R. 18(C). 
 

DATED this 8th day of October, 2020. 

 
STORM LEGAL GROUP 
 
 

      By:__/s/ Patrice Johnson______________ 
PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12283 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Attorney for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 8th day of October, 2020, I served a true and 

complete copy of the foregoing, REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO,  addressed to the 

parties below, to be served as follows: 

[     ]   by placing a true and correct copy of the same to be deposited for mailing in the U.S. 

Mail, enclosed in a sealed envelope upon which first class postage was fully prepaid; 

and/or 

[     ]    via facsimile; and or 

[     ]    by hand delivery to the parties listed below; and or 

[X ]    by electronic service via ODYSSEY through the District Court. 

 
JACOB G. LEAVITT, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12608 
RICHARD FONBUENA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 15041 
BIGHORN LAW 
716 South Jones Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
jacobl@bighornlaw.com 
richard@bighornlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
 
 
 

Lyn MacNabb 
Nevada Bar No. 4323 
7432W. SatraraAvnue, Ste. l0l 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 636-0111 
Arbitrator 
 

________         Star Farrow   
                        An Employee of Storm Legal Group      

 

AA0036



Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
10/21/2020 7:40 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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OPPS 
STORM LEGAL GROUP  
PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12283 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
pjohnson @keyinsco.com 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Facsimile: (702) 765-0981 
Attorneys for Defendant 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an 
individual 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVERS I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V ROE 
EMPLOYERS I-V; and ROE Corporations I-
V, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

CASE  NO.:   A-19-800500-C 
DEPT. NO.:   XXVII 

DEFENDANT’S OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

DEFENDANT’S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE 

 REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO
Defendant, through his undersigned counsel, hereby submits the following OPPOSITION TO 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO           : 

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. DEFENDANT ARBITRATED IN GOOD FAITH

Plaintiff makes several contentions to support the Motion:

(1) That Defendant’s failure to appear at the arbitration hearing or call defense

witnesses “prevented Plaintiffs from soliciting testimony to dispute Defendant’s

‘low impact’ argument.”

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
11/4/2020 12:20 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA0108
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(2) Defendant’s arbitration brief was an hour late after the arbitration began;”

(3) Defendant failed to participate in discovery and in the arbitration process

as a whole.

It is difficult to perceive how Defendant would bear the burden of dis-proving proximate 

cause by calling witnesses to testify in his case in chief.  It is patently without merit for Plaintiff 

to argue that witnesses the defense identified were so instrumental to Plaintiff’s case that he was 

“prevented” from “soliciting testimony to dispute Defendant’s ‘low impact” argument.”  Plaintiff 

himself should have served them with subpoenas requiring their attendance at arbitration.  

The Nevada Arbitration Rules and case law discussed below defeat Plaintiff’s remaining 

arguments.  First, the defense was not even required to file a “brief” at arbitration, much less one 

that Plaintiff’s counsel found acceptable.  Second, Defendant’s concession of breach of duty 

excuses his personal participation in the hearing and in verifying interrogatory replies.  That is 

because the sole issues for Plaintiffs to prove are proximate cause and damages.  Defendant could 

not add anything to these questions. 

A. Defendant Has A Right To A Jury Trial

First and foremost, Defendant has a right to a jury trial.  The Nevada Constitution, Article

1, Section 3 states in pertinent part:  “The right of trial by jury shall be secured to all and remain 

inviolate forever” (emphasis added) and this has always been held to apply to civil actions.  State 

v. McClear, 11 Nev. 39 (1876).

B. Pertinent Nevada Arbitration Rules

N.A.R. 1 states the program is “non-binding” in nature for the precise reason that

Defendant has the right to a jury trial.  N.A.R. 2 establishes the program in a way that it is a 

“simplified procedure” intended to be “informal” and “expeditious.” N.A.R. 8 indicates 

arbitrators have a significant amount of discretion to “relax all applicable rules of evidence and 

procedure to effectuate a speedy and economical resolution of the case without sacrificing a 

party’s right to a full and fair hearing on the merits.” 

N.A.R. 11 gives significant discretion to the arbitrator as to even permitting any 

discovery as the rule states: 

AA0109
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The conference may be held by telephone in the discretion of the arbitrator.  The 
extent to which discovery is allowed, if at all, is in the discretion of the 
arbitrator who must make every effort to insure that discovery, if any, is neither 
costly nor burdensome.  Types of discovery shall be those permitted by the 
Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, but may be modified in the discretion of the 
arbitrator to save time and expense.  (Emphasis added). 

Similarly, N.A.R. 13 does not even mandate an arbitration brief but simply a list of 

witnesses and documents that a party will rely upon at the arbitration hearing.  That Rule goes 

on to state that a party is not even required to present case law or legal citations to the arbitrator; 

but list witnesses and documents with a description of the documents or the anticipated 

testimony.  Such is consistent with the above-described rules that the arbitration hearing is 

“simplified” and economical. 

Finally, N.A.R. 15 specifically allows the arbitration hearing to proceed without a party’s 

presence and participation at the hearing.  The rule states: 

An arbitration may proceed in the absence of any party who, after due notice, fails 
to presents or fails to obtain a continuance.  The arbitrator shall require that the 
party present such evidence as he or she may require for the making of an award 
and may offer the absent party an opportunity to appear at the subsequent hearing 
if such a hearing is deemed appropriate by the arbitrator.   

C. Pertinent Nevada Case Authority

In the case of Chamberland v. Labarbera, 877 P.2d 523 (1994), the Nevada Supreme 

Court overturned the District Court’s striking of the defendant’s request for trial de novo under 

similar circumstances.  In that matter, the case was assigned to the mandatory arbitration 

program, and liability was not disputed as the accident was of the rear-end nature.  When the 

District Court struck the defendant’s request for trial de novo, the Supreme Court held it abused 

its discretion by “delivering such a severe sanction” as striking a party’s right to a jury trial: 

The magnitude of the sanction brings the action under the purview of Young.  Young 
instructs that the district court must enter specific findings and conclusions when 
dismissing a party from a legal proceeding under NRCP 37.  This not only 
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facilitates appellate review, but also impresses upon the district court the severity 
of such a sanction.  Id. at 525. 

The Court noted that the defendant was not required to conduct any discovery and that 

the defendant’s failure to attend the arbitration hearing was not a basis for the District Court to 

strike the defendant’s request for trial de novo as liability was not disputed.  In the end, the Court 

stated: 

With liability apparently not at issue, the entire dispute involved the extent of 
Labarbera’s damages.  Chamberland’s counsel offered a defense at the arbitration 
hearing by cross-examining Labarbera and disputing her alleged injuries.  

In sum, we conclude that the district court abused its discretion by imposing such a 
severe sanction upon Chamberland.  Arbitration matters often involve simple 
disputes and meager claims for damages that do not warrant expensive pre-
arbitration discovery or sophisticated ‘trial’ techniques.  Id. 

Next, in the matter of Gittings v. Hartz, 996 P.2d 898 (2000), the Nevada 
Supreme Court stated: 

The Court Annexed Arbitration Program is intended to be a simplified, informal 
procedure to resolve certain types of cases.  (Citations omitted).  It is designed to 
give the arbitrator a good understanding of the essential factual disputes and the 
legal positions of the parties.  

In Gittings, the defendant ran a red light and T-boned the plaintiff’s vehicle. Liability was 

not disputed.  The contested matter was plaintiff’s alleged damages.  The Court stated: 

For purposes of requesting a trial de novo, this court has equated ‘good faith’ with 
‘meaningful participation’ in the arbitration proceeding…However, the important 
right to a constitutional jury trial is not waived simply because individuals can 
disagree over the most effective way to represent a client at an arbitration hearing. 
See Chamberland, 110 Nev. at 705, 877 P.2d 525 (despite failing to conduct 
discovery or attend the arbitration hearing, appellant meaningfully participated in 
the arbitration where liability was not an issue by engaging in cross-examination 
and disputing alleged injuries).  (Emphasis added). 

The Nevada Supreme Court stated the defendant “meaningfully participated” in the 

arbitration program by conducting discovery which was permitted by the arbitrator and 
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presenting arguments at the arbitration hearing regarding damages.  The defendant served 

Interrogatories, Request for Production of Documents and deposed the plaintiff.  The Court noted 

that defendant Gittings did not need to attend the arbitration hearing as: 

…did not need to personally attend the arbitration hearing because liability was not 
at issue. 

The Nevada Supreme Court further stated: 
There may be many valid reasons why a party would not wish to expend money at 
the arbitration stage of a case on medical experts.  Effective cross-examination may 
be sufficient to point out discrepancies in a person’s claim of injury without such 
testimony, or without presentation of ‘counterveiling of medical evidence.’ 
(Emphasis added). 

The Nevada Supreme Court, when addressing the issue of whether a defendant’s insurer 

files Requests for Trial De Novo, the Court stated: 

While a comparatively high percentage of de novo requests are filed by Allstate, 
there is no analysis accompanying the statistics to support a conclusion that the 
statistics prove that Allstate automatically requests a trial de novo regardless of the 
arbitration process. For example, no correlation has been shown between requests 
for trial de novo and verdicts for and against the party who filed the request. 
(Emphasis added). 

The Nevada Supreme Court in Campbell v. Maestro, 996 P.2d 412 (2000) determined 

that the trial court’s striking of a defendant’s Request for Trial De Novo was improper and too 

severe of a sanction.  In Campbell, plaintiff’s cause of action arose out of an automobile accident. 

The District Court made the following findings in supporting its Order to strike Campbell’s 

constitutional right to a jury trial: 

1) Defendant Campbell admitted in his deposition the accident was his fault;

2) Defendant Campbell’s insurer denied liability for one year and a half after the

accident;
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3) Defendant Campbell’s insurer did not pay plaintiff’s property damage until one

year and a half after the incident, allegedly because the insurer disputed the case

on liability;

4) Defendant Campbell’s attorney asserted liability affirmative defenses;

5) The attorney arbitrator made some type of finding defendant’s insurer failed to

arbitrate in good faith;

6) Defendant Campbell’s insurer failed to make any settlement offer for personal

injury claims until one and a half years after the accident.

The Nevada Supreme Court in Campbell stated: 

…a conclusion that Campbell was contesting liability in bad faith does not 
necessarily support a finding that Campbell’s position regarding the value of any 
injuries suffered by Maestro and Costantino is also invalid.  The record before the 
district court contains little or no factual allegations that would support a conclusion 
that Campbell’s position regarding a trial on damages was unfounded and made for 
the purposes of delay or harassment.  For this reason, we conclude that the severe 
sanction of striking the request for trial de novo was not warranted in this case.  See 
Young v. Johnny Ribeiro Bldg., Inc., 106 Nev. 88, 92-93, 787 P.2d 777, 780 (1990) 
(where dismissal with prejudice was granted for discovery abuse, this court noted 
that such a severe sanction should be imposed only after consideration of all factors 
involved).  (Emphasis added). 

… 
With failures to pay property damages and make settlement offers the district court 
noted the apparent intransigence of NGI and its counsel with regard to the 
prosecution of Campbell’s defense.  However, there is no duty under the arbitration 
rules governing good and bad faith participation in arbitration proceedings to enter 
into settlement negotiations or to agree to make payment to any claim at any time 
regardless of the merits thereof.  Refusals regarding settlement or payment, whether 
ill-advised or not, must be resolved under NRCP 68, NRS 17.115, NRS 18.010, 
NRCP 11, NAR 22(B)(b), and the various rules regarding the payment of interest 
on judgments.  Thus, the refusals by NGI to honor certain claims or enter into 
meaningful settlement negotiations, although possibly implicating its obligations to 
Campbell to act in good faith to avoid a judgment in excess of its policy limits, 
were not pertinent to the questions of good faith participation in the arbitration 
program.  

II. THE SUMMARY JUDGMENT MOTION MUST BE DENIED

NRCP 56(a) and (b) state that summary judgment is appropriate if the movant can 
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establish by reference to the evidentiary record that no genuine issues of material fact exist.  A 

summary judgment motion must point to specific facts, not generalized conclusions.  EDCR 2.21. 

Furthermore, the evidence upon which the movant relies must be admissible.  NRCP 56(c)(2) 

states that the movant or non-movant may properly object that the opposing party relies upon 

inadmissible evidence in his or her position.  A summary judgment motion cannot be a vehicle 

that dispenses with the jury’s function of weighing the credibility of witnesses.  Pegasus v. Reno 

Newspapers. Inc., 118 Nev. 706 (2002).  Plaintiff’s motion violates each of these tenets. 

Preliminarily, it is unclear just what would be the scope of the judgment Plaintiff is asking 

the Court to enter against Defendant.  It appears, however, that he seeks summary judgment on 

all elements of his negligence cause of action.  Those elements are duty, breach, damages, and 

proximate cause.1  Plaintiff asserts that, because the defense did not set forth an expert, each 

element of his claim is established.  This simply is not true.  Assuming all of the admissions are 

deemed true, they could only establish Defendant’s breach of duty and the authenticity of his 

medical records.  None of the admissions go to the questions of proximate cause, the fact of 

injury, the nature and extent of damages, or their amount.   

Plaintiff’s Motion fails to comply with NRCP 56’s requirement that he identify the 

specific, undisputed facts that would justify summary judgment on the issues of causation and 

damages, and he relies upon inadmissible evidence:   

1. Plaintiff must prove with admissible evidence that his medical expenses were

reasonable in amount and necessarily incurred as a result of the subject

accident.  NEV. J.I. 10.02; Patterson v. Horton, 929 P.2d 1125 (Wash. App.

2001).  No such evidence is before the Court.  Instead, Plaintiff just makes a

generic reference to the authenticated medical records and argues that they

somehow establish these critical elements of his claim.  However, the records

and bills are inadmissible hearsay/hearsay within hearsay (NRS 51.035,

51.065(1)); and there is no foundation from a competent expert supporting the

1 Turner v. Mandaly Sports Entm’t, LLC, 124 Nev. 213, 180 P.3d 1172 (2008). 
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conclusory assertions in them that the expenses are reasonable and necessary 

due to the subject accident (NRS 50.025(1)(b), 50.275).  These failures render 

the records and bills irrelevant, incompetent, and speculative, and Defendant 

objects to this evidence for these reasons.   

2. Plaintiff asks the Court to usurp the jury’s sole province to weigh the

Plaintiff’s credibility and that of his providers (see, Pegasus, supra).

3. Plaintiff asks the Court to speculate that he sustained injury and damages

based upon the above-described incompetent and otherwise inadmissible

evidence.  Defendant objects to this evidence for the above-stated reasons.

Plaintiff next misinterprets the unpublished decision of Didier v Sotolongo, 441 P.3d1091 

(2019).  By necessary inference, Plaintiff asserts that this unpublished decision (1) overturns 

Quintero v. McDonald, 116 Nev. 1181, 14 P.3d 522 (2000), and (2) overturns the long line of 

cases (such as Pegasus, supra) by ostensibly holding that the credibility of witnesses is now 

irrelevant to the questions of causation and damages in personal injury cases.  Didier does no 

such things. 

In Quintero, the plaintiff alleged whiplash injuries.  The jury found in her favor on the 

question of breach of legal duty, but awarded her no damages because they found her un-credible.  

On appeal, the plaintiff argued that she was entitled to a new trial, in part because the defendant 

offered no expert testimony to contradict her claim of causation and damages.  The Nevada 

Supreme Court disagreed.  Pointing to evidence that impeached the plaintiff and otherwise 

undermined her claims of causation and damages, the court stated that the jury was free to 

determine that she was not hurt (“… [T]he jury was not bound to assign any particular probative 

value to any evidence presented.”). 

However, in Didier, unlike Quintero, the defense offered no evidence at all to rebut 

plaintiff’s expert’s opinion testimony of causation and special damages.  In the complete absence 

of evidence upon which a jury could base a decision that plaintiff was not injured and that her 

medical expenses were not reasonable and necessary, the issues were taken from the jury and 
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decided as a matter of law.  

Plaintiff, however, expands Didier to hold that if a plaintiff calls an expert to testify to 

causation and damages, the defense can only attack a plaintiff’s claim of causation and damages 

with an expert of its own.  Such a reading of Didier renders a plaintiff’s credibility totally 

irrelevant; and even an effective, discrediting cross-examination of a plaintiff’s expert becomes 

meaningless.    

Equally fundamental is Plaintiff’s failure to appreciate the procedural context of the 

Didier case.  The questions of causation and damages were decided by the court per NRCP 50 

after all the evidence had been presented at trial.  It was by no means decided as a summary 

judgment motion.  In fact, in Didier the court made specific reference to its reliance upon D&D 

Tire v. Ouelette, 131 Nev. 462, 352 P.3d 32 (2015), for the proposition that the parties must be 

fully heard at trial before a jury issue may be taken  from a jury.   
III. THE DEFENSE COUNSEL’S OFFICE WAS OPERATING UNDER

UNFORESEEN AND DIRE CIRCUMSTANCES FOR WHICH THE
RESPONSE TO THE DISCOVERY AND SCHEDULING OF A DEPOSITION
WOULD HAVE BEEN DANGEROUS

It was discussed at length at the beginning of the arbitration the reasons as to why the defense 

could not respond to the discovery and it was unforeseen and under extenuating circumstances 

for which no person could have been expected to perform.  The Defense Counsel’s office was 

infected with COVID-19, not once, but twice during the time the Answers to Discovery were due 

and the Defense Counsel was also infected and had effects of illness for weeks afterwards.  There 

were no attorneys available to cover the responses and the staff was also infected and ill.   

Unlike the assertion by Plaintiff, there was never an indication the arbitrator took into 

consideration the absence of the Defendants at the arbitration, as liability was conceded, and 

there was never an indication that the response to discovery was taken into consideration in 

determining the arbitration award.  Opposition to an award of fees and costs certainly do not 

indicate a lack of participation and the thought process is misguided.  There is no failure to 

participate in good faith in this instance considering the circumstances, however, there is no law 

which states the Defendant must appear at the arbitration or oppose an award for fees and costs.    
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For the above reasons, Defendant requests that Plaintiff’s Motion For Partial Summary 

Judgment be denied. 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion For Partial Summary Judgment should be 

denied. 

DATED this 4th day of November, 2020. 

STORM LEGAL GROUP 

      By:__/s/ Patrice Johnson______________ 
PATRICE S. JOHNSON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12283 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Attorney for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

            I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 4th day of November, 2020, I served a true and 

complete copy of the foregoing, OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO STRIKE 

DEFENDANT REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO,  addressed to the parties below, to be 

served as follows: 

[     ]   by placing a true and correct copy of the same to be deposited for mailing in the U.S. 

Mail, enclosed in a sealed envelope upon which first class postage was fully prepaid; 

and/or 

[     ]    via facsimile; and or 

[     ]    by hand delivery to the parties listed below; and or 

[X ]    by electronic service via ODYSSEY through the District Court. 

JACOB G. LEAVITT, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12608 
RICHARD FONBUENA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 15041 
BIGHORN LAW 
716 South Jones Boulevard 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
jacobl@bighornlaw.com 
richard@bighornlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Lyn MacNabb 
Nevada Bar No. 4323 
7432W. SatraraAvnue, Ste. l0l 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
(702) 636-0111
Arbitrator

________         Ashley Gittings 
          An Employee of Storm Legal Group     
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RIS 
KIMBALL JONES, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12982 
ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 9547 
BIGHORN LAW 
2225 E. Flamingo Rd. 
Building 2, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
Email: Roberte@bighornlaw.com  
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARETTE, and individual, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVER I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V; ROE 
EMPLOYER I-V;  ROE CORPORATIONS I-V, 
inclusive,  
 
   Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CASE NO.: A-19-800500-C 
DEPT. NO.: XXVII 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE  

DEFENDANTS’ REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO 
  
 COMES NOW, Plaintiff EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARETTE, by and through his attorneys of 

record, KIMBALL JONES, ESQ. and ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ., with the Law Offices of BIGHORN 

LAW, and hereby submits Plaintiff’s Reply in Support of his Motion to Strike Defendants Holga Flores-

Reyes and Anthony Verdon’s Request for Trial De Novo. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
11/24/2020 6:31 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA0119



 

 
Page 2 of 8 

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 

 

 This Reply is supported by the papers and pleadings on file herein, the accompanying 

Memorandum of Points and Authorities and any Oral Argument that the Court may entertain at the hearing 

of said motion. 

DATED this   24th       day of November, 2020. 

      BIGHORN LAW 
 

/s/ Robert N. Eaton  
KIMBALL JONES, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12982 
ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 9547 
2225 E. Flamingo Rd. 
Building 2, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

A. Summary of Undisputed Facts 

In Defendant’s opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Request for Trial De Novo, Defendant 

failed to refute or challenge the following assertions in Plaintiff’s motion, which should now be deemed 

undisputed:  

  - Defendants failed to appear at arbitration and thus Liability was admitted;  

 - Plaintiff provided medical experts to establish causation and damages, Defendant failed to offer 

a medical expert to challenge causation. Thus, causation was admitted. See Didier v. Sotolongo 441 P.3d 

1091, 2019 Nev. Unpub. LEXIS 618 (Nevada Supreme Court affirmed state district court order granting 

partial summary judgment on damages where Defendant failed to present evidence rebutting Plaintiff’s 

medical expert’s conclusions that Plaintiff’s medical treatments were reasonable and necessary) 

 -Defendant failed to respond to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission, served on April 28, 2020, and 

have thus admitted the following:  

o Flores-Reyes caused a collision with Plaintiff’s vehicle;  

o Flores-Reyes’ operation of the vehicle she was driving was the proximate cause of the 

subject collision;  

o Flores-Reyes’ negligence was the proximate cause of Plaintiff’s injuries and damages;  

o Flores-Reyes attempted to flee from the Plaintiff after the subject collision;  

o Plaintiff did not contribute to the collision; and  

o Plaintiff’s medical treatment was reasonable and necessary and that the costs of the medical 

care were customary and in keeping with the standards of the community.  

 -Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon failed to participate in the Discovery 

process as they 1) never responded to discovery; 2) failed to appear for arbitration; 3) Defendant Anthony 

Verdon failed to provide any defense to claims of negligent entrustment; 4) Defendants failed to provide 

AA0121



 

 
Page 4 of 8 

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 

 

a timely arbitration brief; and 5) Defendants’ counsel failed to oppose Plaintiff’s Motion for Fees, Costs, 

and Interest on the Award, which should thus be deemed as Defendant’s acceptance of the award.   

 B. Defendant Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon Failed to Participate in 
Arbitration and Are Properly Denied Trial De Novo 

 
 The insurer of Defendant Holga Flores-Reyes refused to reimburse Plaintiff Ramirez-Navarette’s 

property damage, despite admitting liability for the accident.  In total, the Arbitrator has ordered 

Defendants, including Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon, to pay $16,600.54 See September 15, 

2020 Arbitration Award and October 5, 2020 Decision on Fee Request. Defendant Holga Flores-Reyes 

and Anthony Verdon’s failed to participate in this litigation and did not oppose the Arbitrator’s Award of 

fees and costs to Plaintiff. Plaintiff has filed this Motion to Strike because Defendant’s failed to participate 

throughout the course of litigation and arbitration. 

 Defendants Flores-Reyes and Verdon have failed to respond to interrogatories, failed to deny any 

of the allegations against them, failed to appear at the arbitration hearing, and failed to produce an 

arbitration brief until after the arbitration was scheduled to begin. Defense counsel has not disputed 

liability and did not present an expert to dispute causation. If Defendants did not dispute liability or 

causation during the arbitration, Defendants have failed to provide foundation to oppose an award and are 

properly denied an opportunity to challenge the decision of the arbitrator. 

 Pursuant to Nevada Arbitration Rule (N.A.R.) 22, Defendant Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony 

Verdon have waived their right to request a trial de novo due to their failure to participate in good faith 

in the discovery process and at the Arbitration Hearing. Accordingly, the Court should deny Defendant 

Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon’s Request for Trial de Novo.  The purpose of Nevada's Court 

Annexed Arbitration Program “is to provide a simplified procedure for obtaining a prompt and equitable 

resolution of certain civil matters.” N.A.R. 2(A) (emphasis added). When participating in the arbitration, 

each party must participate in good faith. Nevada Arbitration Rule 22 reads:  
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(A)  The failure of a party or an attorney to either prosecute or defend a case in 
good faith during the arbitration proceedings shall constitute a waiver of the right 
to a trial de novo. 
(B)  If, during the proceedings in the trial de novo, the district court determines 
that a party or attorney engaged in conduct designed to obstruct, delay or otherwise 
adversely affect the arbitration proceedings, it may impose, in its discretion, any 
sanction authorized by N.R.C.P. 11 or N.R.C.P. 37. 
 

 For purposes of requesting a trial de novo, the Nevada Supreme Court has defined “good faith” as 

“meaningful participation” in the arbitration proceedings. Casino Properties, Inc. v. Andrews, 112 Nev. 

132, 135, 911 P.2d 1181, 1182-83 (1996) (citing Gilling v. Eastern Airlines, Inc., 680 F. Supp. 169 

(D.N.J.1988)) (emphasis added). The Nevada Supreme Court determined that if the parties did not 

participate in a meaningful manner, the purpose of mandatory arbitration would be compromised. Id.   

 In Casino Properties, as is also the case here, the appellant delivered their pre-arbitration 

statement late. In Casino Properties, as is also the case here, the appellant failed to produce key witnesses 

at the arbitration and failed to provide requested discovery information.  When the arbitrator found for 

the respondent Casino Properties, the appellant filed a request for trial de novo, which the district court 

denied, and the appellant filed an appeal. The Nevada Supreme Court held that “appellant impeded the 

arbitration proceedings” by their own actions. Id.  Due to this, the Nevada Supreme Court concluded that 

the appellant did not defend the arbitration proceedings in good faith and the district court’s refusal to 

grant a trial de novo was proper. Given the strong factual similarity between this case and Casino 

Properties, the Court has all the foundation necessary to grant Plaintiff’s request for denial.  

 Similar to the facts of Casino Properties, here, Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony 

Verdon did not provide the information requested by Plaintiff (i.e., response to Discovery, including 

Admissions, Request for Production, and Interrogatories); filed their arbitration brief an hour after the 

arbitration was set to begin; Defendants’ failed to appear at the arbitration hearing, and did not object to 

Plaintiff’s Motion for Fees, Costs, and Interest on the award.  In the simplest of terms, Defendants Holga 

Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon failed to participate or to defend this suit or exercise any diligence in 
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defense of themselves. They shall thus be deemed to have forfeited their right to appeal.   

 In Casino Properties as well as the case at bar, Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony 

Verdon failed to attend the Arbitration hearing. Defendant’s counsel continues to focus their request to 

continue to challenge the arbitration award on the basis that the accident could not possibly have caused 

Plaintiff Ramirez-Navarrete’s claimed injuries. This argument is not consistent with Defendant’s 

admission that Plaintiff’s treatment was necessary (see Exhibit “2,” Responses No. 10) and having further 

admitted Plaintiff’s medical bills were reasonable (Id., Responses No. 10). Defendants are precluded from 

denying these admissions at any subsequent hearing. Defendants failed to retain an expert regarding 

Plaintiff’s medical treatment prior to arbitration and are thus precluded from obtaining any expert prior 

to any subsequent hearing. Defendants lack of responses to interrogatories and admissions were more 

egregious that the Defendants’ conduct in Casino Properties, and therefore, Defendants failure to 

participate means their request for trial de novo should be Denied. See Casino Properties, Inc., 112 Nev. 

132, 911 P.2d 1181, (1996); see also, Izazaga v. Casaclang, No. 72651, 2018 WL 1448242, at *2 (Nev. 

App. Mar. 22, 2018) (Unpublished Nevada Appellate Court Decision). 

 N.A.R. 22(A) mandates that when a party fails to arbitrate in good faith, any request for a trial de 

novo by that party shall—not may—be waived. The usage of the ward “shall” infers that parties who do 

not participate in good faith cannot have their actions rewarded with the chance to set things right through 

a trial de novo. Defendants herein failed at every possible opportunity to provide information to defend 

this case. Defendants abject failure to respond or attend during the arbitration process is exactly the type 

the legislature envisioned when crafting N.A.R. 22(A).  As such, Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes’ and 

Anthony Verdon’s request for a new trial must be denied, and the arbitration award against him enforced 

and reduced to judgment.  

 Overall, Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon took no meaningful actions and 

compromised the purpose of the arbitration program, a speedy and less costly means of litigation for 
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claims valued at less then $50,000. Therefore, Plaintiff’s requests that Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes’ 

and Anthony Verdon’s request for trial de novo be Stricken pursuant to N.A.R. 18 and N.A.R. 22 due to 

their lack of defense and failure to participate in good faith. Plaintiff further requests that the Court enter 

a final judgment against Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon in the amount of $13,500 

for damages to Edel Ramirez-Navarette, the total amount as ordered by the Arbitrator. (See Exhibit “3”).  

Additionally, Plaintiff’s request that this Court also grant Plaintiff’s request for attorney fees in the amount 

of $1,000.00, an award all of Plaintiff’s costs in the amount of $1,141.35, and award all Plaintiff’s pre-

judgment interest at the statutorily prescribe rate of 6.75% from the date of service of the summons upon 

Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes and Anthony Verdon –August 19, 2019, through the date of judgment 

against them. (See Exhibit “7,” Plaintiff’s Motion for Attorney Fees, Costs and Interest). 

III. 

CONCLUSION 

 Based upon the foregoing, Plaintiff respectfully request this Honorable Court issue and Order the 

Striking of Defendants Holga Flores-Reyes’ and Anthony Verdon’s Request for Trial De Novo, and 

reduce the arbitration award to judgment. 

DATED this    24      day of November, 2020. 

      BIGHORN LAW 

 
/s/ Robert N. Eaton  
KIMBALL JONES, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12982 
ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 9547 
2225 E. Flamingo Rd. 
Building 2, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to N.R.C.P. 5, N.E.F.C.R. 9 and E.D.C.R. 8.05, I hereby certify that I am an employee 

of BIGHORN LAW, and on the  24th       day of November, 2020, I served the foregoing REPLY IN 

SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE DEFENDANTS’ REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE 

NOVO as follows: 

x Electronic Service – By serving a copy thereof through the Court’s electronic service 
system, and/or 

¨ U.S. Mail  – By depositing a true copy thereof in the U.S. mail, first class postage prepaid 
and addressed as listed below: 

 
Patrice Johnson, Esq. 
STORM Legal Group 
3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Attorney for Defendants 
 
LYN MacNabb, ESQ.  
7432 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite. 101 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117 
Arbitrator 
 

    /s/ Debora Ponce    
      An employee/agent of BIGHORN LAW 
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LAS VEGAS, CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA, DECEMBER 3, 2020, 9:43 A.M. 

* * * * * 

THE COURT:  Ramirez-Navarrete versus Flores-Reyes.  

Can I have appearances, please.

MR. EATON:  Robert Eaton on behalf of the plaintiff,

Edel Ramirez Navarrete.

THE COURT:  Thank you.

And for the defendant, please.

(No audible response.) 

THE COURT:  Is there anyone appearing for the

defendant on page 6, Flores-Reyes?

(No audible response.) 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Eaton, let me pass this

for --

THE COURT RECORDER:  Your Honor, we did have a

check-in.  So if you want to --

THE COURT:  -- checked in; is that correct?

THE COURT RECORDER:  Yes.

THE COURT:  Brynn?

THE COURT RECORDER:  Yes.

MS. JOHNSON:  Yes.  Yes, I have checked in.  I'm

sorry.  I'm on another -- I was in another hearing at the same

time.  I'm sorry.  I'm here.

THE COURT:  That's okay.  And may I have your

appearance, please.
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MS. JOHNSON:  Patrice S. Johnson on behalf of Key

Insurance.

THE COURT:  And that would be Flores-Reyes?  Because

Key Insurance is a different case this morning.  That's on

page 9.  We're on page 6, Ramirez-Navarrete --

MS. JOHNSON:  Oh, I apologize.

THE COURT:  -- versus Holga Flores-Reyes.

MS. JOHNSON:  I apologize.

THE COURT:  No problem.

So, Mr. Eaton, let's pass that just a moment, and

will you reach out to your opposing counsel, please.

MR. EATON:  This is my opposing counsel, Your Honor.

I believe Patrice --

THE COURT:  Pardon me?

MR. EATON:  Yeah.  Patrice Johnson, I believe,

represents Flores-Reyes.  Key Insurance is the defendant's

insurance company in this matter, and --

THE COURT:  Okay.  I --

MR. EATON:  -- there was limited --

MS. JOHNSON:  I'm sorry.  I'm here for two cases.

This is Flores-Reyes.  This is the motion for partial summary

judgment.  Is that correct?

THE COURT:  No.  It's a motion --

MS. JOHNSON:  No, it's a motion to strike.

THE COURT:  It's a motion to strike a trial de novo.
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MS. JOHNSON:  Okay.

THE COURT:  Although there was some mixup in the

pleadings where it looks like the paragraphs from another

summary judgment motion were in your opposition.

MS. JOHNSON:  I think -- I think so, Your Honor.

Okay.  I apologize.  I believe that I thought that he was

asking for something else, but I do understand now.  I'm on

track.  This is the motion to strike de novo.

THE COURT:  Okay.  Good.

So we're on page 6, Ramirez-Navarrete versus

Flores-Reyes.  It's the plaintiff's motion to strike the

defendant's request for trial de novo.

Mr. Eaton.

MR. EATON:  Thank you, Your Honor.  The defendant has

not meaningfully participated in this case.  They were served

with discovery on April the 28th, and the arbitration date was

set back on at least two occasions.

Now, initially the reason for the postponement was

because of the hold on discovery that was placed by the Eighth

District -- Judicial District based on the COVID.  It had a

(video interference) service process and discovery.

But essentially the discovery was served

April 28th.  They weren't required to respond to it until

July 30th.  So the defendant had 93 days to respond to

discovery, and they failed.  They did not.  And we had an
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unusually long discovery period for an arbitration; yet they

failed to produce an expert to challenge my client's medical

damages, which were attested to by a medical expert.

So and then when they -- the arbitration was

postponed because we had not been able to contact defense

counsel, and so we postponed it, I believe, two weeks, but we

were kind of up against a -- you know, we had to get the

arbitration finished within nine months.  So we set it up.  And

I know that the arbitrator went to extreme lengths to contact

defense counsel, and she was successful in doing so.

Now, the arbitration was set, and it was set to begin

at noon.  And I think that that may have happened because they

wanted -- I think it was believed that there wasn't going to be

any appearance at all.

And there, in fact, had no -- there had been no

defense brief filed prior to the arbitration.  And so I think

that the defense counsel had reached out to the arbitrator.

And after the scheduled time for the arbitration to begin,

there was a brief that was published.  I really didn't have

much of an opportunity to review the arguments.

But basically my client was in my office beginning at

10:00 o'clock, and he was there until, I believe, about 2:00.

It might have been 3:00.  But no one appeared for the

defendants other than their counsel.

And if you -- I did include a copy of a recorded
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statement that was provided to the -- by the defendant to her

insurance company so that you could see that even in their own

recorded statement she admitted liability.

And so here's the problem, Your Honor.  My client had

property damage to a BMW, a custom BMW, that is kind of his

baby.  We have an unchallenged allegation by my client that the

defendant fleed (sic) the scene of an injury accident.  And

essentially what she did was she was employed at the Planet

Hollywood casino, or I don't know if she was employed at Planet

Hollywood or at the kind of adjoining facility, which I believe

is Paris.

But she had an employee badge, and she left the scene

of the accident, and she used her employee badge to enter the

employee parking garage.  And it was just because my client was

also an employee at the same facility he had the same

employment badge, and he was able to follow her into the

facility.  And she refused to --

THE COURT:  I've read your papers.  I've read your

papers.

MR. EATON:  So basically --

THE COURT:  Security came.  The police came.

MR. EATON:  Yeah, well, the police did not appear,

but security from -- I don't know if it was Planet Hollywood or

the Paris, but the security from the casino did come to the

scene.  They were the ones that required the defendant to
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provide my client her insurance information.  I don't

believe -- well, we did obtain some photographs, and I'm not

sure if they were at the scene or if they were taken at a later

date.  

But there really isn't -- I mean, there isn't (video

interference) dispute here, and the defense has not only

attempted to request a de novo.  You know, this is after they

failed to respond to requests for admissions, and so they've

admitted all the essential elements for us to prove our case.

But when they requested exemption, they also requested the

opportunity to remove this from the short-trial program.  

And, quite honestly, Your Honor, if you grant the

requested relief, you're going to be doing the defense a favor.

Because if this motion for request for trial de novo is not

struck, then I'm going to amend my complaint.  I'm going to

allege punitive damages and whatever policy limit he may have

had in place initially is going to be gone.  And we're going to

be going for triple damages, which at this point would be about

$64,000.  We're going from eighteen to thirty-six to -- excuse

me, fifty-four, $54,000 just for the damages.  And then we have

attorney's fees on top of that which are no longer limited to

$3,000.

So, you know, this really is quite similar to the

holding by the Nevada Supreme Court on what constitutes a

failure to participate in good faith in arbitration, which
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provides the District Court a means to strike a request for

trial de novo.

And thank you, Your Honor, for this opportunity to

present.

THE COURT:  Thank you.

And the opposition, please.

MS. JOHNSON:  Yes, Your Honor.  I believe that the

guiding light here is to -- well, first of all, let me explain

the consequences of what happened in our office, as we

discussed with the arbitrator at the beginning of the

arbitration, as there was a scheduling mishap, that our office

had been infected with COVID at least twice during the time

period that we were to begin to respond to the discovery

requests.

And we did try to reach out to opposing counsel to

let him know that we had, you know, skeletal staff.  There were

literally about six of us and no attorneys available to cover

for each other to, in fact, get that done.  And that was

explained at the arbitration to the arbitrator as far as her

attempting to contact myself and my assistant, who also was

infected with COVID and was out of the office.  So our office

was closed down not once but twice, and we explained that.

Then we went forward with the arbitration.  He got

the arbitration brief.  We did not (indiscernible) liability,

and I think the Campbell versus Maestro (2000) Supreme Court
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case should be what is the guiding light here as far as what is

participating in good faith.  We never -- within that case, the

insurance companies stalled on even property damages for one

and a half years.  We didn't do that.  They denied liability

for one and a half years --

MR. EATON:  That's absolutely false.  That is

absolutely false.

THE COURT:  Whoa.  Mr. Eaton.

MR. EATON:  They have never paid property --

THE COURT:  Mr. Eaton.  Mr. Eaton.  You will not

interrupt.  Thank you.  I'll give you a chance to respond.

Go ahead, Ms. Johnson.

MS. JOHNSON:  The plaintiff's complaint was

September 30th of 2000 -- of '19.  So there was -- it's

impossible for this to have been a year and a half.

Moving on, we started the 16.1 disclosures.  We

served them written disclosures.  We attempted to depose the

plaintiff.  So the fact that they're stating that we didn't do

some sort of diligent effort, there is a notice that was --

that the plaintiff was supposed to have been deposed on

April 14th, but for some reason that was vacated.

So, I mean, we went forward, and we did as much as we

could under the unforeseen; and, as I spoke to opposing

counsel, this was unforeseen.  Our office was completely closed

down.  Everybody was gone.  We had no access to our computers
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if we could even get out of our beds to do it.

And he hasn't really -- and, again, we did not

contest the liability.  NAR 15 does not require the presence of

the defendant.  So I'm not sure where he's going with that.  It

does not require the defendant to -- it does not require the

presence.  The arbitrary hearing can go on, which is why it

did.

He says he -- he couldn't read and, I guess, evaluate

our brief.  The brief was fairly simple.  This wasn't a complex

case.  It was only a couple of pages.  So I don't believe that

there was any prejudice to the plaintiff here.  There was -- I

think it should be taken into consideration (video

interference) circumstances that happened in our office, and I

think Campbell and Maestro should be taken into consideration

where he's saying that, you know, we stalled when our office

got the case, which is even before I got here, was

September 30th.  So I'm not sure why -- how he can hold us

responsible, our office, Storm Legal, for that at that point.  

And he's -- you know, he's stating they should be

there.  Well, it's not our burden to disprove the proximate

cause, and there still remains a credibility issue.  There

still remains the right to trial.  We are diligently looking

for these people.  These accidents happened, you know, years

ago, and they move, and we are trying as hard we can, Your

Honor.  I'm just saying it's hard to do due diligence with this
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case where we didn't just say we're not going to participate.

THE COURT:  Ms. Johnson.

MS. JOHNSON:  Yes.

THE COURT:  Ms. Johnson, did you just tell me that

you have not been in contact with the insured?  

MS. JOHNSON:  We have not, no.

THE COURT:  Okay.  How could you file an answer on

their behalf if they're your client?

MS. JOHNSON:  Well, I -- I only got here late

February.  So as far as when I got the case, we couldn't get in

contact with them, but I'm not sure what happened beforehand

when they did file the answer because we had a completely

different set of attorneys and a completely different

attorney's office handling it at that point it was Joe Purdy

and Mark Anderson handling the cases, and then it switched to

Storm Legal at some time in early February.  And I got here in

late February.

So I can't attest to whether they got in contact with

them or not in order to file the answer.  But when I got here,

we tried to contact them with the contact information that we

had, and they did not respond.  So that's when we reached out

to June to get them to do the (video interference) and do their

due diligence and try to locate them.

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Did you have anything

further?  I kind of interrupted your argument.
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MS. JOHNSON:  No, Your Honor.  That's all.

THE COURT:  Thank you.

And the reply, please.

MR. EATON:  Yes, please, Your Honor.  There's a

couple of things that were asserted by defense counsel which

are not true, not correct.

One of the things that she indicated was that there

had been a payment made to my client regarding these property

damage, and that is absolutely false.  That is an element of

the damages that were awarded by the arbitrator.  And if you

read the arbitration award, you can specifically see the amount

that was awarded.

The second thing she alleged is that there were no

attorneys available at the end of August and beginning of

September for the Erich Storm Legal Group, and that is also

patently false.  Two weeks prior to the scheduled date of this

arbitration hearing, I had another matter involving Storm Legal

group, and my client was deposed.  The other case I'm talking

about is Benjamin Gifford (phonetic).  If you like, Your Honor,

I could get you the case number, but Travis Akin, who is a

member of Storm Legal Group, took the deposition of my client

Benjamin Gifford.  I believe it was on August the 26th of this

year.

And I spoke to him about that case and this case as

well.  And that's when he indicated that Ms. Johnson was the
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attorney, and I was able at that point to get her e-mail

address.  And at that point I provided that information to the

arbitrator, and that's how the arbitrator reached her.

But the -- and then, finally, the other misstatement

is that they had filed a notice to depose my client.  That

never happened.  There was never a notice of deposition filed

in this case, and that you can confirm essentially just looking

in the pleadings.

But, you know, they have not participated in this

case in any way, shape, or form.

And with that I am done.

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

This is the --

MS. JOHNSON:  Can I respond?  Can I respond to that?

I never --

THE COURT:  You may, but please -- please be brief.

MS. JOHNSON:  Okay.  First off, I never said that we

paid the property damages.  I said we never stalled, and those

are two different terms.  But I'll move on.

As far as him speaking with Travis two weeks prior,

okay, Travis was also infected.  So that doesn't make any sense

as to what he's speaking about.  Because, I mean, if we can --

I mean, and Travis is no longer with us, but I can bring him in

or get an affidavit from him as to when he was infected.  But

at the time that this was going on, he was stating to our
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office that he was not able to cover for my cases.

And the third thing that he said, that there was no

notice of deposition taken, it was electronically served on

January 20th, 2020, by Anderson Storm, by Mark Anderson.  And

it was scheduled for April 14th, 2020, at 2:00 p.m., and that

can also be submitted.

That's all I have.

THE COURT:  Thank you.

Mr. Eaton, it's your motion.  You get the last word.

And if you have more to say, please be brief.

MR. EATON:  No, Your Honor.  I think I can rest on

what's been said so far.

THE COURT:  Thank you.

This is the plaintiff's motion to strike the

defendant's request for trial de novo after an arbitration.

The motion will be granted for the following reasons:

The defendant failed to participate efficiently or in

good faith in this case.  There was not meaningful

participation.  And even given the circumstances, there was no

motion for relief.  The defendant failed to respond to

discovery; now admits that it lost contact with its clients but

still appeared at the arbitration.  The fact that liability is

admitted doesn't excuse the requirement to participate in

discovery;

The arbitration brief was late and disadvantaged the
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plaintiff; and

Even given the circumstances with regard to the

illness in the office, which I am very empathetic, the level of

participation just did not meet what is required under the

rules and the case law.

So Mr. Eaton to prepare the order.

Ms. Johnson, do you wish to approve the form of that

order?

MS. JOHNSON:  Please.

THE COURT:  Okay.  So present an order that's agreed

as to form.  I will not accept competing orders.

MR. EATON:  Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  Thank you both.  Stay safe and healthy.

(Proceedings concluded at 10:03 a.m.) 

-oOo- 

ATTEST:  I do hereby certify that I have truly and correctly 

transcribed the audio/video proceedings in the above-entitled 

case. 

 

                              _______________________________ 

                              Dana L. Williams 
                              Transcriber  
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ORDR 

ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No.: 9547 

BIGHORN LAW 

2225 E. Flamingo Rd. 

Building 2, Suite 300 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

Phone: (702) 333-1111 

Email: Roberte@bighornlaw.com  

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARETTE, and individual, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

vs. 

 

HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 

ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 

DRIVER I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V; ROE 

EMPLOYER I-V;  ROE CORPORATIONS I-V, 

inclusive,  
 
   Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CASE NO.: A-19-800500-C 

DEPT. NO.: XXVII 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF RAMIREZ NAVARETTE’S MOTION TO STRIKE 

DEFENDANTS’ REQUEST FOR TRIAL DE NOVO 
  

 On December 3rd, 2020, the above captioned case came before this Court, the Honorable Nancy 

Allf presiding, regarding Plaintiff Edel Ramirez-Navarette’s Motion to Strike Defendants’ Request for 

Trial De Novo. The Court, having reviewed the Pleadings submitted by the parties, and upon hearing and 

considering the arguments from Plaintiff’s Counsel Robert N. Eaton and Defendant’s counsel Patrice 

Johnson, the Court orders as follows: 

ORDER 

THE COURT FINDS That defendants HOLGA FLORES-REYES and ANTHONY VERDON 

failed to meaningfully participate in good faith during the arbitration proceedings pursuant to NAR 22(a). 

Electronically Filed
12/10/2020 2:00 PM

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/10/2020 2:00 PM
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THE COURT FURTHER FINDS Defendants did not meaningfully participate in the arbitration 

process for the following reasons: 

1) Defendants did not respond to Plaintiff’s Discovery despite having 93 days to do so. 

Defendants thus admitted that Flores-Reyes was the insured driver of her car that rear-ended Plaintiff’s 

vehicle; that Defendant’s negligence caused the accident; that the accident was the proximate cause of 

Plaintiff’s injuries; that the collision caused property damage to Plaintiff’s vehicle; that Defendant Flores-

Reyes attempted to flee from the accident scene; and that Plaintiff’s medical expenses were related to the 

accident, as well as reasonable and customary for our area.  

2) Defendant Holga Flores-Reyes failed to respond to Plaintiff's Interrogatories. 

4) Defense counsel had not had any communication with either Defendant prior to filing an 

Answer to the Complaint, or during the entire arbitration process. 

5) Defendants did not attend the arbitration hearing. 

6) Defense counsel did not dispute liability or damages in addition to the lack of meaningful 

participation by Defendants. 

10)  Defendants failed to oppose Plaintiff's Application for Fees and Costs. 

 Based upon the findings of the Court, the Court ORDERS that Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike 

Request for Trial De Novo is GRANTED, and that the ADR Commissioner is instructed to issue Notice  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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that the JUDGEMENT on the ARBITRATION AWARD with fees and costs as awarded on October 5, 

2020 can now be entered.  

 IT IS SO ORDERED this ____ day of December, 2020. 

 

      ___________________________________ 

      DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

Reviewed by: 

Storm Legal Group 

/s/ Patrice Johnson        

Patrice Johnson, Esq. 

Nevada Bar NO. 12283 

3057 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 400 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 

Attorney for Defendants 

pjohnson@keyinsco.com 

 

 

  Respectfully submitted this 9th day of December, 2020. 

      BIGHORN LAW 

By: /s/ Robert N. Eaton  

ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No.: 9547 

2225 E. Flamingo Rd.;  

Building 2, Suite 300 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Order Granting Plaintiff Ramirez Navarette’s Motion  to Strike Defendants Request for Trial De Novo 

District Court Case No. A-19-800500-C; Dept. XXII 

 

NB

10

AA0147



AA0148



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

CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-19-800500-CEdel Ramirez-Navarrete, 
Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Holga Flores-Reyes, 
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 Granting 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: 12/10/2020

Katie Ader katie@bighornlaw.com

Jacqueline R. Esq. jacqueline@bighornlaw.com

Lyn MacNabb lynmacnabb@yahoo.com

Robert Eaton roberte@bighornlaw.com

Patrice Johnson PJohnson@keyinsco.com

Ashley Gittings agittings@keyinsco.com

Debora Ponce debora@bighornlaw.com

AA0149



Electronically Filed
12/28/2020 6:38 PM

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/28/2020 6:38 PM
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-19-800500-CEdel Ramirez-Navarrete, 
Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Holga Flores-Reyes, 
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 Judgment 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: 12/28/2020

Katie Ader katie@bighornlaw.com

Jacqueline R. Esq. jacqueline@bighornlaw.com

Lyn MacNabb lynmacnabb@yahoo.com

Robert Eaton roberte@bighornlaw.com

Patrice Johnson PJohnson@keyinsco.com

Ashley Gittings agittings@keyinsco.com

Steven Haile stevenh@bighornlaw.com
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Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
1/4/2021 1:35 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
1/5/2021 7:34 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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ASTA 
STORM LEGAL GROUP 
ERICH N. STORM, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No.:4480 
estorm@keyinsco.com 
3037 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Facsimile: (702) 765-0981 
Attorneys for Defendant 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
 

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an individual, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVERS I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V; ROE 
EMPLOYERS I-V; and ROE CORPORATIONS 
I-V, inclusive, 
 
 Defendant. 

CASE NO.: A-19-800500-C 
 
DEPT NO.:  27 
 
 
 
CASE APPEAL STATEMENT 

 

Defendants/Appellants, ANTHONY VERDON and HOLGA FLORES-REYES, through 

their undersigned counsel, hereby submit the following Case Appeal Statement: 

1.  Name of appellant filing this case appeal statement: 

Anthony Verdon and Holga Flores-Reyes. 

2.  Identify the judge issuing the decision, judgment, or order appealed from: 

  The Honorable Nancy L. Allf. 

3.  Identify each appellant and the name and address of counsel for each appellant: 

  Appellant:  Anthony Verdon. 

Counsel for Appellant:  Erich N. Storm, Esq., 3037 East Warm Springs Road, 

Suite 300, Las Vegas, Nevada 89120. 

 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
2/4/2021 1:04 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA0178
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  Appellant:  Holga Flores-Reyes. 

Counsel for Appellants:  Erich N. Storm, Esq., 3037 East Warm Springs Road, 

Suite 300, Las Vegas, Nevada 89120. 

4.  Identify each respondent and the name and address of appellate counsel, if 

known, for each respondent (if the name of a respondent’s appellate counsel is 

unknown, indicate as much and provide the name and address of that respondent’s 

trial counsel): 

 Respondent:  Edel Ramirez-Navarrete. 

Counsel for Respondent:  Kimball Jones, Esq., and Robert N. Eaton, Esq., 2225 E. 

Flamingo Rd., Building 2, Suite 300, Las Vegas, Nevada 89119. 

5.  Indicate whether any attorney identified above in response to question 3 or 4 is 

not licensed to practice law in Nevada and, if so, whether the district court granted 

that attorney permission to appear under SCR 42 (attach a copy of any district court 

order granting such permission): 

 No attorney is not licensed to practice law in Nevada.  

6.  Indicate whether appellant was represented by appointed or retained counsel in 

the district court: 

 Appellants were represented by retained counsel in the District Court. 

7.  Indicate whether appellant is represented by appointed or retained counsel on 

appeal: 

 Appellants are represented by retained counsel on appeal. 

8.  Indicate whether appellant was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis, and 

the date of entry of the district court order granting such leave: 

 Appellants have not been granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis. 

9.  Indicate the date the proceedings commenced in the district court (e.g., date 

complaint, indictment, information, or petition was filed): 

 August 19, 2019. 

/ / / 
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10.  Provide a brief description of the nature of the action and result in the district 

court, including the type of judgment or order being appealed and the relief granted 

by the district court: 

This is a personal injury action between Plaintiff/Respondent and 

Defendants/Appellants.  The parties submitted the matter to the court-annexed 

arbitration program in Clark County, Nevada, and an award was rendered in favor 

of Plaintiff/Respondent. Defendants/Appellants timely filed a Request for Trial de 

Novo. Subsequently, Plaintiff/Respondent filed a Motion to Strike Defendants’ 

Request for Trial de Novo on the grounds that the Defendants did not participate in 

good faith. The District Court granted that motion by Order entered December 10, 

2020. A judgment was entered against Defendants/Appellants on December 28, 

2020; a notice of entry of “default judgement” was entered and served on January  

4, 2021; and an amended notice of entry of judgment was entered and served on 

January 5, 2021.  

Defendant/Appellant is appealing the Judgment and the Court’s Order on the 

Motion to Strike. 

11.  Indicate whether the case has previously been the subject of an appeal to or 

original writ proceeding in the Supreme Court and, if so, the caption and Supreme 

Court docket number of the prior proceeding: 

The case has not previously been the subject of an appeal or original writ 

proceeding in the Supreme Court. 

12.  Indicate whether this appeal involves child custody or visitation: 

 The appeal does not involve child custody or visitation. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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13.  If this is a civil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibility of 

settlement: 

 This appeal involves the possibility of settlement. 

 

DATED this 4th day of February, 2021. 

 
STORM LEGAL GROUP 

 
 

      By: /s/ Erich N. Storm     
ERICH N. STORM, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No.: 4480 
3037 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 4th day of February, 2021. I served a true and 

complete copy of the foregoing CASE APPEAL STATEMENT addressed to the parties below 

as follows: 

[  ]     by placing a true and correct copy of the same to be deposited for mailing in the U.S. Mail, 

enclosed in a sealed envelope upon which first class postage was fully prepaid; and /or 

[  ]      via facsimile; and or 

[  ]      by hand delivery to parties listed below; and or  

[X]       by electronic service via ODYSSEY eFileNV through the District Court. 

  
KIMBALL J. JONES, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12982 
ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 9547 
BIGHORN LAW 
2225 E. Flamingo Rd. 
Building 2, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
Fax:  (702) 507-0092  
kimball@bighornlaw.com 
roberte@bighornlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

 

 

       /s/ Jeri L. Roth      
       STORM LEGAL GROUP 

AA0182
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STORM LEGAL GROUP 
ERICH N. STORM, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No.:4480 
estorm@keyinsco.com 
3037 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Telephone: (702) 765-0976 
Facsimile: (702) 765-0981 
Attorneys for Defendant 

 
DISTRICT COURT 

 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
 

EDEL RAMIREZ-NAVARRETE, an individual, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
HOLGA FLORES-REYES, an individual; 
ANTHONY VERDON, an individual; DOE 
DRIVERS I-V; DOE OWNERS I-V; ROE 
EMPLOYERS I-V; and ROE CORPORATIONS 
I-V, inclusive, 
 

 Defendant. 

CASE NO.: A-19-800500-C 
 
DEPT NO.:  27 
 
 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

 

Notice is hereby given that ANTHONY VERDON AND HOLGA FLORES-REYES, 

defendants above-named, hereby appeal to the Supreme Court of Nevada from: 

1. The Judgment on Arbitration Award entered in this action on December 28, 2020; 

2. The District Court’s Order granting Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Defendants’ 

Request for Trial de Novo entered on December 10, 2020. 

DATED this 4th day of February, 2021. 

STORM LEGAL GROUP 
 

      By: /s/ Erich N. Storm                                                      
ERICH N. STORM, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No.: 4480 
3037 East Warm Springs Road, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120 
Attorneys for Defendant 

Case Number: A-19-800500-C

Electronically Filed
2/4/2021 12:59 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 4th day of February, 2021, I served a true and 

complete copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF APPEAL addressed to the parties below as follows: 

[  ]     by placing a true and correct copy of the same to be deposited for mailing in the U.S. Mail, 

enclosed in a sealed envelope upon which first class postage was fully prepaid; and /or 

[  ]      via facsimile; and or 

[  ]      by hand delivery to parties listed below; and or  

[X]       by electronic service via ODYSSEY eFileNV through the District Court. 

  
KIMBALL J. JONES, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 12982 
ROBERT N. EATON, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No.: 9547 
BIGHORN LAW 
2225 E. Flamingo Rd. 
Building 2, Suite 300 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Phone: (702) 333-1111 
Fax:  (702) 507-0092  
kimball@bighornlaw.com 
roberte@bighornlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

 

 

       /s/ Jeri L. Roth      
       STORM LEGAL GROUP 
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