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a lawyer or law firm “shall not share legal fees with a 
nonlawyer.” Your contract states that “disbursements will 
be made to Attorney, Client, and Calex Enterprises, Inc in 
accordance with agreements between Client & Attorney 
and Client & Calex Enterprises, Inc.” Since none of the 
exceptions apply, you cannot share legal fees with Calex 
Enterprises, Inc. (hereinafter “Calex”) as they are non-
lawyers. Under ABA Standard 7.3, reprimand is generally 
appropriate when a lawyer negligently engages in conduct 
that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional, and 
causes injury or potential injury to a client, the public, or the 
legal system. This type of ethical breach could have caused 
potential injury to Ms. Cusinato, the public, as well as the 
legal profession.

Rule 7.3 (Solicitation of Clients) states, in pertinent 
part, that a lawyer “shall not solicit professional employment 
from a client with whom the lawyer has no family or prior 
professional relationship, by mail, in person or otherwise, 
when a significant motive for the lawyer’s doing so is the 
lawyer’s pecuniary gain.” The term “solicitation” denotes a 
communication initiated by or on behalf of a lawyer or law 
firm that is directed to a specific person the lawyer knows 
or reasonable [sic] should know needs legal services in a 
particular matter and that offers to provide, or reasonably 
can be understood as offering to provide, legal services 
for that matter. You concede that you and Calex were in a 
business relationship wherein Calex researches and obtains 
the clients, and you do the legal work. Calex contacted 
Ms. Cusinato and sent her legal documents for her to sign, 
which included your “Attorney Engagement Agreement” and 
“Power of Attorney.” Ms. Cusinato did not speak to you, or 
your associate, prior to signing those documents. Under ABA 
Standard 7.3, reprimand is generally appropriate when a 
lawyer negligently engages in conduct that is a violation of a 
duty owed as a professional, and causes injury or potential 
injury to a client, the public, or the legal system. This type 
of ethical breach could have caused potential injury to the 
public, as well as the legal profession.

RPC 8.4 (Misconduct), in pertinent part, states that it is 
professional misconduct for a lawyer to “violate or attempt 
to violate the RPC, knowingly assist or induce another to do 
so, or do so through the acts of another.” By engaging in 
the aforementioned conduct, you violated several Rules of 
Professional Conduct. Under ABA Standard 7.3, reprimand is 
generally appropriate when a lawyer negligently engages in 
conduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional, 
and causes injury or potential injury to a client, the public, 
or the legal system. This type of ethical breach could have 
caused potential injury to Ms. Cusinato, the public, as well 
as the legal profession.

Accordingly, you are hereby REPRIMANDED for violating 
RPC 1.5 (Fees), RPC 5.4 (Professional Independence of 
a Lawyer), RPC 7.3 (Solicitation of Clients), and RPC 8.4 
(Misconduct). In addition, pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 
120(3), you are required to remit to the State Bar of Nevada 
the amount of $1,500 within 30 days of this Letter. I trust 

Rule 1.16 states, a lawyer may withdraw from 
representing a client if: (1) Withdrawal can be accomplished 
without material adverse effect on the interests of the client; 
… [or] (5) The client fails substantially to fulfill an obligation 
to the lawyer regarding the lawyer’s services and has been 
given reasonable warning that the lawyer will withdraw 
unless the obligation is fulfilled; …”

Here, you attempted to withdraw from representing 
Hillyer while discovery, trial, and a motion for summary 
judgment were imminent. Further, you did not diligently file 
the order granting your motion to withdraw.

Accordingly, you are hereby REPRIMANDED for violating 
RPC 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 1.16. In addition, pursuant to 
Supreme Court Rule 120(3), you are required to remit to the 
State Bar of Nevada the amount of $1,500 within 30 days of 
this letter. I trust that this reprimand will serve as a reminder 
to you of your ethical obligations, and that no such problems 
will arise in the future.

In Re: CRYSTAL L. ELLER
Bar No.: 4978
Case No.: OBC19-1253
Filed: 04/06/2020

LETTER OF REPRIMAND

To Crystal L. Eller:

On March 24, 2020, a Screening Panel of the Southern 
Nevada Disciplinary Board considered the above-referenced 
grievance. Based on the evidence presented, the Panel 
concluded that you violated the Rules of Professional 
Conduct (“RPC”) and should be issued a Letter of 
Reprimand. This letter shall constitute a delivery of that 
reprimand.

On or about September 12, 2019, you were retained 
by Adriana Cusinato (hereinafter “Ms. Cusinato”) to assist 
her in obtaining excess proceeds from the foreclosure sale 
of her property. RPC 1.5 (Fees) states, in pertinent part, 
that a lawyer “shall not make an agreement for, charge, or 
collect an unreasonable fee or an unreasonable amount for 
expenses.” Your contract would have entitled you to 16.5% 
($12,328.44) of the excess proceeds recovered. Receiving 
$12,328.44 for, at most, two weeks of work constitutes an 
unreasonable fee. Under ABA Standard 7.3, reprimand is 
generally appropriate when a lawyer negligently engages in 
conduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional, 
and causes injury or potential injury to a client, the public, 
or the legal system. This type of ethical breach could have 
caused potential injury to Ms. Cusinato, the public, as well 
as the legal profession.

Rule 5.4 (Professional Independence of a Lawyer) states 
that unless one of five narrow exceptions are applicable, 

Bar Counsel Report
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that this reprimand will serve as 
a reminder to you of your ethical 
obligations, and that no such 
problems will arise in the future.

1.	 Pursuant to NRAP 34(f)(l), we have 
determined that oral argument is not 
warranted in these matters.

2.	 While the screening panel did not 
enter an order directing the matters 
be considered at a formal hearing 
until April 4, 2019, nothing in the 
SCRs requires a screening panel 
to enter an order, and generally 
screening panels do not enter 
orders. Thus, we conclude the 
grievances were referred  
to a formal hearing panel during 
Phillips’ probation period.

3.	 To the extent the parties’ additional 
arguments are not addressed herein, 
we conclude they do not warrant a 
different result.

4.	 The Honorable Abbi Silver voluntarily 
recused herself from participation in 
the decision of this matter.

5.	 The violations in the California 
NDC are equivalent to RPC 
1.1 (competence), RPC 1.4 
(communication); RPC 1.16 
(declining or terminating 
representation), RPC 8.1 
(disciplinary matters); RPC 8.4(c) 
(misconduct: misrepresentation); and 
RPC 3.4 (fairness to opposing party 
and counsel: knowingly disobeying 
obligation under rules of a tribunal) 
and/or RPC 8.4(d) (misconduct: 
prejudicial to the administration of 
justice).

6.	 We disagree with the State Bar 
that the California State Bar court’s 
“willful’” finding is equivalent to 
an “intentional” mental state in 
Nevada, and instead conclude that 
Freedman’s willful conduct is akin 
to a knowing mental state. See ABA 
Standards for Imposing Lawyer 
Sanctions at 452 (defining acting 
with knowledge as a “conscious 
awareness of the nature or attendant 
circumstances of the conduct but 
without the conscious objective or 
purpose to accomplish a particular 
result,” and the more culpable 
mental state of intent as acting with 
“conscious objective or purpose to 
accomplish a particular result”).

    
   

    

BOLD honors multiple cases accepted and/or  
sessions conducted within the month.

 

PRO BONOPRO BONO

Be sure to follow the Nevada Supreme Court  
Access to Justice Commission on Facebook  

& Twitter @NevadaATJ to stay up to date!

Attorneys who participated in Ask-A-Lawyer, 
Lawyer in the Library or other clinics:

Allison Joffee
Bronagh M. Kelly
David Krieger
Linda Lay
Bonnie Lonardo
Colton T. Loretz
Adam P. McMillen
Susan Maheu
Philip M. Mannelly
Shell Mercer
Mikyla Miller
Rebecca Miller
Carlos Morales
Jean Parraguiree
Aaron V. Richter
Jacob Reynolds

Seth Adams
Alyssa Aklestad
Norman Allen
Michael G. Alonso
Elizabeth M. Bittner
Robert H. Broili
Marilyn Caston
Robert Cerceo
Michelle 
   Darque-Kaplan
Kristine Davis
Lisa M. Frass
Marybeth Gardner
Marjorie Guymon
Nicole M. Harvey
Kendra J. Jepsen

 
Deborah Amens
Bradley Austin
Joice B. Bass
Alexis L. Brown
Jordan J. Butler
Sarah V. Carrasco
Jonathan Chung
Terry A. Coffing
Daniel E. Curriden
Robert P. Dickerson
Megan K. Dorsey
James L. Edwards
Christian J. Gabroy
Maria Gall
Kristen T. Gallagher
Marybeth Gardner
Vanessa S. Goulet

A. Jill Guingcangco
Rikki J. Hevrin
Michael T. Hua
Amanda L. Ireland
Rachel M. Jacobson
Laura L. Johns-
   Bolhouse
Zachary Jones
James P. Kemp
Linda Lam Lay
Benjamin J. Leavitt
James T. Leavitt
Brittany M. Llewellyn
Bryce C. Loveland
Lisa A. McClane
Emily M. McFarling
J. Scott MacDonald

Attorneys who accepted new pro bono cases:

Mikyla Miller
Angela T. Otto
Sean Patterson
Morgan T. Petrelli
Lisa A. Rasmussen
Michael Paul Rhodes
Jeremy R. Robins
Bradley S. Schrager
Atif Sheikh
Thomas Stafford
Daniel H. Stewart
Natalia Vander Laan
Edward E. Vargas
Dan R. Waite
John L. Waite, III
John White
Shannon R. Wilson

Yasnai 
   Rodriguez-Zaman
Michael V. Roth
Kevin P. Ryan
John M. Samberg
Glenn Schepps
Gary Silverman
Tehan W. Slocum
James Smith
Cassie Stratford
Janet E. Traut
Natalia Vander Laan
Leah Wigren
Bruce Woodbury
Marilyn York

The State Bar of Nevada Board of Governors and the  
Nevada Supreme Court Access to Justice Commission  

extend a special thanks to attorneys who generously accepted 
cases or participate in an Ask-A-Lawyer through the Legal Aid 

Center of Southern Nevada, Nevada Legal Services,  
Southern Nevada Senior Law Program, Volunteer Attorneys for 

Rural Nevadans (VARN) or Washoe Legal Services. One case 
can change many lives – www.onepromisenevada.org. 
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MORRIS LAW GROUP  
Steve Morris, Bar No. 1543 
Rosa Solis-Rainey, Bar No. 7921 
Email: sm@morrislawgroup.com 
Email: rsr@morrislawgroup.com 
801 S. Rancho Drive, Suite B4 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 
Telephone No.:  (702) 474-9400  
Facsimile No.:   (702) 474-9422 
 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
Edgeworth Family Trust and  
American Grating, LLC 
 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST; 
and AMERICAN GRATING, LLC, 
 
                                           Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
 
LANGE PLUMBING, LLC; THE 
VIKING CORPORATION, a 
Michigan Corporation; SUPPLY 
NETWORK, INC., dba VIKING 
SUPPLYNET, a Michigan 
Corporation; and DOES 1through 
5; and ROE entities 6 through 10, 
 
                                      Defendants 
_______________________________ 
EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST; 
and AMERICAN GRATING, LLC, 
 
                                      Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
 

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

 
CASE NO.:   A-16-738444-C 
DEPT NO.:   X 
 
 
 
 
Consolidated with 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CASE NO.:   A-18-767242-C 
DEPT NO.: X 

 
NOTICE OF ASSOCIATION OF 
COUNSEL 
 
 

 

Case Number: A-16-738444-C

Electronically Filed
5/3/2021 4:25 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Steve Morris and Rosa Solis-Rainey of 

MORRIS LAW GROUP hereby associate as counsel of record for Plaintiffs 

in this case.  Christine Atwood and the law firm of MESSNER REEVES 

LLC will also remain as counsel of record. 

    MORRIS LAW GROUP  
      
   By: _/s/   ROSA SOLIS-RAINEY                                              
          Steve Morris, Bar No. 1543 
         Rosa Solis-Rainey, Bar No. 7921 
         801 S. Rancho Drive, Suite B4 
                                             Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 
 
         Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
         Edgeworth Family Trust and 
                  American Grating, LLC 
          
  

DANIEL S. SIMON; THE LAW 
OFFICE OF DANIEL S. SIMON, a 
Professional Corporation d/b/a 
SIMON LAW; DOES 1 through 10; 
and, ROE entities 1 through 10, 
 
                                      Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

AA00527



 

3 

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

M
O

R
R

IS
 L

A
W

 G
R

O
U

P 
80

1 S
. R

AN
CH

O
 D

RI
VE

, S
TE

. B
4 

∙ L
AS

 V
EG

AS
, N

EV
AD

A 
89

10
6 

70
2/

47
4-

94
00

 ∙  F
AX

 70
2/

47
4-

94
22

 
 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to Nev. R. Civ. P. 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of 

MORRIS LAW GROUP, and that the following document was 

electronically filed with the Clerk of the Court and caused a true and 

accurate copy of the same to be served via the Odyssey File and Serve 

system upon all registered counsel of record: NOTICE OF ASSOCIATION 

OF COUNSEL 

  
 DATED this 3rd day of May, 2021. 
   

 By:  /s/TRACI K. BAEZ                             
         An Employee of Morris Law Group 
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JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 003861 
601 S. 6th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702) 272-0406 
jim@jchristensenlaw.com 
Attorney for Daniel S. Simon 
 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

  
EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST, and 
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

 

  Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
 
LANGE PLUMBING, LLC; THE 
VIKING CORPORATION, a Michigan 
corporation; SUPPLY NETWORK, 
INC., dba VIKING SUPPLYNET, a 
Michigan Corporation; and DOES 1 
through 5 and ROE entities 6 through 
10; 
 
  Defendants. 

 Case No.: A-16-738444-C 
 Dept. No.: 10 
 
OPPOSITION TO THE SECOND 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER; 
COUNTER MOTION TO 
ADJUDICATE LIEN ON REMAND  
  
 Hearing date: 5.27.21 
 Hearing time: 9:30 a.m. 
  
 

EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST;  
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

 CONSOLIDATED WITH 

 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
 
DANIEL S. SIMON; THE LAW 
OFFICE OF DANIEL S. SIMON, A 
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION; 
DOES 1 through 10; and, ROE 
entities 1 through 10; 
 
  Defendants. 

 Case No.: A-18-767242-C 
 Dept. No.: 10 
  
 
  
  
 

Case Number: A-16-738444-C

Electronically Filed
5/13/2021 2:47 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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OPPOSITION TO THE SECOND MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

I. Relevant Procedural Overview 

 Over two years ago, this Court adjudicated the Simon lien and 

sanctioned the Edgeworths for bringing and maintaining their conversion 

complaint without reasonable grounds.  The Supreme Court affirmed in 

most respects with instructions to revisit the quantum meruit fee award to 

Simon and the amount of the sanction levied upon the Edgeworths.  The 

high court then denied the Edgeworths’ bid for rehearing.  Procedure 

relevant to the subject motions follows. 

 On December 30, 2020, the Supreme Court issued an appeal order 

affirming this Court in most respects; and an order finding the Simon 

petition for writ moot, apparently in light of the instructions on remand to 

revisit the quantum meruit fee award to Simon. 

On January 15, 2021, the Edgeworths filed a petition for rehearing.  

The Edgeworths again challenged the dismissal of the conversion 

complaint and the sanction order.  The petition did not follow the rules and 

was rejected. 

On January 25, 2021, the Supreme Court issued a Notice in Lieu of 

Remittitur. 

AA00530
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On January 26, 2021, the Supreme Court granted leave to the 

Edgeworths to file an untimely petition for rehearing.  The order granting 

leave to file the untimely petition was not copied to this Court. 

On March 16, 2021, per the instructions on remand, this Court issued 

the Amended Decision and Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part, 

Simon’s Motion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs (“Attorney Fee Order”).  This 

Court also issued an amended order adjudicating the lien. 

On March 18, 2021, rehearing was denied by the Supreme Court.  A 

corrected order denying rehearing followed on March 22, 2021. 

On March 31, 2021, the Edgeworths filed a motion for reconsideration 

in district court. 

On April 12, 2021, remitter was issued by the Supreme Court. 

On April 28, 2021, this Court issued the Third Amended Decision and 

Order on Motion to Adjudicate Lien (“Third Lien Order”). 

On May 3, 2021, the Edgeworths filed their second motion for 

reconsideration. 
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II. Summary of Arguments 

 The second Edgeworth motion for reconsideration addresses the 

Third Lien Order and the Attorney Fee Order.  Simon opposes the motion 

to reconsider the Third Lien Order, acknowledges the Attorney Fee Order 

must be refiled; and brings a counter motion to adjudicate the lien and/or 

reconsider the Third Lien Order regarding the quantum meruit fee award to 

Simon per the remand instructions.   

 A. The Third Lien Order 

 The Edgeworths’ second motion to reconsider the Third Lien Order is 

without merit.  The Edgeworths do not present adequate grounds for 

reconsideration. 

 First, the Edgeworths assert they are due reconsideration because 

they were deprived of “the right to reply” in support of their first motion for 

reconsideration.  The Edgeworths are incorrect.  The Edgeworths do not 

provide a citation to support the claim that the opportunity to reply is a 

fundamental right.  The Edgeworths did not make an offer of proof 

regarding the reply, and thus did not establish they suffered undue 

prejudice.  Nor did the Edgeworths provide authority that motion practice is 

required before the Court acts on the remand instructions.  In any event, 
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the Edgeworths have had ample notice and many opportunities to be heard 

on lien adjudication.  Process does not provide a basis for reconsideration.   

 Second, the Edgeworths argue for reconsideration by making the 

claim that a disagreement over the facts underlying the quantum meruit 

decision amounts to a clear error of law.  The argument is poor.  A 

disagreement over facts is not a clear error of law meriting reconsideration.  

The determination of attorney fees under quantum meruit is within the 

discretion of the district court.  As such, the Edgeworths are effectively 

foreclosed from relief via promotion of their own factual narrative under the 

abuse of discretion standard.  Further, the Edgeworths’ frivolous 

conversion narrative, which they have morphed into an equally frivolous 

extortion narrative in the current motion, was solidly rejected by this Court 

and the Supreme Court.  The Edgeworths did not provide the substantially 

different evidence required for reconsideration, they have merely served up 

different spin. 

 Finally, the Edgeworths complain about a scrivener’s error regarding 

costs owed.  In doing so, the Edgeworths note but fail to take to heart the 

“Costs Owed” section of the Third Lien Order which specifically states that 

costs were paid, and no costs are currently owed.  Specific language 

AA00533
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controls over general language.  Thus, there is no possibility of undue 

prejudice and no basis to reconsider the Third Lien Order is presented. 

 B. The Attorney Fee Order 

The Attorney Fee Order was issued before remittitur.  Accordingly, 

the order must be refiled.  The Edgeworths appear to have abandoned their 

challenge to the conservative amount of fees awarded.  As to Clark’s costs, 

Simon has already informed the Edgeworths that only the amount of the bill 

($2,520.00) will be sought.  Accordingly, while Simon does not oppose 

changing the cost number for Clark’s fees in the Attorney Fee Order, no 

prejudice will result to the Edgeworths regardless.   

C. Simon’s Counter Motion 

Whether the counter motion is more properly presented as a motion 

to adjudicate the lien on remand or as a motion to reconsider, Simon 

respectfully requests this Court to revisit its quantum meruit decision 

expressed in the Third Lien Order.  Simon requests that the Court abide by 

the finding affirmed on appeal that the implied contract was discharged and 

therefore, not enforce the implied payment term for work performed after 

September 19, 2017.  Re-adjudication and/or reconsideration on this point 

may be had because the use of an implied payment term of a discharged 

contract as controlling in a fee adjudication is a clear error of law. 
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Simon’s counter motion is well-supported by the uncontested 

declaration of Will Kemp, whom this Court has already recognized as an 

expert. 

IV. Rebuttal to the Edgeworths’ statement of facts and related 

argument 

 The Edgeworths’ factual arguments are inaccurate and contrary to 

the Court’s affirmed findings.  Because the facts are well known, only a 

brief response follows. 

 A. The Edgeworths have the case file. 

 The Edgeworths continue their false argument regarding the case file.  

During lien adjudication, everything Vannah requested was provided, but 

Vannah did not request the file.  (Ex. 1, Day 4 at 26.) 

In 2020, a different Edgeworth lawyer asked for the file and the file 

was given directly to Brian Edgeworth as requested.  (Ex. 2, Ex. 3, & Ex. 4.)  

As can be seen from the attached correspondence, there were certain 

matters that were not produced because they were covered by non-

disclosure agreements, etc.  The privileged items withheld did not present a 

problem until the Edgeworths filed their second motion for reconsideration 

when they apparently felt the need for an additional argument. 
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 After the Edgeworths filed their second motion for reconsideration, 

counsel spoke about the file.  Letters were exchanged and are attached. 

(Ex. 5 & 6.)  As can be seen from the Simon response, the allegations of 

stripping emails, etc., are farfetched. (Ex. 6.)   

 In addition, NRS 7.055 applies to a “discharged attorney”.  Before 

admitting to discharge at a point when the Edgeworths thought the change 

of course might benefit them, the Edgeworths had consistently denied they 

had discharged Simon, for example at the evidentiary hearing:   

MR. VANNAH:  Of course, he’s never been fired.  He’s still counsel of 
record.  He’s never been fired. 

 
(Ex. 1, Day 4 at 22:1-2.)  And before the Supreme Court: 

Neither the facts nor the law supports a finding of any sort of 
discharge of Simon by Appellants, constructive or otherwise. 

 
(Ex. 7, opening brief excerpt, at 10.)   

The Edgeworths wasted time and resources on their frivolous no 

discharge stance; therefore, new sanctions are warranted based on their 

recent admission that Simon really was discharged.  Capanna v. Orth, 134 

Nev. 888, 432 P.3d 726 (2018) (sanctions are appropriate when a claim or 

defense is maintained without reasonable grounds).  Rebutting the 

Edgeworths’ frivolous no discharge position wasted at least a day of the 
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evidentiary hearing, and many hours spent briefing the issue at the district 

court and appellate levels. 

B. The November 17 meeting 

 The Edgeworths’ description of the November 17 meeting is fanciful 

and rehashes claims made at the evidentiary hearing which the Court 

found wanting.  The latest version contains factual claims that are not in the 

findings and are not supported by citation to the record. 

The Edgeworths admitted six times in their opening appeal brief that 

they were not found to be credible.  (Ex. 7 at 11,12,15,18, & 28.)  The latest 

factual claims corroborate the many Edgeworth admissions that they are 

not credible. 

 C. The privileged Viking email of November 21 

 The November 21 email was sent between two different lawyers 

representing Viking; accordingly, Simon did not know its contents.  The 

Edgeworths did not disclose how they obtained a privileged email sent 

between Viking’s lawyers.  Further, the Edgeworths did not address how 

they propose the Court could consider this new proffer of evidence years 

after the evidentiary hearing ended. 
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Nevertheless, the email supports Simon.  Simon agrees that Viking 

was aware confidentiality was an issue and that the confidentiality term was 

removed after November 21. 

 D. The date of the Viking settlement and release terms   

 Continuing the lack of credibility theme, the Edgeworths argue: “all 

negotiations were complete by November 27”. (Bold and italics in 

original.)  (2nd Mot., at 12:21-22.)  Putting aside that the bolded factual 

assertion is not supported by what the cited record states, there is a larger 

problem in that the factual claim is contrary to the findings of this Court. 

 On November 19, 2018, the Court made finding of fact #13: 

 13. On the evening of November 15, 2017, the Edgeworths 
received the first settlement offer for their claims against the Viking 
Corporation (“Viking”).  However, the claims were not settled until on 
or after December 1, 2017. 

 
(Ex. 8 at 4:22-24, & Third Lien Order at F.F. #13 at 4:22-24.)  A good 

portion of the second motion for reconsideration dwells on factual claims 

contrary to the finding (see, e.g., 2nd Mot., at 4:5-6:11), while never 

mentioning or contrasting finding of fact #13 - which is now the law of the 

case. 

 The Edgeworths have taken so many bites at the evidentiary apple 

that it is down to the core. They do not get another. This issue is over.  
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 E. The Lange settlement 

 In a new brand-new factual claim, raised years after the evidentiary 

hearing, the Edgeworths accuse Simon of slow walking the Lange 

settlement.  The accusation is untimely and unfair, resolution of a complex 

case takes time.  Further, Simon had been fired by the clients, was being 

frivolously sued by his former clients, and was working via replacement 

counsel who acknowledged in open court he did not know what was going 

on: 

MR. VANNAH: If you take out the form and content, I don’t know 
anything about the case, and I want – I don’t know anything about the 
case – I mean, we’re not involved in a case.  You understand that, 
Teddy?  
 

 MR.PARKER:  I do.  

MR. VANNAH: We – we’re not involved a case in any way shape, or 
form.  
 

(Ex. 9, February 20, 2018 Transcript at 3:22-4:3.) 

In the November 19, 2018, Lien Order this Court found that Simon 

was due recognition for improving the position of his former clients.  (See, 

e.g., Ex. 8 at 19:19-20:1.)  This aspect of the Lien Order was not 

challenged on appeal and is now the law of the case.  The finding was 

repeated in the Third Lien Order.  (Third Lien Order at 20:8-17.)  The 

Edgeworth assertions are wholly without merit. 
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F. This Court took testimony regarding the work performed at 
the evidentiary hearing.  
 
The Edgeworths proclaim that the “only evidence in the record of 

work Simon claims to have performed post-discharge is set forth in the 

“super bill”.  (2nd Mot., at 9:24-25.)  The claim is not true.  The Court took 

days of testimony at the evidentiary hearing regarding work that was done, 

some of which is cited by the Court in the Third Lien Order. (See, e.g., 

Third Lien Order at 18-22.) 

Finally, the assertion that only simple acts remained to be addressed 

is belied by Vannah’s statements, acts, and emails.  Vannah openly 

admitted he was in deep water and needed Simon to close the case.  If 

Vannah, at $925 dollars an hour, does not feel competent to close out the 

case, then the work that remained is more than ministerial, just as this 

Court found. 

G. The Viking settlement drafts 

 The Edgeworths first raised a complaint over the Viking tender of 

settlement drafts, instead of a certified check, in their first motion for 

reconsideration, years after the evidentiary hearing.  The grievance is 

repeated in the second motion.  (2nd Mot., at 6:12-2.)  The picayune 

criticism would have been better left unraised because it underscores the 

weakness of the Edgeworths’ overall position. 
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 In addition to being untimely, the complaint is nonsensical.  Viking 

tendered settlement drafts in the proper amount which were deposited and 

cleared.  At worst, the Viking drafts can be seen as falling within the ambit 

of substitute performance - which is normally not a problem at least when 

the Edgeworths are not involved.  The Edgeworths and Vannah did not 

raise the settlement drafts as an issue years ago, and the settlement drafts 

should not be an issue to the Edgeworths and their latest counsel today.   

IV. Argument 

The Edgeworths did not provide an adequate basis for this Court to 

grant reconsideration of the Third Lien Order.  Reconsideration is rarely 

granted and only when there is considerably different evidence or a clear 

error.  Masonry & Tile Contractors Ass’n of S. Nevada v. Jolley, Urga & 

Wirth, Ltd., 113 Nev. 737, 741, 941 P.3d 486, 489 (1997) (reconsideration 

may be granted on rare occasion when there is “substantially different 

evidence … or the decision is clearly erroneous”).  

The Edgeworths’ argument they received inadequate process is 

unsupported and incorrect.  The Edgeworths merely rehash old factual 

arguments about the inferences to be had from the evidence, they do not 

present substantially different evidence.  Finally, the Edgeworths do not 
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present a clear error of law in the Third Lien Order.  Reconsideration is not 

warranted. 

 A. The Edgeworths received due process. 

 The Edgeworths claim they did not receive due process and are due 

reconsideration on that basis, because they only had a short time in which 

to file a reply.  (2nd Mot., at 2:27-3:7 & 10:18-19.)  The claim is 

unsupported, and the Edgeworths do not present cogent argument or 

relevant authority.  Hence, the argument can be ignored.  See, Edwards v. 

Emperor’s Garden Rest., 122 Nev. 317, 330 n. 38, 130 P.3d 1280, 1288 

n.38 (2006).  Similarly, the Edgeworths do not provide argument or 

authority that additional briefing was contemplated or required on remand. 

(Ibid.) 

 Importantly, the Edgeworths do not present an offer of the reply 

arguments they were deprived of or explain how a reply would have 

changed the outcome.  

In this case, there were multiple filings and hearings regarding 

adjudication of the lien.  There was a five-day evidentiary hearing and post 

hearing arguments and motion practice.  There was an appeal.  The 

Edgeworths have had more than sufficient notice and a generous 

opportunity to be heard.  See, e.g., Callie v. Bowling, 123 Nev. 181, 160 
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P.3d 878 (2007) (procedural due process is afforded when a party has 

notice and an opportunity to be heard).  

The Edgeworths request for reconsideration based on a lack of due 

process is without merit. 

B. The Edgeworths’ latest quantum meruit arguments merely 
rehash or spin prior arguments and evidence. 

 
The Edgeworths argue they are due reconsideration because the 

Court made a poor factual decision.  The argument does not raise to the 

level required for a district court to grant reconsideration.  Masonry & Tile 

Contractors Ass’n of S. Nevada, 113 Nev. 737, 741, 941 P.3d 486, 489 

(reconsideration may be granted on rare occasion when there is 

“substantially different evidence … or the decision is clearly erroneous”). 

In support of their request for reconsideration, the Edgeworths argue 

their latest factual narrative.  However, the latest narrative is not based on 

substantially different evidence, it is based on the latest spin.  The 

Edgeworths do not explain how this Court can ignore its own factual 

findings which are now law of the case and now find, for example, that 

Simon “slow walked” the Lange settlement.1  

 
1 At the hearing of 2/20/2018, attorney Teddy Parker explained how adding 
Vannah to the mix caused some extra steps and delay.  (Ex. 9.)  
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The Edgeworths’ arguments are exposed by their return yet again to 

the use of ad hominin attacks against Simon.  Just as the claim of 

conversion against Simon was frivolous, so too is the claim of extortion.  An 

attorney is due a reasonable fee.  NRS 18.015.  An attorney may file a lien 

when there is a fee dispute.  NRS 18.015.  The use of a lien is not an 

ethical violation.  NRS 18.015(5).  An attorney can take steps to protect 

themselves and/or to secure a reasonable fee for their work.  NRS 18.015 

& NRPC 1.16(b)(6).  The only limit is an attorney cannot seek an 

unreasonable fee.  NRCP 1.5.  The expert testimony of Will Kemp stands 

unrebutted, the fee sought by Simon is reasonable under the market 

approach.  The latest frivolous accusation is simply a continuation of the 

Edgeworths desire to “punish” Simon. 

Here, this Court already found that Simon legitimately used a 

statutory attorney lien to seek a reasonable fee.  This Court already found 

that Simon’s work was exceptional, and the result obtained was impressive. 

Yet, the Edgeworths frivolously sued Simon for conversion claiming Simon 

was owed nothing - even though they admitted to already receiving more 

money than the claim was worth, and that Simon was in fact owed fees and 

costs.  The ill placed trust argument is Simons to use, not the Edgeworths. 
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The Edgeworths did not present substantially different facts, nor did 

they demonstrate clear error.  There is no basis for reconsideration. 

C. The cost award 

The Edgeworths protest the cost language in the conclusion of the 

Third Lien Order as grounds for reconsideration.  Yet, the Edgeworths 

acknowledge that the costs are correctly found as paid on page 18 of the 

same order.  In so doing the Edgeworths establish that there is no undue 

prejudice.  The order’s specific and detailed language on page 18 controls 

over the general language in the conclusion. 

  D. The Attorney Fee Order 

 The Attorney Fee Order needs to be re-filed.  Although Simon will 

only seek the amount Clark billed in any event, Simon has no objection to 

the correction of the amount of costs related to Clark’s fees, $2,520.00.   

VI. Conclusion 

 The motion for reconsideration is without merit.  Simon requests the 

motion be denied and the Edgeworths sanctioned for needlessly extending 

this case. 
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COUNTER MOTION TO ADJUDICATE LIEN ON 

REMAND/RECONSIDERATION 

I. Introduction to the Counter Motion 

 On December 30, 2020, the Supreme Court issued two orders 

addressing the Edgeworth appeal and the Simon writ petition.  The appeal 

order affirmed this Court in all but two respects.  The appeal order 

remanded the case with instructions to re-address the quantum meruit 

award of fees to Simon and to re-address the amount of fees assessed as 

a sanction against the Edgeworths for pursuit of their frivolous conversion 

complaint.  In the writ order, the Simon petition on the manner of 

calculation of quantum meruit for outstanding fees due at the time of 

discharge was denied as moot, apparently in consideration of the 

instructions on remand contained in the appeal order. 

 Simon moves for adjudication of the lien/reconsideration regarding 

the calculation of the quantum meruit fee award per the remand 

instructions and the Brunzell factors as stated in the attached declaration of 

Will Kemp. 
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II. The Court may Reconsider the Quantum Meruit Award on a 

Claim of Clear Legal Error. 

 The Court found that Simon worked for the Edgeworths on the 

sprinkler case on an implied in fact contract; and, that Simon was 

discharged from the contract on November 29, 2017.  (Third Lien Order at 

9:1-9 & 12:16-17.) 

The Court found that Simon was paid under the implied contract 

through September 19, 2017, and was not paid for considerable work that 

came after September 19.  (Third Lien Order at 14:26-15:3.) 

 This Court also concluded that: 

When a lawyer is discharged by the client, the lawyer is no longer 
compensated under the discharged/breached/repudiated contract, 
but is paid based on quantum meruit.  (Citations omitted.) 

 
(Third Lien Order at 18:5-6.)  The conclusion coincides with NRS 18.015(2) 

and case law.  The conclusion and the findings were affirmed on appeal.  

Edgeworth Family Trust, 477 P.3d 1129 (table) 2020 WL 7828800. 

However, the payment term of the repudiated implied contract was 

enforced for the time worked from September 19 through November 29, 

2017.  Retroactive enforcement of the payment term of a discharged or 

repudiated contract is not consistent with the finding quoted above, NRS 

18.015(2) or case law.  The conflict with established law creates clear error 
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needed under Masonry & Tile Contractors Ass’n of S. Nevada, 113 Nev. 

737, 741, 941 P.3d 486, 489, for reconsideration.  Simon respectfully 

submits that the correct path is to use quantum meruit as the measure to 

compensate Simon for work performed from the date of September 19, 

2017 forward. 

A. When a fee contract is terminated by the client, the amount of 
the outstanding fee due the attorney is determined by quantum 
meruit. 
 

 The Edgeworths discharged Simon on November 29, 2017.  Thus, 

the fee contract was repudiated as of that date.  The Edgeworths 

terminated the fee contract before the lien was served, before funds were 

paid and before Simon was paid for work dating from September 19, 2017. 

Therefore, the implied fee contract had been repudiated and was not 

enforceable when the lien was adjudicated, and the amount Simon should 

be paid from September 19 is not controlled by the repudiated implied 

contract. 

  When a lawyer is discharged by the client, the lawyer is no longer 

compensated under the discharged contract but is paid based on quantum 

merit.  Edgeworth Family Trust, 477 P.3d 1129 (table) 2020 WL 7828800; 

Golightly v. Gassner, 281 P.3d 1176 (Nev. 2009) (unreported) (discharged 

attorney paid by quantum merit rather than by contingency); citing, Gordon 
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v. Stewart, 324 P.3d 234 (1958) (attorney paid in quantum merit after client 

breach of agreement); and, Cooke v. Gove, 114 P.2d 87 (Nev. 1941)(fees 

awarded in quantum merit when there was no agreement).  

 This Court cited Rosenberg in concluding the Edgeworths fired 

Simon. Rosenberg v. Calderon Automation, Inc., 1986 Ohio App. LEXIS 

5460 (1986).  In Rosenberg, Calderon stopped all communication with his 

lawyer, Rosenberg, on the eve of a settlement. Rosenberg sought his fees. 

The Rosenberg court found that Rosenberg was constructively 

discharged when Calderon stopped speaking with the lawyer.  On the 

question of compensation, the court found that termination of a contract by 

a party after part performance of the other party entitles the performing 

party to elect to recover the value of the labor performed irrespective of the 

contract price. Id., at *19.  In other words, the lawyer is not held to the 

payment term of the repudiated contract, but rather receives a reasonable 

fee under quantum meruit. 

The Edgeworths did not admit to firing Simon even after they stopped 

communication and then frivolously sued for conversion. Even as late as 

the appeal, the Edgeworths denied firing Simon in a transparent gambit to 

avoid a reasonable fee under quantum meruit.  The law is clear that 

because Simon was fired, Simon’s outstanding fee for the work performed 
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on the sprinkler case after September 19, 2017, is set by quantum meruit, 

the reasonable value of services rendered as per NRS 18.015(1).  Simon 

respectfully requests this Court use quantum meruit to reach the attorney 

fee due Simon for work performed after September 19, instead of 

retroactively applying the payment term of the discharged fee contract. 

B. The quantum meruit award 

Will Kemp testified as an expert on product defect litigation, the 

prevailing market rate for such litigation in the community2, and the method 

of determination of a reasonable fee for work performed on a product case 

in Las Vegas.  Mr. Kemp’s credentials are well known, and his opinion was 

beyond question. 

The Edgeworths have gone to ridiculous lengths to punish Simon and 

extend this dispute, such as hiring counsel at $925 an hour and filing a 

frivolous complaint.  Yet even the Edgeworths did not attempt an attack on 

Mr. Kemp; his opinion was so solid, it stood unrebutted.  

Mr. Kemp has provided a declaration in which he reviewed his 

unrebutted opinion in the light of the Supreme Court orders.  (Ex. 10)  Mr. 

Kemp responded to the Supreme Court’s instructions and explained how 

 
2 The Edgeworths also rely upon the prevailing market rate as a metric for 
quantum meruit, although they misapply the standard.  1st Mot., at 21:10-
21. 
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his opinion is in agreement.  Mr. Kemp also reviewed the Brunzell factors 

and concluded that a reasonable fee under the prevailing market rate of the 

community for product liability trial counsel from September 19, 2017, 

through February of 2018, is $2,072,393.75.  

III. Conclusion 

 Simon respectfully suggests the Court make a reasonable fee award 

based on the market rate under quantum meruit for the work performed 

following September 19, 2017, through February of 2018, in accord with 

the unrefuted opinion of Will Kemp, which is consistent with the Supreme 

Court’s order of remand. 

 DATED this 13th  day of May 2021.  

  /s/ James R. Christensen  

   JAMES CHRISTENSEN, ESQ. 
 Nevada Bar No. 003861 
   601 S. 6th Street 
   Las Vegas, NV 89101 
  (702) 272-0406 
  (702) 272-0415 
  jim@jchristensenlaw.com 
  Attorney for Daniel S. Simon 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I CERTIFY SERVICE of the foregoing Opposition and Request for 

Sanctions; Countermotion was made by electronic service (via Odyssey) 

this 13th day of May 2021, to all parties currently shown on the Court’s E-

Service List. 

      /s/ Dawn Christensen   

an employee of  
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN 
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NEO 
James R. Christensen Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 3861 
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN PC 
601 S. 6th Street 
Las Vegas NV 89101 
(702) 272-0406 
-and- 
Peter S. Christiansen, Esq.   
Nevada Bar No. 5254 
CHRISTIANSEN TRIAL LAWYERS 
701 S. 7th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702)240-7979 
Attorneys for SIMON  
 

Eighth Judicial District Court 
District of Nevada 

EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST; and 
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

 CASE NO.: A-18-767242-C 
 DEPT NO.: XXVI 
 

  Plaintiffs, 
 vs. 
 
LANGE PLUMBING, LLC; THE VIKING 
CORPORTATION, a Michigan corporation; 
SUPPLY NETWORK, INC., dba VIKING 
SUPPLYNET, a Michigan Corporation; and 
DOES 1 through 5; and, ROE entities 6 through 
10; 
Defendants. 

  
 Consolidated with  
  
  
 CASE NO.: A-16-738444-C 
 DEPT NO.: X 
 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF DECISION AND 

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS’ 
RENEWED MOTION FOR 

RECONSIDERATION OF THIRD- 
AMENDED DECISION AND ORDER ON 
MOTION TO ADJUDICATE LIEN AND 

DENYING SIMON’S COUNTERMOTION 
TO ADJUDICATE LIEN ON REMAND  

EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST;  
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

  

  Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
DANIEL S. SIMON; THE LAW OFFICE OF 
DANIEL S. SIMON, a Professional Corporation 
d/b/a SIMON LAW; DOES 1 through 10; and, 
ROE entities 1 through 10; 
 
  Defendants. 

 
 
 

Case Number: A-18-767242-C

Electronically Filed
6/18/2021 4:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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NOTICE OF ENTRY OF DECISION AND ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS’ 
RENEWED MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THIRD- AMENDED DECISION 

AND ORDER ON MOTION TO ADJUDICATE LIEN AND DENYING SIMON’S 
COUNTERMOTION TO ADJUDICATE LIEN ON REMAND 

 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, a Decision and Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Renewed Motion 

for Reconsideration of Third-Amended Decision and Order on Motion to Adjudicate Lien and 

Denying Simon’s Countermotion to Adjudicate Lien on Remand was entered on the 17th day of 

June, 2021. A true and correct copy of the file-stamped Decision and Order is attached hereto.  

DATED this   18th    day of June, 2021.  

JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN PC 
 
 

_/s/ James R. Christensen________ 
James R. Christensen Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 3861 
601 S. 6th Street 
Las Vegas NV 89101 
(702) 272-0406 
-and- 
Peter S. Christiansen, Esq.   
Nevada Bar No. 5254 
CHRISTIANSEN TRIAL LAWYERS 
701 S. 7th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702)240-7979 
Attorneys for SIMON  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of CHRISTIANSEN TRIAL 

LAWYERS, and that on this 18th day of June, 2021 I caused the foregoing document entitled 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF DECISION AND ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS’ RENEWED 

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THIRD- AMENDED DECISION AND ORDER 

ON MOTION TO ADJUDICATE LIEN AND DENYING SIMON’S COUNTERMOTION TO 

ADJUDICATE LIEN ON REMAND to be served upon those persons designated by the parties 

in the E-Service Master List for the above-referenced matter in the Eighth Judicial District Court 

eFiling System in accordance with the mandatory electronic service requirements of 

Administrative Order 14-2 and the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion Rules. 

 

  
            
      An employee of Christiansen Law Offices 
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ORDR 
James R. Christensen Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 3861 
JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN PC 
601 S. 6th Street 
Las Vegas NV 89101 
(702) 272-0406 
-and- 
Peter S. Christiansen, Esq.   
Nevada Bar No. 5254 
CHRISTIANSEN TRIAL LAWYERS 
701 S. 7th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(702)240-7979 
Attorneys for SIMON  
 

Eighth Judicial District Court 
District of Nevada 

 
EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST; and 
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

 CASE NO.: A-18-767242-C 
 DEPT NO.: XXVI 
 

  Plaintiffs, 
 vs. 
 
LANGE PLUMBING, LLC; THE VIKING 
CORPORTATION, a Michigan corporation; 
SUPPLY NETWORK, INC., dba VIKING 
SUPPLYNET, a Michigan Corporation; and 
DOES 1 through 5; and, ROE entities 6 through 
10; 
Defendants. 

  
 Consolidated with  
  
  
 CASE NO.: A-16-738444-C 
 DEPT NO.: X 
 

DECISION AND ORDER DENYING 
PLAINTIFFS’ RENEWED MOTION FOR 

RECONSIDERATION OF THIRD- 
AMENDED DECISION AND ORDER ON 
MOTION TO ADJUDICATE LIEN AND 

DENYING SIMON’S COUNTERMOTION 
TO ADJUDICATE LIEN ON REMAND  

EDGEWORTH FAMILY TRUST;  
AMERICAN GRATING, LLC 

  

  Plaintiffs, 
 
 vs. 
DANIEL S. SIMON; THE LAW OFFICE OF 
DANIEL S. SIMON, a Professional Corporation 
d/b/a SIMON LAW; DOES 1 through 10; and, 
ROE entities 1 through 10; 
 
  Defendants. 

 
 
 

Electronically Filed
06/17/2021 3:25 PM

Case Number: A-16-738444-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/17/2021 3:25 PM
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DECISION AND ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS’ RENEWED MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION OF THIRD- AMENDED DECISION AND ORDER ON MOTION 

TO ADJUDICATE LIEN AND DENYING SIMON’S COUNTERMOTION TO 
ADJUDICATE LIEN ON REMAND 

 
This matter came on for hearing on May 27, 2021, in the Eighth Judicial 

District Court, Clark County, Nevada, the Honorable Tierra Jones presiding.  

Defendants, Daniel Simon and Law Office of Daniel S. Simon d/b/a Simon Law 

(jointly the “Defendants” or “Simon”) having appeared by and through their 

attorneys of record, James Christensen, Esq. and Peter Christiansen, Esq.; and, 

Plaintiff Edgeworth Family Trust and American Grating, (“Plaintiff” or 

“Edgeworths”) having appeared through by and through their attorneys of record, 

the law firm of Morris Law Group, Steve Morris, Esq. and Rosa Solis-Rainey, Esq. 

The Court having considered the evidence, arguments of counsel and being fully 

advised of the matters herein, the COURT FINDS after review:  

The Edgeworths’ Renewed Motion for Reconsideration of Third Amended 

Decision and Order on Motion to Adjudicate Lien is DENIED.  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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Simon’s Countermotion to Adjudicate the Lien on Remand is DENIED. 

IT IS SO ORDERED.    

_________________________________ 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE  

Submitted By: 

JAMES R. CHRISTENSEN PC 

_/s/ James R. Christensen________ 
James R. Christensen Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 3861 
601 S. 6th Street 
Las Vegas NV 89101 
Attorney for SIMON  

Approved as to Form and Content:

MORRIS LAW GROUP 

___Declined_______________________ 
Steve Morris Esq. 
Nevada Bar No. 1543 
801 S. Rancho Drive, Ste. B4 
Las Vegas NV 89106 
Attorney for EDGEWORTHS  
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-16-738444-CEdgeworth Family Trust, 

Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Lange Plumbing, L.L.C., 

Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 10

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 

Court. The foregoing Order 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: 6/17/2021

Daniel Simon . lawyers@simonlawlv.com

Rhonda Onorato . ronorato@rlattorneys.com

Mariella Dumbrique mdumbrique@blacklobello.law

Michael Nunez mnunez@murchisonlaw.com

Tyler Ure ngarcia@murchisonlaw.com

Nicole Garcia ngarcia@murchisonlaw.com

Bridget Salazar bsalazar@vannahlaw.com

John Greene jgreene@vannahlaw.com

James Christensen jim@jchristensenlaw.com

Daniel Simon dan@danielsimonlaw.com

AA00727



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

Michael Nunez mnunez@murchisonlaw.com

Gary Call gcall@rlattorneys.com

J. Graf Rgraf@blacklobello.law

Robert Vannah rvannah@vannahlaw.com

Christine Atwood catwood@messner.com

Lauren Calvert lcalvert@messner.com

James Alvarado jalvarado@messner.com

Christopher Page chrispage@vannahlaw.com

Nicholle Pendergraft npendergraft@messner.com

Rosa Solis-Rainey rsr@morrislawgroup.com

David Gould dgould@messner.com

Steve Morris sm@morrislawgroup.com

Traci Baez tkb@morrislawgroup.com

Jessie Church jchurch@vannahlaw.com

James Christensen jim@jchristensenlaw.com

AA00728


	Appendix Volume III - part 1
	Appendix Volume III - part 2



