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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
2/9/2021 11:39 AM

Electronically File
02/09/2021 11:39

ORDM CLERK OF THE COUR
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ok ok ok
CASE NO.: A-20-820761-C
ALLA ZORIKOVA,
DEPARTMENT 27
Plaintiff(s),
VS.
JAMIE GREGORY, SHANNON WEEKS,
ERICA WEEKS, VEGAS PET RESCUE
PROJECT, CASEY GISH, AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BSUINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,
Defendants(s).
ORDER FOR DISMISSAL

COURT FINDS after review that on September 6, 2020, Plaintiff filed a
Complaint with Jury Demand.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on September 24, 2020 a second
Complaint for Damages was filed.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on September 24, 2020 an Order
to Proceed In Forma Pauperis was granted and filed.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 2, 2020, Summons for
five Defendants were filed, however the Court clerks filed a Notice of Nonconforming
Documents on October 6, 2020 stating that the documents were not signed by the
submitting party or counsel for said party. The fillable field forms on the document were
blank.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that an Affidavit of Service was filed
on December 8, 2020 for all five Defendants indicating that Defendants were served on

October 9, 2020.

Case Number: A-20-820761-C
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COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant
Jamie Gregory filed a Demand for Security Costs.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant
Shannon Weeks filed a Demand for Security Costs.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant
Vegas Pet Rescue Project filed a Demand for Security Costs.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant
Casey Gish filed a Demand for Security Costs.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that the Demand for Security Costs
was timely filed for all Defendants pursuant to NRS 18.130.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that NRS 18.130(4) states that after
the lapse of 30 days from the service of notice that security is required, or of an order for
new or additional security, upon proof thereof, and that no undertaking as required has
been filed, the court or judge may order the action to be dismissed.

THEREFORE COURT ORDERS for good cause and after review that due to
failure to comply with NRS 18.130, this case is hereby DISMISSED without

prejudice.

9

Dated: February=, 2021 )
Dated this Sth day of February, 2021

Naney L AllE

BD8 ESC 5D2E 81B8 NB
Nancy Allf
District Court Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on or about the date filed, a copy of the foregoing was electronically served
pursuant to N.E.F.CR. Rule 9, to all registered parties in the Eighth Judicial District Court's

Electronic Filing Program.
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/s/

Karen Lawrence
Judicial Executive Assistant
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s) CASE NO: A-20-820761-C
VS. DEPT. NO. Department 27

Jamie Gregory, Defendant(s)

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District
Court. The foregoing Order of Dismissal 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: 2/9/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last
known addresses on 2/10/2021

Alla Zorikova 1905 wilcox ave, #175
los angeles, CA, 90068

Casey Gish Van Law Firm
Attn: Casey D. Gish
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV, 89118
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Secretary of State’
Statement of Information

SI-550

(California Stock, Agricultural
Cooperative and Foreign Corporations)

69

IMPORTANT — Read instructions before completing this form.
Fees (Filing plus Disclosure) — $25.00;

Copy Fees - First page $1.00; each attachment page $0.50;
Certification Fee - $5.00 plus copy fees

1. Corporation Name (Enter the exact name of the corporation as it is recorded with the California
Secretary of State. Note: If you registered in Californi usmg an assumed name, see instructions.)

Vo Maz Ay,w

20-711285%

FILED

Secretary of State
State of California

MAY 2 9 2020

This Space For Office Use Only

2. 7-Digit Secretary of State File Number

C %54 £//9

3. Business Addresses

| & Streel Address of Principal Exscutive Office - Dg xot list a P.O. Box ” W City (no abbreviations) State | Zlp Code
-
23 . Yol J: fﬂﬁérf’
b. Malting Address of Corporation, If diffarent than item 3a City (no abbreviations) State Zip Code
c. Street Address of Principal Callfornia Office, if any and if different than item 3a - Do net list a P.O. Box City (no abbreviations) State Zip Code
CA

The Corporation is required to list all three of the officers set forth

below. An additional title for the Chief Executive Officer and Chief

I I05 Wileok fy, #1725

4. Officers Firanclal Officer may be added; however, the preprinted fitles on this form must not be auered,
a. Chief Exscutive Offlcar/ irst ame - Middle Name Last Name Suffix
" 08T via | bae ,,ea%
Address m Tity (no abbreviations k!ate Zio Code
Y0 Wy A YIRS Vo X 2, jﬂd’o’aﬂ
b. Secretary % %’ First Name Middie Name Last Nama Suffix
i I %_ _____ /Z'JI/WQ .
Address Clty (no abbreviation, State 3 Zip Code -
7908 w/m,;zy #/2S S nge Ba\C oA P
c. Chief FInapgial ce{f <. First Name Middle Name Last Name Suffix
CJEl e lae | S

State, |

Cd/y(&eybb‘rznations) Z‘_ é M 22&4’//5

)

5. Director(s)

California Stock and Agncultural Cooperative Corporations ONLY:
Corparation has additicnal directors, enter the name(s) and addresses on Form S|-550nge instructions).

tem 5a: Af least one@me and address must be listed. ¥f the

‘ Middls Name

= 0l oo
S o085 MM 4,/ /25

Suffix

Last Name J

| zip Code

T

b. Number of Vacancies on the Board of Diractors, if any l

6. Service of Process (Must provide either Individual OR Corporatlon.)
INDIVIDUAL -~ Complete ltems 6a and 6b only. Must include agent's full name and Callfornia strest

address.

“
r California Agent‘s First Name (if agent is not a corporation) Middle Name Last Name \}77 Suffix
O Elrira : CogF
b. Street Address (If agent is not.q corporation) - Do not enter a P.O. Box (no abbreviagons) State” | Zip Code
L3
S, 24 cA oot
= G/

CORPORATION - Complete Item 8¢ enly. Only/include the name of the registered agent Corperation. //

¢. Callfernia Registered Corporate Agent's Name (if agent is a corporation) — Do not complete ltem 8a or 8b

T Type of Business

Describe the type of business or services of the Corporation M ﬂ;’ WS

W/M%

8. The Information contained herein, Includlng in any attachments, Is true and correct

af/ﬂ}VZﬂ ﬂ&y’/;"/

Date Type of Print Name of Parson Compieting the Folf
Tile §1-550 {REV 11/2019)
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Signature

v

2018 California Secretary of State
bizfile.sos.ca.gov
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Branch :NAP User :NT20

Recorded in Ofiicial Records, County of San Bernardino 6/28/2018
RECORDING REQUESTED BY
11:10 AM
Tory Burningham BOB DUTTON FY

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL THIS DEED AND, UNLESS OTHERWISE ASSESSOR — RECORDER - CLERK SAN

SHOWN BELOW, MAIL TAX STATEMENT TO:

R Regular Mail
Dock 2018—0234588 Titles 1 Pages 1

Street Fees 24.900

o —— MO =~ 2

Name  Alla Zorikova

City&  Montreal, MO. 65591
State

Zp Paid $26.75
Title Order No. Escrow No. 01 1418
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
Grant Deed
THE UNDERSIGNED GRANTOR (S) DECLARE (S) aen: 0502-085-75-0000
DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER TAXIS §__ 22~ 7S
[ unincorporated area City of_Barstow

computed on full value of interest or property conveyed, or
D computed on full value less value of liens or encumbrances remaining at time of sale, and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
Tory J. Burningham 10102 S. Redwoood Road, #201 South Jordan, Utah 84095
hereby GRANT(S) to
Alla Zorikova 279 Quantrill Hollow, Montreal, MO. 65591
the following described real property in the
County of San Bemardino , state of California

The Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 33,
Township 32 South, Range43 East Mount Diablo Meridian

Dated \3'7//7/ /y

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.
srareoreatrormA S TOTY O (Foh

cowrvor_falt LUKYO

oAy 1T 101D e AUPIO Flup- NUAWY_PubliC
notary pubhc\,j personally appeared TC)Y\J (\ ?)UYnl n q\(\mmmma PGt )

who proved to me on the basis of satlsfact@ evidence to be the person{,ﬂ) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the
instrument.

| certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the state of
California that the foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

AR .
A S o, Bo1%
WITNESS my hghd and offc7/se :
2 —
Signaturs (This area for official notarial seal)

MAIL TKfK STATEMENTS ’,Ib Pﬁ’l‘i/SHOWN ON FOLLOWING LINE; IF NO PARTY SHOWN, MAIL AS DIRECTED ABOVE

Name Street Address City, State & Zip

SAN BERNARDINO, CA Document:DD 2018.234588 Page:1 of 1
Printed on:8/26/2020 2:56 PM
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X001363789
SEEE, H : Date Filed: 7/9/2019
7 State of Missouri Expiration Date: 7/9/2024
John R. Ashcroft, Secretary of State John R. Ashcroft
Corporations Division Missouri Secretary of State

PO Box 778 / 600 W. Main St., Rm. 322
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Registration of Fictitious Name
(Submit with filing fee of $7.00)
(Must be typed or printed)
This information is for the use of the public and gives no protection to the name being registered. There is no provision in this Chapter
to keep another person or business entity from adopting and using the same name. The fictitious name registration expires 5 years
from the filing date. (Chapter 417, RSMo)
Please check one box:

New
Registration [ Renewal 0O  Amendment O  Correction

Charter number Charter number Charter number

The undersigned is doing business under the following name and at the following address:
Business name to be registered: ~ Von Markgraf German Shepherds

Business Address: 279 quantrill hollow

(PO Box may only be used in addition to a physical street address)
City, State and Zip Code: Montreal, MO 65591

Owner Information:

If a business entity is an owner, indicate business name and percentage owned. If all parties are jointly and severally liable, percentage
of ownership need not be listed. Please attach a separate page for more than three owners. The parties having an interest in the
business, and the percentage they own are:

Charter #
Name of Owners, Required If If Listed, Percentage
Individual or Business  Business of Ownership Must
Entity Entity Street and Number City and State Zip Code Equal 100%
279 quantrill hollow
Jeong, Olivia Montreal Montreal, MO 65591 100.00

All owners must affirm by signing below

In Affirmation thereof, the facts stated above are true and correct:
(The undersigned understands that false statements made in this filing are subject to the penalties of a false declaration under Section 575.060 RSMo)

Olivia Jeong OLIVIA JEONG 07/09/2019

Owner’s Signature or Authorized Signature of Business Entity Printed Name Date

Name and address to return filed document:

Name: Olivia Jeong

Address: Email: Olivia.car@mail.ru

City, State, and Zip Code:

Corp. 56 (09/2010)

241



EXHIBIT “7”

242



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew knda Mock—ay Window  ben F oML ARIWPY S @ =

ure — voATRAGgeTAnalaphards

Trained Young Adult Dogs Available

Brad dpe nbglhgorcy, WG ympesmurng, eacar oo oy o the qumae
Fad AW mea, B mned mrihcart wlacAng devices bt mrh onkp pofres motrastion, RO sy Aem per umer reimied medicnes, g doge me 3l naboal with wper nadumml heaHh Werk Ganman mnd Crech lwas

243



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew knda Mock—ay Window  ben F oML ARIWPY S @ =

4 Fe e — vOATRregeTAnalaphard

244



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko F oML ARIWPY S @ =

4 T — vOATRgregeTAnalaphard ' a

fﬁ
: Francheck

™

AN HaBER0ARBATOO D - B2 AL 5

245



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML WPWPY S @ =

. " o

Ny e o meaa —-—

(e BBO2RBLTOS

246



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko ¢ F hpE W PHPY S B O=

4 Tt — VT geTanabaphard ' a

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

247



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML WPWPY S @ =

4 Tt — VT geTanabaphard ' a

ol e B = .

NAANC B RRO2RE 4T

248



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML WPWPY S @ =

 — vonmarigreigeTranataphards ' L]

249



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML WPWPY S @ =

4 Tt — VT geTanabaphard ' a

250



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko F oML MdINCY S @ O=

N YL R LIk,

251



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=

4 T — vOATRgregeTanabaphards ' a

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

252



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=

4 T — vOATRgregeTanabaphards ' a

253



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=

4 T — vOATRgregeTanabaphards ' a

%
h

- R
i

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

254



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko ¢ F W eI M S @ O=

4 Tt — VT geTanabaphard ' a

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

255



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=

0 e — TOATArgregeTanakaphards

Ao alble Focaoeal Broke

PoOOHBRABOIRBATOO - B2 AR &

256



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=
L]

Raue Obedionce.

L1

v {Mmia)y

Gamy

el 00w

Hae

O Lianh Chirdri.

XL Sy

Eomm Sy

L]

=]

P Arem i anee

Foatrurva Dojecl

Coawm = Whaaran

Fouse Mmnnen

AN o R n prhecie ba Bavy
natursl |genais based) perfect
hénme manne

“Thary mnll ley dawrs man | ol the
vty e o e .

= Thary risar Eouh anyshing thal
e oA Tt

=Theity' mill Per DAL R i
Lo N

Ty mill rovar dirairey
Eurmarioane ner thwr sar w the

Man TUARD K WULFIMA

AL BER0OARBALTOS - 2Ty

257



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=

[ - w ' Q

Cur Mannare: ULTIMATE X EXECUTIVEX
Wt
T WU

Scav In FosaSead

Bauc Maoiecion

Tism In Aggres sty 00 Cemimaad
Mingk gn Cowmiupng

Bahiry

FADTRCL HTH e BarianD o Ml e

Aiomnind P8 lietain,

Prodec] Hom s by briwg nruer

Faal i1 il By Ly IR
Sawch TR A
Chrarcama Shateda

$op Vidan Threal

Wy pom Dafan iy

Eighiing Saily

M~APOUaBEIBO0OTRRALTOS

258



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML MdINCY S @ O=

[ - w ' Q

TR DY & M e i 71 (T
ATLILK O Tl
Rarkirg

PeitL Hovnd by bk o miLsdin

Audvmncad Prolecton

FEECL M By Bhisg wrosr
P rcl Car by Elng imnde
Saweh Homdl rea

gy Ghatase

Stop Vicam ibeeal

it pvn Gt P bk

Fighting Saiks

Tun {n Favarvs Thedal
Ok it E i il

aalth Mpis

[

259



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W PUPY S @ =

4 T — vOATRgregeTanabaphards ' a

kL
|, A

AP ARBBOIRBLTOOC - #2 g <

260



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko ¢ F hap WP S B O=

0 ek ur — TOATRCrgeTAnalaphards ' a

Sire: Barchuck Ven
Muorkgraf

Dusry: Sovft Wan Markgraf

LY

NEONHERBBOIMFLTOO0 - # 2 K «

261



H Seed Rl Fdl Wiew bnla Bock—am Window  en F oML W PUPY S @ =
™ - ' L]

262



H Seed Rl Fdl Wiew bnla Bock—am Window  en F oML WePTPY S @ =

o crevsenewsan )

|

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

263



H Seed Rl Fdl Wiew bnla Bock—am Window  en F oML WePTPY S @ =

~ T R

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

Join Us for IPQ, Obedience and
Protection Training in Los Angeles

NP2l BRO2RBLTOOC - N2 AL P < 12 My

264



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko Ll N RO R IR -

« - v I o

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

WECT ACOMMARI ~rmad M 7EMU linar- fa n Chanhrard Pinme

OO LUaBBBROARRALTOSG? - BB Py <

265



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W PTPY S @ =

- - ] vararkgr sigarrarshephardus ' a . '

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

WECT ACOMMARI ~mAd MPEMU linnr Parmman Chanhaed PAinaes

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

266



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W PTPY S @ =

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

w5k erman sbhop

-8

H =1, .-".:." .

WECT ACOMMARl ~mAd M 7EMU lina- n Chanhrard Pinme

PEONEARABOIRNPLTOGC - #2AxT« = my

267



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W PTPY S @ =

- - ] vararkgr sigarrarshephardus ' a . '

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

AL e

WECT ACOMMARl ~mAd M 7EMU lina- n Chanhrard Pinme

[AAPHalBBO2RBATOOC - # R Qg ¢

268



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko F oML W1 PY S @ =

- - ] vararkgr sigarrarshephardus ' a . '

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

WECT ACOMMARl ~mad M 7?EMU linars Mo n Chanhrard Pinme

g BOFAFLTOOT - MR Qg x

269



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W1 PY S @ =

- - ] vararkgr sigarrarshephardus ' a . '

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

WECT ACOMMARI ~mAd MPEMU linnr Parmman Chanhaed PAinaes

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

270



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W1 PY S @ =

« - v I o

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

Executive level

WECT ACOMMARI ~mAd MPEMU linnr Parmman Chanhaed PAinaes

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

271



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W1 PY S @ =

« - v I o

L g S TERT Ll 1200 DFrdd

Get.in Touch

Los Bapekes, Abewetohn |RFIZ0TT 4 qmad rom ATT-IO-SIEL
Gakfarma, ISk

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

272



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko T hp WIS B O=

. ~ T °

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

273



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F oML W1 PY S @ =

~ T R °

Praiga [rom our chienls

[

274



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko F WG Wl IMPM S @ =

~ T R °

Praiga [rom our chienls

akla,

WAL BBBOBRNRALTOS

275



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F WG Wl IMPM S @ =
| ]

Fars Won Warkgral
Marla ¥on Marcgrg!

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

276



H e Rl Fdl Wew mnlo Mock—ay Window ko ¢ F hap wWed1NIREM S B O=

. ~ T e o

W-ADOL2RBBOBMNALTOS - # X AYg ™

277



H Seed Rl Fdl Wew kbnla Mock—ay Window o F WG Wl IMPM S @ =

' ~ o

Find your dream dag
TEXT: 323-200-5186

CERBBOARBATOO - # 2 Ag P <

278



EXHIBIT “8”

279



08/31/2020: Referral received from T. Campos with veterinary services. Kennel operating on vacant
parcel, POs living in tents and make shift storage units built on the parcel. On 8/8/2020 SBCSD found
approx. 50 German Shepherds on the property, unclear how many dogs remain as of today. There
also a lot of discarded meat that is picks up daily from the Barstow butcher and uses to feed the dogs.
Per T. Campos PO has filed a lawsuit against the SBCSD. Photos taken by T. Campos saved to
office links. E. Aguero

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT

09/08/2020 Ella | c:!'ed and would like a call back to know how to go about getting a
kennel permit. P. Harris

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT

09/09/2020: Ella, | \vould like to schedule the initial inspection on the property. She also
stated that the meat on the property is used for composting. E. Aguero

FIELD INVESTIGATION

10/02/2020 Field investigation conducted at front fence with property owner Ella Zorikova. Ms.
Zorikova did not consent to the investigation and all pictures were taken from the public right of way.
Ms. Zorikova stated that she only stays on the property when dogs are present. There are 2 shed
located on the property with one being metal and one wood Due to no consent to enter property i
observed approximately 13 dogs present on the property in individual makeshift cages with tarp being
used to shade dogs. 2 Sports utility vehicles were parked at the entrance of the property. Unable to
determine if any disposed meat was present on the property.

Ms. Zorikova stated that she has attempted to obtain a kennel permit and | explained to her i was
there to investigate the Land use Violation since the property is listed as vacant with no primary use.
Ms. Zorikova stated she will attempt to get the kennel permit and if she cannot obtain permit she will
leave the property. | explained to Ms. Zorikova that she must talk to planning. | gave Ms. Zorikova my
business card and informed her | would be sending a notice. Ms. Zorikova provided me with an
address to send notice to and asked any future communication to be with her attorney. | replied that
is fine, but her attorney would need to contact Code enforcement and we will not reach out to them
and it is her responsibility to keep her attorney informed not ours. Ms. Zorikova understood. Notice
will be sent to address on file and also to address provided by Ms. Zorikova, | NN

I G ATToyO

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Notice prepared on 10/07/2020 with a mail date of 10/13/2020. 30 day notice will be issued for the
following violation: SBCC 82.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant. Notice has been saved to office link
and email has been sent to operations for regular mailing. G. Arroyo

NOTICE OF VIOLATION - MAILING:

10/13/2020: Notice of Violation mailed regular status with pictures and scanned to case file. Mailed to:

I N. Candelario
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION - MAILING:

10/13/2020: Notice of Violation mailed regular status with pictures and scanned to case file. Mailed to:

I  \. Candelario
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385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415 | Phone: (909) 884-4056 - Fax: (909) 387-8217
www.SBCounty.gov

SAN BERNARDINO Land Use Services Department

COUNTY Code Enforcement
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

ZINAIDA, DMITREEVA ETAL OR

TO: JEONG, OLIVIA NOTICE DATE: _10/13/2020
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 0502-085-75-0000 CASE #: C202002475
SITUS ADDRESS: 1335 TRUMP BLVD BARSTOW CA 92311

MAILING ADDRESS: _ |

THE INDICATED VIOLATION(S) OF THE INTERNATIONAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE CODE AND/OR THE SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY CODE WERE OBSERVED ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DURING AN INSPECTION
CONDUCTED ON 10/02/2020 :

O IPMC 302.8 - Motor Vehicles: No inoperative motor vehicle shall be parked, kept, or stored on any premises other than in a garage.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 108.1.4 - Unlawful Structures: An unlawful structure that was erected, altered, or occupied contrary to law.
[ Room Addition [ Garage Conversion [ Patio Cover [1 Decking O Carport [ Residence / Manufactured [ Shed-Cargo Container-Barn-Animal Enclosure
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 108.1.5(7) - Dangerous Structure on Premises: The building or structure is neglected, damaged, dilapidated, unsecured,
abandoned, or an attractive nuisance.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 102.2 - Maintenance: Structure or premises shall be maintained in good working order.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 302.7 - Accessory Structures: Accessory structures, including detached garages, fences and walls, shall be maintained,
structurally sound, and in good repair.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 308.1 - Garbage: Exterior and interior of property shall be free from any accumulation of rubbish or garbage.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 504.1 - Plumbing Systems and Fixtures: Plumbing fixtures shall be properly installed and maintained in working order.
Corrective Action:

[0 IPMC 506.1 - Sanitary Drainage: Plumbing fixtures shall be properly connected to either a public sewer system or an approved

private sewage disposal system.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 602.2 - Heating Facilities: Dwellings shall be provided with heating facilities.

Corrective Action:

[ SBCC 41.2503 — Rental Dwelling Unit License Required: A license is required for the operation of each rental dwelling unit.
Corrective Action:

[0 SBCC 84.25.070 A & C — Occupancy/Camping: It is unlawful to temporarily or permanently occupy any vehicle or temporary structure.
Corrective Action:

[0 SBCC 84.04.090(h) - Animal Density Standards: The number of animals shall be within approved limits.

Corrective Action:

X SBCC 82.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant

Corrective Action; _Operating a kennel on a properly listed as vacant with no established Primary Use is not allowed.
Remove 2 sheds, personal items, vehicles, dogs and makeshift animal enclosures.

The indicated violations must be corrected within 30 days from the date of this notice. A re-inspection of this property to verify
compliance will be completed after 11/12/2020 Failure to correct the existing violation(s) may result in the
issuance of administrative citations and/or civil or criminal prosecution. A lien and a special assessment on the property tax
roll may also be placed against the subject property to recover any regulatory costs incurred by the County.

If you have questions regarding this notice please contact Code Enforcement at (909) 884-4056 or (760) 995-8140.

Notice received by: Standard Mail Code Enforcement Officer: G. Arroyo

CERT Page 1 of _1 May_03 2018
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DECLARATION OF DEFENDANT JULIE PYLE

I, Julie Pyle, hereby declare under penalty of perjury the following:

1. I am over the age of 18 and a resident of the State of Nevada.

2. Vegas Shepherd Rescue is a non-profit corporation formed in 2012 with the
Nevada Secretary of State. I am the Director on the Secretary of State filings.

3. Contrary to Plaintiff’s allegations, I have never, ever been on Plaintiff’s property,
to steal her dogs or otherwise. I was not in the State of California at any time in August 2020.
Vegas Shepherd Rescue has never, ever been to Plaintiff’s property and was likewise not in
California at any time in August 2020.

4. I do not now, and have never owned a vehicle with the license plate AKC GSD.
Vegas Shepherd Rescue does not now, or at any time, owned a vehicle with the license plate
AKC GSD.

5. Contrary to Plaintiff’s allegations, at no time was I contacted by San Bernardino
County Sheriffs or government officials, including but not limited to Deputy Parsons, about
removing and/or rescuing dogs from Plaintiff’s property. Neither was Vegas Shepherd Rescue.
Contrary to Plaintiff’s allegations, I was not associated with any San Bernardino County
Government Officials’ with any request for removal of dogs from Plaintiff’s property. Neither
was Vegas Shepherd Rescue.

6. As a rescue group, Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s singular purpose is to take in lost,
found, abused, abandoned, and/or surrendered dogs — primarily German Shepherd Dogs as the
name implies; obtain necessarily medical attention, including spay and neuter as required by
Nevada/Clark County law, and adopt them out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue also takes shepherds in

from kill shelters and adopts them out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue rescues and places upwards of a
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hundred dogs a year, approximately 85% of which are German Shepherd dogs. Vegas Shepherd
Rescue has performed this service as a non-profit corporation that exists entirely on donations
since its inception in 2012. Counsel in this matter are providing their services entirely pro bono.

7. When I (or Vegas Shepherd Rescue) comes into possession of any dog, we
immediately check to see if there is a microchip. When we obtain veterinary care, which we do
for each dog that comes into our possession, the veterinarian also checks to see if there is a
microchip.

8. I have never been in possession of any dogs that have a microchip registered to
Ms. Zorikova, Ms. Jeong and/or Von Mark Graf German Shepherds. Neither has Vegas
Shepherd Rescue. Because Plaintiff has alleged that “thieves remove microchips;” and for
brevity’s sake, neither myself nor Vegas Shepherd Rescue has ever removed or directed the
removal of a dog’s microchip. Neither my veterinarians nor Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s
veterinarians have ever been directed to remove a microchip by us (and I am unsure if it is even
legal for veterinarians to do so).

0. Vegas Shepherd Rescue came into possession of Beacon, on July 8, 2020. Beacon
was found by a trucker running alongside the highway. The trucker brought Beacon to Vegas
Shepherd Rescue. Beacon had been shot in the face and required extensive medical care before
being adopted. Beacon was not microchipped. Beacon has been adopted.

9. Plaintiff filed a police report for theft against various people, including me. In
response, San Bernardino County Sheriff’s deputies visited me at my home in early September
2020. The deputies talked to me for 40 minutes. The Sheriff determined I was not in possession

of any of Plaintiff’s German Shepherds.
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1. Bahkee Berks. Ospresss Laodic and Malibo were adopied in August and
Septembar of 2420, with the lest doe being adopted on or around Septemnber 15 20620,

DATED this L v ob June, 2024,

LIE PYEE
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DELCARATION QF DEFENDANT TAMMY WILLET

1, Tammy Willet, hereby declare under penalty of perjury
the foliowmng:

1 1 am over the age of 18. | have not been a resident of
the State of Nevada for 8 years.

2. Vegas Shepherd Rescue is a non-profit corporation
formed m 2012 with the Nevada Scoretary of State. | am the
President on the Secretary of State filings.

3. Contrary 1o Plaintff’s allegations, [ have never, ever
been on Plaintiffs property, to steal her dogs or otherwise. 1 was
not 10 the State of Nevada or the State of California at all in
2020. Vegas Shepherd Rescuc has never, cver been to Plaintiffs
property and was likewise pot in California at any time in
August 2020,

q, ! do not now, and have never owned a vehicle with
the license plate AKC GSD. Vegas Shepherd Rescue docs not
nOwW. Or af any tume, owned a vehicle with the license plate AKC
GGSD.

5. Contrary 10 Plaintiff’s allegations, at no time was |
contzcted by San Bernardino County Sherifls or government
othcials, including but not limited to Deputy Parsons, about
removing and/or rescuing dogs from Plaintiff™s property. Neither
was Vegas Shepherd Rescue. Contrary to Plaintiff’s allegations,
T was not associated with any San Bemardino County
Government Officials’ with any roquest for removal of dogs
from Plaint:ff"s property. Neither was Vegas Shepherd Rescuc.

6. As a rescue group, Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s
singular purpose is 1o ke in lost, found, abused, abandoned,
and/or surrendered dogs - pnimarily German Shepherd Dogs as
the name implics; obtain necessarily medical attention, including
spay and nculer as required by Nevada/Clark County law, and
adopt them out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue also takes shepherds in
trom kill shelters and adopts them out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue
rescues and places upwards of a hundred dogs a year,
approximatcly 85% of which are German Shepherd dogs. Vegas
Shepherd Rescue has performed this scrvice as a non-profit
corporation that exists entirely on donations since its inception
in 2012. Counsel in this matter are providing tharr services
entircly pro bono.

7. When I (or Vegas Shepherd Rescue) comes into
possession of any dog, we immediately check 10 see il there is a
microchup. When we obtain veterinary carc, which we do for
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cach dog that comes into our possession. the veterinarian also
checks to see if there is a microchip.

8 I'have never been in possession of any dogs that
have a microchip registered to Ms. Zorikova, Ms. Jeong and or
Von Mark Graf German Shepherds. Neither has Vegas Shepherd
Rescuc. Because Plaintiff has alleged that “thieves remove
microchips.” and for brevity’s sake, neither mysclf nor Vegas
Shepherd Rescue has ever removed or directed the removal of a
dog’s microchip. Neither my veterinarians nor Vegas Shepherd
Rescue’s veteninarians have ever been directed to remove a
microchip by us (and | am unsurc if it is even legal for
vetleninarians to do so).

9. Vegas Shepherd Rescue came into possession of
Beacon, on July §, 2020 Bcacon was found by a trucker running
alongside the highway. ‘The trucker brought Beacon to Vegas
Shepherd Rescue. Beacon had been shot in the face and required
extensive medical care before being adopted. Beacon was not
microchipped. Beacon has been adopted.

9. Baker. Berkley, Cyvpress, Lodi, and Malibu were
adopted in August and September of 2020, with the last dog
being adopted on or around September 15, 2020.

DATED this _ + day of June, 2021,

TAMMY WHLLLET

i
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385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415 | Phone: (909) 884-4056 » Fax: (909) 387-8217
www.SBCounty.gov

SAN BERNARDINO Land Use Services Department

COUNTY Code Enforcement
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

ZINAIDA, DMITREEVA ETAL OR

TO: JEONG, OLIVIA NOTICE DATE: _10/13/2020
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 0502-085-75-0000 CASE #: C202002475
SITUS ADDRESS: 1335 TRUMP BLVD BARSTOW CA 92311

MAILING ADDRESS: _ |

THE INDICATED VIOLATION(S) OF THE INTERNATIONAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE CODE AND/OR THE SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY CODE WERE OBSERVED ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DURING AN INSPECTION
CONDUCTED ON 10/02/2020 :

O IPMC 302.8 - Motor Vehicles: No inoperative motor vehicle shall be parked, kept, or stored on any premises other than in a garage.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 108.1.4 - Unlawful Structures: An unlawful structure that was erected, altered, or occupied contrary to law.
[ Room Addition [ Garage Conversion [ Patio Cover (1 Decking O Carport [ Residence / Manufactured [ Shed-Cargo Container-Barn-Animal Enclosure
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 108.1.5(7) - Dangerous Structure on Premises: The building or structure is neglected, damaged, dilapidated, unsecured,
abandoned, or an attractive nuisance.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 102.2 - Maintenance: Structure or premises shall be maintained in good working order.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 302.7 - Accessory Structures: Accessory structures, including detached garages, fences and walls, shall be maintained,
structurally sound, and in good repair.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 308.1 - Garbage: Exterior and interior of property shall be free from any accumulation of rubbish or garbage.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 504.1 - Plumbing Systems and Fixtures: Plumbing fixtures shall be properly installed and maintained in working order.
Corrective Action:

[0 IPMC 506.1 - Sanitary Drainage: Plumbing fixtures shall be properly connected to either a public sewer system or an approved

private sewage disposal system.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 602.2 - Heating Facilities: Dwellings shall be provided with heating facilities.

Corrective Action:

[ SBCC 41.2503 — Rental Dwelling Unit License Required: A license is required for the operation of each rental dwelling unit.
Corrective Action:

[0 SBCC 84.25.070 A & C — Occupancy/Camping: It is unlawful to temporarily or permanently occupy any vehicle or temporary structure.
Corrective Action:

[0 SBCC 84.04.090(h) - Animal Density Standards: The number of animals shall be within approved limits.

Corrective Action:

X SBCC 82.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant

Corrective Action;_Operating a kennel on a properly listed as vacant with no established Primary Use is not allowed.
Remove 2 sheds, personal items, vehicles, dogs and makeshift animal enclosures.

The indicated violations must be corrected within 30 days from the date of this notice. A re-inspection of this property to verify
compliance will be completed after 11/12/2020 Failure to correct the existing violation(s) may result in the
issuance of administrative citations and/or civil or criminal prosecution. A lien and a special assessment on the property tax
roll may also be placed against the subject property to recover any regulatory costs incurred by the County.

If you have questions regarding this notice please contact Code Enforcement at (909) 884-4056 or (760) 995-8140.

Notice received by: Standard Mail Code Enforcement Officer: G. Arroyo

010
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08/31/2020: Referral received from T. Campos with veterinary services. Kennel operating on vacant
parcel, POs living in tents and make shift storage units built on the parcel. On 8/8/2020 SBCSD found
approx. 50 German Shepherds on the property, unclear how many dogs remain as of today. There
also a lot of discarded meat that is picks up daily from the Barstow butcher and uses to feed the dogs.
Per T. Campos PO has filed a lawsuit against the SBCSD. Photos taken by T. Campos saved to
office links. E. Aguero

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT

09/08/2020 Ella | c:!led and would like a call back to know how to go about getting a
kennel permit. P. Harris

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT

09/09/2020: Ella, | \vould like to schedule the initial inspection on the property. She also
stated that the meat on the property is used for composting. E. Aguero

FIELD INVESTIGATION

10/02/2020 Field investigation conducted at front fence with property owner Ella Zorikova. Ms.
Zorikova did not consent to the investigation and all pictures were taken from the public right of way.
Ms. Zorikova stated that she only stays on the property when dogs are present. There are 2 shed
located on the property with one being metal and one wood Due to no consent to enter property i
observed approximately 13 dogs present on the property in individual makeshift cages with tarp being
used to shade dogs. 2 Sports utility vehicles were parked at the entrance of the property. Unable to
determine if any disposed meat was present on the property.

Ms. Zorikova stated that she has attempted to obtain a kennel permit and | explained to her i was
there to investigate the Land use Violation since the property is listed as vacant with no primary use.
Ms. Zorikova stated she will attempt to get the kennel permit and if she cannot obtain permit she will
leave the property. | explained to Ms. Zorikova that she must talk to planning. | gave Ms. Zorikova my
business card and informed her | would be sending a notice. Ms. Zorikova provided me with an
address to send notice to and asked any future communication to be with her attorney. | replied that
is fine, but her attorney would need to contact Code enforcement and we will not reach out to them
and it is her responsibility to keep her attorney informed not ours. Ms. Zorikova understood. Notice
will be sent to address on file and also to address provided by Ms. Zorikova, |GGG

I G ATToyO

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Notice prepared on 10/07/2020 with a mail date of 10/13/2020. 30 day notice will be issued for the
following violation: SBCC 82.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant. Notice has been saved to office link
and email has been sent to operations for regular mailing. G. Arroyo

NOTICE OF VIOLATION - MAILING:

10/13/2020: Notice of Violation mailed regular status with pictures and scanned to case file. Mailed to:

I . Candelario

011
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION - MAILING:

10/13/2020: Notice of Violation mailed regular status with pictures and scanned to case file. Mailed to:

I N Candelario
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883
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Electronically Filed
6/22/2021 11:21 PM
Steven D. Grierson

OPPS CLERK OF THE COU
CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. . ﬁﬂ-

Nevada Bar No. 006657

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468

WEIR LAW GROUP, LL.C
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Attorneys for Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, & Vegas Shepherd Rescue

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOVA; CASE NO. A-20-821249-C
DEPT. NO. XX
Plaintiff(s),
V8. Hearing Date: 7/14/2021

Hearing Time: 8:30 a.m.
JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFEF’S MOTION FOR
DEFAULT JUDGMENT

COME NOW, Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, and

provides their Opposition to PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT

1 The Complaint on file herein does not name attorney Casey D. Gish as a Defendant. Plaintiff unilaterally modified
the caption at some point to include him as a Defendant. Plaintiff’s later inclusion of attorney Casey D. Gish should
be stricken, and arguments for same are included in Defendants’ Counter-Motion to Dismiss on file herein. However,
should the court allow Plaintiff’s modified caption to stand, Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments herein.

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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This Opposition is based upon all matters of record herein, the Points and Authorities
submitted herewith, the exhibits attached hereto, and upon such oral argument as the Court may

allow at the time of the hearing of this matter.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L.
INTRODUCTION

So as not to belabor issues not pertinent to the instant Motion, Defendants hereby
incorporate the factual background contained in their Opposition to Plaintiff’s motion for
temporary restraining order; and Defendants’ Countermotion on file herein.

Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova, filed her Complaint against Defendants on September 15, 2020,
alleging causes of action for: 1) theft under NRS 41.580, 2) civil conspiracy, 3) trespass, 4) fraud;
5) intentional infliction of emotional distress; and 6) property damage. The general basis of her
complaint is that she owns 50 German Shepherds, of which she claims 25 were stolen from her on
August 8 or 9, 2020 while she and her daughter, Olivia Jeong, were in jail in San Bernardino
County, California for felony animal cruelty to those dogs. Plaintiff allegedly effectuated service
of process on Defendants (which is the subject of the Counter-Motion to Dismiss) on October 6,
2020.

This case was stayed on December 4, 2020 after Defendants timely filed Demands for
Security of Costs due to Plaintiff being a California resident outside this Court’s Jurisdiction. On
June 7, 2021, the Court conducted a hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion for Temproary Restraining
Order wherein Defendants objected to Plaintiff not having filed a bond for security costs.
However, the Court advised Defendants that Plaintiff had filed the same. The court docket still
does not reflect that filing and Defendants have not been provided with the required notice of

posting the same.
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The day after the June 7, 2021 court hearing that Plaintiff and Defendants participated in,
when Plaintiff was made aware of the June 18, 2021 deadline for Defendants to file their motion
to dismiss, Plaintiff filed the instant motion seeking a default judgment.

As discussed herein, Plaintiff is not entitled to a default judgment because Plaintiff has not
obtained a default; never provided the Defendants or their counsel a 3 Day Notice of Intent to
Default; and Defendants’ motion to dismiss is pending. Further, Plaintiff should be sanctioned in
the amount of her posted security in the amount of $1,500 for her blatant disregard for the law,
blatant disregard for the rules of this court, and for her continuing failure to comply with the most

basic portions of the NRCP.

I
LEGAL ARGUMENT

A. Plaintiff’s Motion must be denied due to her failure to provide Defendants
and their counsel with the required 3-Day Notice of Intent to Take Default.

If a defendant has entered an “appearance” in the matter, the plaintiff must give the
defendant notice of the plaintiff’s intention to take a default. Lindblom v. Prime Hospitality
Corp., 120 Nev. 372, 375, 90 P.3d 1283, 1285 (2005); see Cen Val Leasing Corp. v. Bockman, 99
Nev. 612, 668 P.2d 1074 (1983) holding that failure to give notice of intent to take default when
plaintiff knew of identity of defendant’s attorney, required that default be set aside. The entry of
default and default judgment is improper when notice of intent to take default was not given.
Rowland v. Lepire, 95 Nev. 639, 600 P.2d 237 (1979). The Nevada Supreme Court has defined
what constitutes an “appearance” for purposes of NRCP 55 very broadly. Once an “appearance”
has been made by a party or its counsel, the requirement of the 3 Day Notice from the plaintiff is
triggered. Even pre-litigation settlement negotiations between an attorney and a non-attorney

insurance adjuster are considered an “appearance” for purposes of NRCP 55. Lindblom v. Prime

314




Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@ GishLawFirm.com

b

— THE LAW OFFICE OF -

CASEY D. GISH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Hospitality Corp., 120 Nev. 372, 376, 90 P.3d 1283, 1285 (2005). Therefore, it is obvious that
Defendants displayed an intent to defend the litigation by filing Demands for Security of Costs in
October 2020 (which resulted in this Court issuing an Order Staying the litigation) and by
appearing through counsel at the most recent hearing in this matter and notifying the Court and
Plaintiff that they intended to defendant this matter with a Motion to Dismiss and by actually
filing a Motion to Dismiss. Her Motion should be denied.
B. Plaintiff Has Not Obtained a Default Against Defendants That Would Entitle
Her to A Default Judgment; And Plaintiff Cannot Obtain a Default Because

Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Is Pending and because she never submitted
the required 3-Day Notice to the Defendants or their Counsel.

NRCP 55(a) states:

Entering a Default. When a party against whom a judgment for affirmative relief is
sought has failed to plead or otherwise defend, and that failure is shown by affidavit
or otherwise, the clerk must enter the party’s default.

Here, Plaintiff has not obtained a default against any Defendants; and therefore her motion
for default judgment is not ripe. Plaintiff is legally prohibited from obtaining a default against
Defendants because she never served a 3-Day Notice of Intent to Default and because Defendants
already “appeared” in this matter via their Demands for Security of Costs and because Defendants
have a pending Motion to Dismiss, which also constitutes a “appearance” for purposes of NRCP
55.

Defendants appeared on the Court’s hearing on July 7, 2021 to object to the same because
Defendants had received no proof of Plaintiff filing her bond for security costs. There is no record
of the same in the docket and Plaintiff never served the same on Defendants. Therefore,
Defendants had no notice or information that would suggest that they needed to respond to
Plaintiff’s Complaint or motions on file herein prior to that hearing.

During the hearing, the court advised Defendants that Plaintiff had filed the bond (which

Defendants still have not seen and the docket still does not reflect); and continued the hearing on

315




Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@ GishLawFirm.com

b

— THE LAW OFFICE OF -

CASEY D. GISH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Plaintiff’s motion for temporary restraining order and Defendant’s motion to amend until July 7,
2021. At that time, the court was advised that Defendants would be filing a motion to dismiss
Plaintiff’s Complaint. The Court gave Defendants until June 18, 2021 to do so.

In accordance with the above court order, Defendants filed their Motion to Dismiss on

June 18, 2021. Defendants’ Demands for Security of Costs and pending Motion to Dismiss,
constitute an “appearance” in this matter for the purposes of NRCP 55.

C. This Court Should Admonish Plaintiff that Parties Representing Themselves
Are Held to the Standard As Lawyers And Must Follow All State and Local
Court Rules

Plaintiff was obviously aware the Defendant’s had “appeared” in this matter via counsel,

since she posted security of costs in response to Defendants’ Demands for Security of Costs back
in October 2020. Furthermore, Plaintiff was advised during the June 7, 2021 hearing that
Defendants would be filing a Motion to Dismiss, and knew the deadline the Court imposed for the
same. Therefore, on June 8, 2021, when Plaintiff’s filed her request for a default judgment, she
knew or should have known that it was is improper and brought in bad faith. She also failed to
serve Defendants or their counsel with the requisite 3 Day Notice of Intent to Take Default. This
court should admonish Plaintiff that she in order to represent herself, she is required to follow
Nevada law and court rules if she wants to continue to represent herself. Defendants should not be
forced to defend every baseless motion simply because Plaintiff does not know or want to follow
the law.

D. Because of her clear bad faith in bringing the subject motion, Plaintiff should
be sanctioned in the amount of her current security of costs that were
evidently posted with the Court ($1,500) and she should be required to post
additional security due to her inability to follow basic legal principles and
court rules.

The Court is authorized under NRS 18.130(2) to order an increased security of costs bond

on out of state Plaintiffs if the Court finds that the statutory minimum of $500 is insufficient.
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Defendants request that based upon the number of motions pending from Plaintiff, the Plaintiff’s
repeated disregard for the Court’s procedural rules, and the sheer volume of correspondence and
discovery directed at Defendants’ counsel constantly from Plaintiff, and the fact that counsel for
Defendants are performing their work pro bono for Defendants, it is requested that the court
increase the amount of the cost bonds to $5,000 per Defendant.

II1.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that this Court deny Plaintiff’s
Motion for Default Judgment.
DATED this _22"! _ day of June, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s/ @a.de(/@. W

CASEY D. GISH, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 006657

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

Co-counsel for Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, & Vegas Shepherd Rescue

WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

o] Stana D. Weer

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9468

6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Co-counsel for Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, & Vegas Shepherd Rescue
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Casey D. Gish , declare:

I am a resident of and employed in Clark County, Nevada. I am over the age of eighteen
(18) years and not a party to the action within. My business address is 5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.,
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118.

That I served the document described as DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT on the parties whose address appears
below:

X __VIA ELECTRONIC SERVICE: in accordance with NRCP through the Odyssey File &
Serve electronic filing system. I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of electronically
serving documents.

ALLA ZORIKOVA

1905 Wilcox Ave, #175

Los Angeles. CA 90068

P: (323) 209-5186

E: stevejohn19732017 @gmail.com

Plaintiff

Executed on the 22™ day of June, 2021.

/s] CaseyD. Gisk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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Alla Zorikova

1905 Wilcox Av., #175
Los Angeles, CA 90068
3232095186

Olivia.car@mail.ru

Electronically Filed
6/28/2021 10:28 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUE!E

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA,
PLAINTIFF,

DEFENDANTS

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

1 A-20-821249-C

PLAUNTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANTS COUNTER-MOTION TO
DISMISS AND REPLY TO DEFENDANT’S
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S EX PARTE
MOTION TO RETURN PLAINTIFF’S
DOGS, PLAINTIFF’S DECLARATION IN
SUPPORT. EXHIBITS ATTACHED

Department 20

HEARING 07/07/2021

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova states following:

INTRODUCTION

Case Number: A-20-821249-C

319



. Defendants, and each of them, admitted possessing in August/September 7 of Plaintiff’s
Dogs (Defendant’s Declarations paragraph #10), Defendant’s admissions to sheriff as
Plaintift’s Exhibit 1 ).

. Defendants admitted that no one authorized them to take Plaintiff’s dogs from her private
property (Defendant’s paragraph #6 of Motion to Dismiss).

. Defendants admitted that they spayed/neutered Plaintiff’s dogs.

. Defendants admitted that they sold Plaintiff’s Dogs on September 15 of 2020, which is
more than a month later from when Plaintiff notified Defendants that they have her Dogs
in their possession.

. Rescues do not have legal authority to go and take people’s dogs without appropriate
authorization from governmental authorities. Moreover, it appears that these “rescues”
offending sheriffs as well and concealing from them any information regarding Plaintiff’s
stolen dogs. Criminal investigation on stolen dogs is still ongoing.

. Plaintiff did not give any authorization to Defendants to take her Dogs from her private
property.

. Plaintiff had notified Defendants on August 12 of 2020 and multiple times thereafter
that they have to return her dogs and they are not allowed to sale, alter, destroy or kill
Plaintiff’s dogs. (Exhibit 2 ).

. Defendants failed to provide evidences nor to state if they know who trespassed
Plaintiff’s property, took the dogs and than transported the stolen dogs to Defendants.

Therefore, Defendants are liable for trespass of Plaintiff’s property.
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9. Conspiracy arises based on the facts that clearly Defendants conspired with someone
(who will be added as defendants) who delivered the Dogs to Defendants and with who
possibly Defendants made agreement regarding stolen dogs disposition.

10. Defendants, and each of them, clearly acted and continue to act in bad faith and therefore,
corporate veilis  and Defendants, as persons became responsible for their actions.

11. Plaintiff timely had emailed to Casey Gish notice of posted security costs bond (Exhibit
3).

12. Complaint has been duly served on Defendants (Declaration of Olivia Jeong).

13. August 08th of 2020 false arrest of Plaintiff matter has been settled in December of 2020
with San Bernardirno county in favor of Plaintiff as to false arrest and false imprisonment

causces.

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION supported by Statement of Facts and Memorandum of Law

Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova, filed her Complaint against Defendants on September 15, 2020, alleging
causes of action for: 1) theft under NRS 41.580, 2) civil conspiracy, 3) trespass, 4) fraud; 5)

intentional infliction of emotional distress; and 6) property damage.

14. Alla Zorikova has Master’s Degree in biology/zoology from top European University and
worked at Kaliningrad Research Institute as scientist and had successfully bred
generations of top line healthy german shepherds, showed them on top USA and
European Dog shows and recognized as a reputable breeder of German Shepherd dogs.

15. Her business has 5 stars google reviews and has happy thrilled with their puppies

customers.
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16. Defendants, and each of them, on the other hand, do not have any license/education nor
certification in order to have at least some competency to discuss biological cycle, diet,
needs nor training, biological needs of the dogs, nor as of other animals.

17. Plaintiff Alla Zorikova provides her customers with top world class super healthy german
shepherd puppies and adult trained dogs, delivering to community loyal loving
companions, who often becomes loved family member. Plaintiff’s customers are very
pleased and appreciated opportunity to have such a beloved one by their side.
Defendants, in opposition, do all they possibly can to destroy through physical attack,
coming out with harmful legal bills proposals etc. USA breeders while Defendants are
allegedly trafficking “meat farm dogs” from Korea to USA customers and offending pet
stores and breeders. Their slogan is “no puppy born in USA”.

18. Since Plaintiff filed her original complaint, numerous facts have been revealed during
ongoing stolen dogs investigation and based on discovery and factual allegations stated in
civil cases that are currently running in CA on this matter. As well as other new facts
raised.

19. Defendants Willet and Pyle both admitted in their Declarations paragraph 10 (Exhibit
) that they disposed Dogs Malibu, Lodi, Backer..... via adoption .

20. Plaintiff found out that Defendants, and each of them, has her dogs in their possession on
August 12 of 2020 and immediately, the same date, emailed, mailed letters to Defendants
(Exhibit _4 ) and called to Defendants with demand to return her dogs and the
Defendants do not sale, alter, kill, nor dispose the Dogs in any way, which was a long

before maliciously, with clear purpose to hurt Plaintiff, spayed and neutered Plaintiff
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21.

22.

23.

24

Dogs and disposed them for adoption as they are admitted by now in their paragraph 10
of their Declarations (Exhibit 5 ).

This vicious act clearly exposes Defendants’ malicious intent to hurt Plaintiff, to destroy
USA breeding stock and unfairly to gain profit. Top line Greman Shepherd 2 years old
dog Mailbu (Zariza) was pregnant with 12 puppies in August of 2020 and was due on
October 01 of 2020. Vicious claim of Defendants that all dogs were spayed and neutered
as on before September 15" of 2020 expose horrible dog cruelty Defendants had
committed by placing heavily and clearly pregnant dog under surgeon knife, while killing
unborn puppies and most likely the mama (instead of giving her out for adoption as
allegedly false claimed).

Plaintiff had stated to Willet that if Willet claims that the Plaintiff’s dogs got into her
possession by innocent mistake, than she better return the dogs immediately to the
Plaintiff and disclose the location for the dogs, especially after sheriff was searching on
warrants rescue’s houses and property following stolen dogs investigation. Defendant
Willet failed to address this matter, failed to return the Dogs, failed to disclose their
location, and therefore, exposed her bad evil intent to steal and destroy Plaintiff’s Dogs.
Therefore, there are clear need raised for the Plaintiff’s original Complaint filed on
October 15" of 2020 to be amended. Plaintiff had filed Motion to Amend Complaint by
adding defendants and is filing today her Motion for eave of Court to Amend her

Complaint.

. Defendants failed to state if someone else on their behalf trespassed Plaintiff’s private

property, took Plaintiff’s Dogs and submitted them to the Defendants.
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

As for today, by admitting possession Of Dogs Malibu, Lodi which belong to

Plaintiff, it’s a fact that Defendants took yourself those dogs from Plaintiff’s property,
unless they will expose who took the dogs and than submitted the Dogs to Defendants.
Plaintiff dully served Complaint on Defendants on October 06, 2021.

Pursuant NRCP  Defendant was allowed 21 days to file Motion for Security Costs
Bond.

Plaintiff Alla Zorikova was falsely arrested on August 08 of 2021 and released from jail
on August 11 of 2021.

NO charges have been filed by District Attorney against Alla Zorikova, nor against her
family members. Further, San Bernardirno County had settled false arrest case in favor of
Alla Zorikova in December of 2020.

Animal Control Officers visited Plaintiff’s San Bernardirno private property on 3
different occasion by 3 different animal control officers, and every time their witnessed
that all dogs had shelter, water, were not distressed and in good health (Exhibit 6 ).
Plaintiff filed police report regarding her stolen on August 09 of 2020 25 top world class
bloodlines, top purebred pedigree, trained, titled german shepherds, each valued from
$10,000 to $300,000.

San Bernardirno Sheriff’s department opened criminal investigation that is still ongoing.
San Bernardirno Sheriff clearly stated that there were NO any authorization never given
to any rescues nor anyone else to remove German Shepherds from Plaintiff’s property.
(Exhibit 7).

Animal Control personnel had legal duties to wait 48 hours to look for dog’s owners if

the animals became involuntarily abundant (caused by Plaintiff’s sudden false arrest and
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

her denial of release from jail on bonds, denial her phone calls to her attorney or dog’s
caregivers and denial access to Plaintiff by animal control officers).

However, even if for any and all reasons, legitimate or not, ANY dogs found abundant on
private property, all Defendants could legally do is to call to animal control and to report
the incident.

Dogs are private property according to Nevada, Federal or any other State law.

If thief’s are stealing someone’s property, such as car, for instance, this action cannot be
justified by the fact of that car being blocking the road or some other event.

Casey Gish wrote himself his declaration (Exhibit 8) that animal control officer Molina
screamed and yelled at him requesting to return dogs to Alla Zorikova.

3 different State judges issued search warrants to search thieves of Alla Zorikova’s dogs
property in California and Nevada

This fact is clearly states that there were NO any authorization ever given to to rescues
nor to private parties to take the Dogs from Plaintiff’s private property and Defendants
better stop pretending that they had acted in good faith and “rescued” poor abandon dogs,
while in reality thieves had stolen the dogs and are currently refusing to state to sheriff
and to detectives where the dogs are, as well as they are refusing to provide any
documentation regarding placement of Plaintiff’s dogs.

By simple logic, if Defendants, as they claim, would ever had intend of “saving the dogs”
instead of stealing them, they would COOPERATE with the sheriff and would disclose,
in good faith, all information regarding who called them on August 09 of 2020 and

where are the dogs now. Defendants (if having a good faith), would certainly help
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42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

locating the dogs and return them to Plaintiff as animal control officers and sheriff
demanded and had ordered them.

However, this is NOT the case. Casey Gish, who is a board member (Exhibit 9 ) of the
same “rescue” that is suspect of stealing Plaintiff’s dogs couched all Defendants and
legally represents them in all cases, this person is also member of the board or managing
the “rescue” that “rescuing” (trafficking) for several years “meat farm dogs” from Korea
and most likely from China as well. (Exhibit 10 ).

Defendants state themselves that Plaintiff had served Complaint on October 06 of 2020.
Plaintiff had been provided initial information regarding who is possessing her dogs by
San Bernardirno Sheriff and San Bernardirno Animal Control Officers and that was
Southern Nevada Animal Rescue League (founder J Gregory and Casey Gish). Later,
Animal Control Officer sent to Plaintiff those pictures that they captured from Facebook
on August 10 of 2020 (before all pages were deleted), San Bernardirno County
Detectives stated to Plaintiff that Vegas Shepherd Rescue is the possessor of the dogs as
well as Plaintiff and her attorney found additional pictures of Plaintiff’s dogs displayed
for sale on Defendant’s Vegas Shepherd Rescues Facebook page (Exhibit 11 ).
Plaintiff is attaching a true and accurate copy of full pages taken via screenshot method
by Plaintiff’s cellphone (Exhibit 12 ). On these pages is clearly viewable website URL
of Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue

Malibu (Zariza) is outstanding female, producing 12 puppies in her litter 5 litters X 12
puppies = 60 puppies X $7,000/puppy = $420,000 is her approximate real value ,
moreover, Zariza has very special strong genes in her against deadly diseases and

therefore, her blood cells are priceless whatsoever as genetic stock of german shepherds,
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47.

48.

49.

not saying that Zariza, born in Plaintiff’s house was her favorite family member and
named Zariza (Queen) for reason. Not a one single licensed veterinarian would commit
crime of spaying pregnant dog; therefore, most likely Defendants lied regarding “all dogs
were spayed and neutered”. Receiving monetary compensation for only such dog as
Zariza vs returning her to Plaintiff, will never be and adequate remedy. Zariza was
whelped and raised by Plaintiff and extremely strong emotional bond exists between
Plaintiff and Zariza, no monetary compensation can ever substitute loss of Zariza for
Plaintiff. “Adoption family”, if such exists, would not have problems substituting their
new arrived dog with someone else, or receive their adoption fees back.

Most likely, there is no any adoption families as to which Plaintiff’s stolen dogs have
been sent to, otherwise, why it would be such a big deal to disclose this info months ago
to sheriff and to Plaintiff.

And even if Plaintiff’s conditions would not be appropriate, or in any other
circumstances, it cannot justify in any meaning Defendant’s malicious act of theft and
disposition of Plaintiff’s dogs. For instance, if someone (without initial evil motive to
steal and sale a child for human trafficking crime) see child staying alone on the road
decides to take him home and conceal from looking for him parents and from police, that
person, when found, will be responsible for crime of kidnapping, legal action he could do
to bring the child to police department only.

Animal control officers demanded Gish to return the dogs to Alla Zorikova (Exhibit
13 ), and how Gish responded to authorities ? — yelling and screaming with false
allegations against Plaintiff, while it was totally not his business. Gish clearly was not

interested to hear the truth n ot regarding the fact that the dogs were looked by
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50.

51.

52.

53.

authorities, sherift, owner, nor by any other facts, which once again clearly exposes
Defendants, represented by Gish, who also was Defendant in the original complaint but
was somehow by accident deleted from the list.

Defendants perfectly know from CA lawsuits, including Defamation Lawsuit that
Plaintiff Zorikova filed against Bryan Pease nd Californian’s Defendants that Plaintiff
long ago does NOT run any kennels in California, nor she keeps any dogs on San
Bernardirno private property. Even their own hired private investigators stated in their
reports back in October of 2020 that they did not see any dogs on the property. Yet,
Defendants, once again, clearly with malicious, evil intent falsely state that “she keeps
them in the middle of the desert” (Page 10, line 10 Defendant’s motion to dismiss).

On page 11 of its Motion to Dismiss Defendants, and eah of them state that “Plaintiff’s
viable claims, if any, are likely against the Sheriff’s department or other San Bernardino
officials for directing people or rescue groups”. However, in their declarations (Exhibit
14 ) both Defendants state that NOONE from deputies authorities directed them.
Litigation with the county was completed and yes, San Bernardirno county had paid Ms.
Zorikova a compensation for false imprisonment and false arrest cause and Deputy
Parsons by this settlement was dismissed as Defendant from San Bernardirno civil
lawsuit filed by Plaintiff in September of 2020. However, this settlement is irrelevant
toward any other causes such as theft of Plaintiff’s dogs and defendants as in CA and
NV.

Plaintiff won her hearing against anti - SLAPP motion brought by Bryan Pease in
Plaintiff’s defamation lawsuit filed against Pease (alliance of Casey Gish in all this

matter, including their “rescuing” and importing foreign rescues dogs activities), who
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54.

55.

56

57.

dares baselessly, falsely, and with clearly evil intent publicly call Plaintiff “dog abuser”,
“illegally run business” etc. Based on undisputable evidences, Court found (Exhibit 15 )
that Plaintiff will most likely succeed on the merits and denied Peses special motion to
strike lawsuit (anti SLAPP).

Defendants must return Plaintiff’s dogs immediately or must disclose their location and
state (with supporting clear and convincing evidences) why it would be impossible to
return the dogs (for instance, Defendants killed the dogs , or Defendants disposed the
dogs, or raped the dogs and disposed them, or sold their blood and organs, or sold the
dogs for very big money, which violates their “adoption, non profit” policy and for any
other evil reason that even hard to imagine for ordinary person).

Furthermore, Defendants propose under their paragraph f) claim that Plaintiff has “dirty
hands” and state without any and all supporting evidences, without personal knowledge
malicious false allegations as to “Plaintiff running illegal businesses etc.”, which is

totally false.

. Further, Defendants states “She provides pictures on her website of beautiful German

Shepherd Dogs in clean and healthy conditions”, again, those are real pictures of real our
dogs in real our luxurious conditions.

Defendants falsely baselessly state that these are “These images are actually stock images
taken by her from other sites on the internet.” — outrageous!!!. How than Plaintiff’s dogs
and Plaintiff herself appeared on those images. This is phenomenal, how people can be so
disgraceful, deceiving, nasty and not smart. (attached are images of Zariza (Malibu),
Hanz (Bacon) , Plaintiff Zorikova, and her daughter Olivia our trainer Jose in those

“stock images pictures”. (Exhibit 16)
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58.

59

60.

Plaintiff has state of the art one of the best in USA facilities for her dogs, has just a few
breeding females, her dogs enjoy daily training, running on 200 acres of private property,
living in top grade dog kennels, enjoying raw organic meats, and dogs are one of the most
good looking german shepherds in a world. (Defendants attached for us pictures of our
facilities and dogs claiming without any evidences that those are “stock images” — simply
outrageous, how Plaintiff than and our dogs and our trainers and our cars and our
equipment and our sleeves and our bite suits and our training facilities appeared on those
“stock images”?? Not speaking that Plaintiff has those original images on her computer
and photocamera. Again, Plaintiff hopes that Court will grant her future Motion for
Sanctions for false representation to the Court against Defendants). Our dogs trained for
military, law enforcement and protection, and in San Bernardirno County dogs were
trained in hard bite, jumping on vechicles, protect under firearms, acclimatizing to
desert’s temperatures etc. There is no any legal restrictions in USA, nor in California,
regarding protection training of specialty breed, such as German Shepherds, nor any other

breed.

. Further, Defendants are falsely state that some “undisputed facts” while failing to provide

any references to those “undisputed facts”/“Her “house of horrors” was investigated by
San Bernardino County authorities and she was citied for her failure to have proper
structures on her land adequate to meet the basic minimum requirements that
kennel/breeding facilities must comply with in San Bernardino County” 777

None of this is true, it’s unclear why Defendants dare to state all these false statements.
Yes, attached is the “Notice of violation” in which clearly states that violation consists of

Plaintiff occupying non residential status land, not “house of horror” and that Notice
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61.

62.

63.

gives 30 days for correction of that violation. That’s all it is. Reasonable notice with due
process in place for correction.

There were no any “San Bernardirno County investigators”, while there are detectives
and investigators on stolen from Plaintiff dogs that are investigating Defendants.
Defendants yourself states that our website displays “lush Locations”, all of those are
REAL locations. REAL our dogs, our swimming pools, our Mercedes used for training,
and our location’s mansions. In addition to this, our dogs often sold to only high profile
individuals, celebrities and businessmen around the world, who also has mansions for
training. And to state baselessly “This is a lie and it is fraudulent.” Is inappropriate,
again, Plaintiff sincerely hopes that the Court grants her Motion for Sanctions to deter
Defendants from representing to the Court false, baseless, malicious statements with clear
purpose to deceive the Court and hurt Plaintift.

Again, Animal Control Report clearly states that plaintiff’s Dogs had water, shelter, were
not distressed and in good health. This FACT exposes that Defendants knowingly,
viciously am maliciously purouting onto the Court false allegations.

Our business has nothing to do with any “puppy mill” as falsely and baselessly claimed
by Defendant. If Defendants name such as our small operation, top purebred show and
protection german shepherds dog business a “puppy mill” than all breeding businesses
are “puppy mills” in their sick minds. However, those minds are not as “sick” as
“criminal”, it is a fact that Defendants trafficking “rescued dogs” from Korean and other
countries, making huge profit while offending USA based breeders, farmers and

restaurants.
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

Again, neither Plaintiff nor her dogs neither reside in San Bernardirno County of
California, there is no and breeding business on Plaintiff’s private land in San
Bernardirno County.

NO any breeding license required in San Bernardirno County, even assuming that
Plaintiff would have kennel there, which is not the case. Dogs are property, and on
notice, owner of the Dogs have rights to move dogs to place where he can fulfill all legal
requirements, including to Europe, or to sale the dogs.

Furthermore, Defendants again, knowingly and maliciously falsely state that “Ms.
Zorikova’s property contained over 70 dogs.” There were few adult dogs, other were
puppies, most of which had been already, before August of 2020 sold as about $4,000 to
$7,000/puppy and were in training in August of 2020. Nevertheless, it was minimum 3
time less of adult dogs than Defendants falsely state with the purpose to deceive the
Court, get yourself out from under criminal investigation against them and in order to
hurt Plaintiff.

County had paid to Plaintiff her damages as for false arrest and false imprisonment.
Again, NO charges have been ever filed against Plaintiff by District Attorney.
Defendants clearly the defendant engaged in extreme and outrageous conduct with either
the intention of, or reckless disregard for, causing emotional distress, (2) the plaintiff
suffered severe or extreme emotional distress, and (3) actual or proximate causation .
Most our studs and breeding females were born in our house, were raised and trained
from the time they were born, were shown on German shepherd shows, they all are
totally loved, taken grate care off and are part of our family, treated a lot of time in

priority compare to our own needs. They are all our loved pets, even though we had
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70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

puppies from them. To lose them causes extreme emotional distress and irreparable harm.
Each pet owner, who faced loss of his dog via theft or death, will know the devastating
feeling of loss of loved one. No disputable facts. And the pain from loss multiplies if
several of those stolen and most likely killed.

Defendants are concealing names of people where the dogs stolen have been “adopted to”
not only from plaintiff, but also from Sheriff, why would it be? The answer is simple:
there were NEVER any adoption took place, the Dogs were or sold for tens or hundreds
of thousands/each of dollars, brought to conspiracy partnership to shadow breeders or
have been totally destroyed via organs harvesting, murder, rape or both. Defendants
mentioning in their pleadings that veterinary discovered “feces in their stomach”, how it
can be “discovered” without animal being dead??

Bonifide purchaser cannot be applied to “adoption”, which is not a purchase, price paid
toward the adopted dog is “adoption fees”, vs sold property value paid. And rescues are
“nonprofit”.

Plaintiff will recognize each of her dog instantly and will pay DNA test costs if need
proof of ownership be done.

Defendants failed to provide any and all evidences regarding if the Plaintiff’s dogs were
truly adopted nor where they are currently located. If it would be true that the Dogs are
just adopted by innocence pet owners in great homes, why would be Defendants
concealing this fact?

All proof of ownership of the Dogs have been provided to Defendants in August of 2020,
including American Kennel Club pedigrees, certified pedigrees, pictures of those dogs

while on Plaintiff’s property, microchip # for each dog. However, Plaintiff, as biologist
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75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

and dog breeder realizes that NOTHING can be altered by thieves except of dog’s DNA.
Therefore, the true tests will be DNA tests only that Plaintiff, again, will pay until this
matter is heard on trial and decided by jury.

The main facts cleared and admitted now:

a).Defendants admitted (Declarations of both Defenadnts) that they took possession of
Plaintiff’s Dogs.

b).There were NO authorization from any governmental authority given to Defendants to
take Plaintiff’s Dogs.

Costs bond: Defendants are not entitled to any increased bond costs per defendant as they
are clearly showed their bad faith and represented to the Court clearly false facts dn
statements. If Defendants would be having a good faith, they would immediately return
stolen dogs to plaintiff or to sheriff as both, Plaintiff and sheriff demanded the return as
early as August 12, 13 of 2020, while Defendants refused of doing so, concealed the
dogs, concealed at the beginning fact possessing them and sold/disposed the Dogs by
November of 2020. Defendants by acting in good faith and returning stolen dogs could
prevent this litigation and avoid their “pro bono attorney fees”

There is no any “forum shopping present” regarding Defendant’s opposition to add
Defendants.

Defendants Gregory and others have been dismissed without prejusticeby judge Alf for
not paying security deposits. In Fall of 2020 Plaintiff could not afford security bond costs
based on the fact of destruction of her business and property by Defendants; therefore,
involuntarily, Plaintiff allowed case be dismissed without prejustice, meaning, those

Defendants can be sued again, that’s why plaintiff asks to add them here. In addition to
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80.

81.

82.

83.

this, as stated in Plaintiff’s motion, sheriff’s investigation of stolen dogs led to the fact of
Plaintiff’s dogs being stolen by SNARL, J Gregory, Casey Gish and others, these people
admitted to sheriff having the dogs, but will not say where the dogs are currently.

Olivia Jeong has been serving complaint on Defendants. Alla Zorikova was visiting all
locations of Defendants, residential, doggy day care of Gish (full of those 2 by 3 feet iron
cages, called “rooms”) and business in order to send Olivia in the most appropriate
location, Alla Zorikova left copies at multiple business locations but not as service
process, just to make sure Defendants have it because Alla Zorikova was there anyway
and in order to give additional clear notice to Defendants that real owner of the dogs
stolen is appeared once again and desires her dogs back. Olivia Jeong dully served the
documents as required.

Defendants Willet and Pyle can be served as at their personal residence, on street, at any
place whatsoever, or at their place of business. They were served at their place of
business.

Moreover, it’s clear that Defendants are all notified and aware of this lawsuit by pleading
in this case and therefore, well notified.

Defendants Pyle and Willet are founders of Vegas Pet Rescue Project and not its
“employees”; therefore, defense of “acting in the scope of employment” does not apply.
Moreover, Defendants Willet ad Pyle has clearly bad faith, act of concealment of stolen
dogs and therefore, “employment scope” does not apply.

LEGAL STANDARTS
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84.

85.

Opposing Defendant’s Polarograph e: There are exceptions from neutering/spaying dogs
in Clark county, which apply to Plaintiff’s Germans shepherds and therefore do not
required to be spayed/neutered.

Furthermore, Dogs were unlawfully taken from California by Defendants and had to be
returned to Plaintiff immediately upon her request as well as request sheriffs and requests
of San Bernardirno County Animal Control officer Molina (Declaration of Def Gish
Exhibit 17 ) and had to leave Clark county in order to not violate any Clark’s county
laws of spaying and neutering (even if legal exceptions would be disregarded). All
defendants had to do is to comply with that law- not steal Plaintiff’s dogs and to return
them to her if got into their possession. There are law for dogs visiting Clark county
during 30 days they don’t have to be spayed/neutered. Defendants are trying once again
to falsify /represent true law and facts to the Court. They refer to Clark County
Ordinances 7.14, while this ordinance clearly states list of exemptions under 7.14.020 and
therefore does not apply to A) if animals are designated for breeding

B) applies to medical conditions as of pregnant dogs (Zariza was pregnant).

Referenced by Defendants North Las Vegas Ordinance 6.04 is definitions sections only,
has no relevance.

C) (1): Animals received special training (such as protection)

Therefore, Defendants defense of “uncleaned hands” cannot be applied based on the
totally and clearly false, deceptive, malicious, vicious, baseless bare statements of lies

and falsehoods by defendants against Plaintiff.

86. Mentioned by Defendants Municipal Ordinance 10.08 is a traffic violations ordinance

(totally irrelevant).
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88.

89.

90.

Henderson Ordinance 7.04 refers to pet’s licensing in Henderson county, Nevada, and it
is outrageous to assume why would be Plaintiff, residing in California, would be under
licensing regulations of Nevada’s county??

Attorney General’s Adam Paul Maxalt “the nonprofitorganizationitself, however,maybe
held liable for negligent or wrongful acts of its employees or agents. Under Nevada
Revised Statutes (NRS)41.480, a director maybe held personally liable for injuries
caused by the director’s misconduct, fraud, or knowing violation of the law.”

The business judgment rule exists in all states and generally prevents courts from holding
corporate directors or officers personally liable for harm resulting from actions taken in
their corporate capacities as long as they “acted on an informed basis, in good faith and in
the honest belief that the action taken was in the best interests of the company.” F.g.
Wynn Resorts, Ltd. v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court in & for Cty. of Clark, 399 P.3d 334,
344 (Nev. 2017) (citations omitted). In Nevada, the business judgment rule is codified by
statute providing that directors or officers will not be held individually liable unless they
engage in “intentional misconduct, fraud or a knowing violation of law.” NRS
78.138(7)(a)-(b). Supreme Court of Nevada, in Shoen v. SAC Holding Corp., appeared to
contradict the statute when it held: “[w]ith regard to the duty of care, the business
judgment rule does not protect the gross negligence of uninformed directors and
officers.” 137 P.3d 1171, 1184 (Nev. 2006) (emphasis added). This caused some Nevada
courts to allow duty-of-care claims against individual directors and officers for gross
negligence, in contravention of the statutory text.

The Supreme Court of Nevada resolved this discrepancy in Chur v. Eighth Judicial

District Court in and for County of Clark, where it clarified that the statute alone
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91.

provides the basis for director and officer liability. 458 P.3d 336, 338 (Nev.

2020). There, the Petitioners (“Directors”) were former directors of Lewis & Clark LTC
Risk Retention Group, Inc. (“Lewis & Clark™). Lewis & Clark went into liquidation in
2012 after the Nevada Division of Insurance filed a receivership action, and the state
Commissioner of Insurance was appointed receiver (“Commissioner”). The
Commissioner sued the Directors on claims of gross negligence and deepening
insolvency. The Directors moved to dismiss, for judgment on the pleadings, and then for
reconsideration. They argued that the Commissioner was seeking to hold them liable for
grossly negligent conduct alone, which was not permitted by Nevada’s statutory business
judgment rule. Relying on the gross negligence language from Schoen, the district court
denied all three motions.

NRS 78.138(3) provides that “[a] director or officer is not individually liable for damages
as a result of an act or failure to act in his or her capacity as a director or officer except as
described in subsection 7.” Subsection 7 of the statute then requires a two-step analysis
for imposing individual liability on a director or officer. First, a plaintiff must rebut the
presumption of the business judgment rule, that “directors and officers, in deciding upon
matters of business, are presumed to act in good faith, on an informed basis and with a
view to the interests of the corporation.” NRS 78.138(7)(a). Second, the “director’s or
officer’s act or failure to act” must constitute “a breach of his or her fiduciary duties,”
and that breach must further involve “intentional misconduct, fraud or a knowing
violation of law.” NRS 78.138(7)(b)(1)-(2). This, the Chur court explained, provides the
“sole circumstance under which a director or officer may be held individually liable for

damages stemming from the director’s or officer’s conduct in an official capacity.” Chur,
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92.

458 P.3d at 340 (emphasis added). Thus, the Supreme Court “disavow[ed]” Shoen to the
extent it implied that allegations of gross negligence could, without more, state a breach
of duty of care claim. /d.The Court then considered the Commissioner’s allegations. The
Court assumed that the allegations met the first requirement of NRS 78.138 -- that the
Commissioner rebutted the good-faith presumption. It was left with whether the
Commissioner’s allegations of gross negligence could constitute a breach of fiduciary
duty involving “intentional misconduct” or a “knowing violation” of the law. The Court
considered and adopted the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals’ definition of “intentional”
and “knowing” under NRS 78.138, a question it had not previously considered. Chur,
458 P.3d at 342 (citing In re ZAGG Inc. Shareholder Derivative Action, 826 F.3d 1222,
1232-33 (10th Cir. 2016)). Under that definition, a “claimant must establish that the
director or officer had knowledge that the alleged conduct was wrongful in order to show
a ‘knowing violation of law’ or ‘intentional misconduct’ pursuant to NRS

78.138(7)b).” Chur, 458 P.3d at 342. Because knowledge of wrongdoing “is an
appreciably higher standard than gross negligence -- defined by Black’s Law Dictionary
(11th ed. 2019) as ‘reckless disregard of a legal duty,”” the Court held that the
Commissioner’s allegations could not meet that standard. /d. Thus, the Court ordered
that the Directors’ motion for judgment on the pleadings be granted.

News of Chur should come as a relief to corporate directors and officers subject to
Nevada jurisdiction. It confirms the core principle of the business judgment rule that had
been called into question in Shoen: that courts cannot interfere with the business

judgments of officers and directors based on gross negligence alone.
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93. Again, Defendants stated in multiple pleadings and declarations by now that NOONE
from government authorities neither permitted them nor gave any authorization to take
Plaintiff’s dogs. Moreover, sheriff were searching on search warrants Nevada’s suspect
houses and places of business looking for Plaintiff’s stolen dogs; therefore, false
pretended claim that some deputies called them simply does not make any sense and
exposes Defendants as messed up in its own lies falsehood storytellers.

94. Attached are the accurate and true copies of screenshots of Plaintiff’s stolen german
shepherds screenshots of which were taken from Vegas Rescue Pet Gropup’s website,
Defendants did not deny above having and “adopting” those dogs. Plaintiff attaches
(Exhibit 18 ) her true pictures of her with the same those dogs as an evidence of
ownership.

95. Defendants are also concealing source where their received from Plaintiff’s dogs., which
is once again expose their bad faith and legitimizesPlaintiff’s claim.

96. Plaintiff does not operate any businesses in Missouri. Attached Defendants business
registration is under name of Olivia Jeong. Nevertheless neither Alla Zorikova nor Olivia
Jeong does not have any kennels nor dogs in Missouri, nor any breeding facilities, nor
property, nor had been visited state of Missouri for years. Plaintiff. Again, respectfully
asks this Court to apply sanctions pursuant to NRCP__ in order to defer Defendants
from harassing Plaintiff and destroying her reputation and business via these and other
false, malicious, baseless statements.

97. On page 6 Defendants refer to Animal Control report once again, deceiving the Court by
pretending that this is a “police report exposing AKC GSD vehicle” instead of reporting

Animal Control of Plaintiff’s dogs having shelter, water, not be in distress and in good
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health on the day of Plaintiff’s arrest and the reason why Animal Control refused take
Plaintiff’s dogs on August 08 of 2020.

98. In Defendant’s paragraph 11: “At no time were Defendants contacted by San Bernardino
County Sheriffs or government officials, including but not limited to Deputy Parsons,
about removing and/or rescuing dogs from Plaintiff’s property. See Exhibits 9 and 10.
Defendants were not in any way, shape or form, associated with the San Bernardino
County Government Officials’ request for removal of dogs from Plaintiff’s property. Id”

99. Plaintiff asks this Court to allow her to Amend her complaint.

100. Defendants are claiming that the Dogs were adopted and therefore, easily
retrievable.
101. Referring Defendant’s E:

What true evil motive Defendants are having by over and over, baselessly, maliciously,
knowingly falsely stating that Plaintiff’s dogs were voluntarily abondent in a desert
vacant land without food, water, shelter, and basic needs, while Defendants claim NONE
of them never has been on Plaintiff’s that property, nor never saw Plaintiff nor her dogs,
while, on the other hands, 3 different Animal Control Officers, on 3 Different occasions,
August 10 of 202, August 17 of 202, October about 20™ of 2020 personally visited
Plaintift’s private property (Exhibit Deed 19 ) and provided Animal Control Report that
Defendant were looked at so many times

102. Order, granting Plaintiff Motion for TRO will disclose a lot of concealed so far by
Defendants true facts regarding where are the dogs now, what happened to them, who

submitted the Dogs to Defendants in the first place
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103. Again, multiple call and letters by Plaintiff and her attorney has been made to
Gish, Willet and Pyle (Exhibit 20) on as early date as August 12" of 2020, the very next
date when San Bernardirno County Sheriff stated to plaintiff that her dogs were stolen by
Las Vegas people. Plaintiff and her attorney were even driving to las Vegas at that date to
pick up the Dogs, but Defendants denied having them. Therefore, it is shamelessly false
to state that Defendants ever had any “good faith” in this matter.

WHEREFORE
Plaintiff respectfully asks this Court to allow her to amend her complaint, to deny
Defendants motion to dismiss as Defendants failed to provide facts, evidences nor legal

authorities that would justify their motion.

Respectfully, %

06/27/2021

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 06/27/21 to Casey Gish.
Alla Zorikova

06/27/21

%
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Electronically Filed
6/29/2021 12:42 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUEE
Alla Zorikova (ﬁ:«b‘é-

1905 Wilcox Av., #175
Los Angeles, CA 90068
3232095186
Olivia.car@mail.ru

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, 1 A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF,

PLAUNTIFF’S PLAINTIFF’S
DECLARATION IN SUPPORT FOR
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS
COUNTER-MOTION TO DISMISS AND
REPLY TO DEFENDANT’S OPPOSITION
TO PLAINTIFF’S EX PARTE MOTION TO
RETURN PLAINTIFF’S DOGS

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

Department 20

HEARING 07/07/2021

DECLARATION OF ALLA ZORIKOVA

I, Alla Zorikova, declare:

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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10.

11.

12

13

I make the following declaration based upon my personal knowledge and could, and
would, testify competently and accurately regarding its contents.

I am the Plaintiff in this action.

I had emailed (Exhibit 1 ) notice of posted bonds for 3 defendants to Casey Gish on
April 21 of 2021.

I had emailed and called to Casey Gish on August 12" of 2020, August 13™ of 2020 and
multiple times during August of 2020 thereafter with information that sheriff stated that
Gish has my about 20 stolen german shepherds and I had requested the dogs be not
spayed/neutured, altered, killed, destroyed, sold nor adopted but returned to me
immediatelly.

My attorney an I personally went to Las Vegas on August 13™ of 2020 in attempt to
retrieve my stolen dogs. (Exhibit 2).

Casey Gish, J Gregory, T Willet refused to communicate whatsover,neither they never
replied and failed to provide any information.

I filed police report with Las Vegas police department as well and they were coordinating
with San Bernardirno Sheriff in search for my stolen dogs.

My attorney on my behalf sent letters on September 11" of 2020 with demand do not
alter nor destroy the Dogs and demand to return them. (Exhibit 2).
I have a Masters’ Degree in Biology from University of Lomanosov, a top State

university in Europe. I worked as a marine biologist at the Kaliningrad’s Research
Institute.

I have bred and trained multiple generations of healthy German Shepherds, some of

. which have been presented before world class judges in renowned dog shows.

. Inever leave my dogs unattended not under any circumstances.
14.

Furthermore, I often retain security services to protect my dogs from being stolen as
many are subject to being stolen at gun point in this country. See article at
http://humanrightsvsanimalrights.org
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15. Source: California Bans Public Animal Sales
16.by Geneva Coats, R.N.
17.Secretary, California Federation of Dog Clubs

18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31

I do not run any unpermitted, nor illegal businesses — nor do I run or have I run “bite

dog” businesses. Personal protection dog businesses are legal and used by law
enforcement officers, military and private citizens for safety and protection.

Animal Control has never seized any of my dogs.

Casey Gish is co-founder of some rescue organizations and board member of Vegas

Pet Rescue Project Group that stole (and admitted it by this time of May 17 of 2021 )
about 20 of my dogs and according to Declaration of Detective Grimm (Exhibit 3).

Animal control Supervisor Ms. Tara Campos told me that Animal Control officers
Refused to illegally take the dogs on August 08 of 2020, because Animal Control had
determined through its officers, Ms. Tara Campos, Ms. Christy Hamrick and Desiree
Molina, that all the dogs were in good health, had adequate and proper water and shelter,
and were not in distress. A true and correct copy of the Animal Control report notating
these material observations and conclusions is attached as (Exhibit 4). All 3 officers were
personally present on the property at August 08 to August 10 of 2020 and had second
check up visit on August 17™ of 2020 and 3™ visit in October of 2020.

However, when they arrived on August 10 of 2020, half dogs were missing (Exhibit _4).

Animal Control officers Ms. Christy Hamrick, Shea and Desisee Molina immediately
attempted to look for stolen dogs. They took a lot of screenshots of pages where thieves
mentioned these dogs (Exhibit 5).

These screenshots were provided to me by Animal Control officers Ms. Christy Hamrick,
Shea and Desiree Molina in August of 2020. A true and correct copy someof these pages
are attached as (Exhibit 5). There are hundreds of pages like that submitted by them to
me and to detectives investigating the theft of my dogs.

Casey Gish certified in his Declaration (Exhibit 6) that Animal Control Officer Desiree
Molina requested him to return Dogs immediately to Alla Zorikova on August 12 of
2020.

Each of those dogs had tremendous value as an USA breeding stock.

When customers learned that their Dogs and puppies were stolen, some cried in front of
me, they became emotional and visibly distraught.

In August 2020, I filed a report with San Bernardino Sheriff department regarding the
stolen dogs.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.
43.

44,

San Bernardino Sheriff stated that no one ever authorized any rescues to remove the dogs
from my property and opened a criminal investigation on stolen dogs which remains
ongoing.

Furthermore, Sheriff Deputy stated that only Animal Control has legal right to take dogs
from any private property or streets and rescues allowed to take any dogs only from
Animal Control office.

I saw Detective’s Grimm declaration online (Exhibit 3) in which he declares that multiple
search warrants has been issued by 3 different State judges of California to search and
seize suspect’s property in California and Nevada, which was done. Source: Sato vs

Detective Grimm case 5:2020cv01876

We had planned to acquire 70 acres land in Los Angeles County to establish a kennel
there and, as of August 2020, the deal was in the process of being almost closed.

In November of 2020 San Bernardino County employee arrived to my property and asked
how our kennel license application is going, I answered that application is currently still
under consideration and asked him if he could speed up the process of approval. That
employee stated that he will have to issue the Notice by which we will have 30 days to
complete the application process and that he will give additional month for us in case of
delays and will not appear on our property until end of December of 2020.

On or about December 9, 2020, San Bernardino County Superior Court denied Pease’s
ExParte Application for a Temporary Restraining Order concerning alleged wrongful
activity on my property. (Exhibit 7).

I was very threatened for the lives of myself, my daughter and my dogs, based on daily
appearance around our property in August, September, October of 2020 of unknown,
aggressive-behaving strangers.

We therefore decided to remove the dogs from the San Bernardino County property for
their safety and protection.

My daughter and I love our dogs, work very hard to provide our customers with
purebred, top pedigree, healthy, beautiful, American-Made little puppies.

I am the legal owner of the subject San Bernardino property.
Our customers are always happy with their healthy puppies.

Puppies naturally do not have internal nor external parasites, they have exceptionally
strong immune system.

It is my dogs (Exhibit 8 ) whelped as babies in my house and grown up to adults while in
my house.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of State of Nevada that the

foregoing is true and correct. %

06/27/2021

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I had emailed to Casey Gish the copy of the same on June 29 of
2021.

Respectfully submitted, ALLA ZORIKOVA

H
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Case 5:20-cv-01876-JGB-SP Document 27-5 Filed 11/10/20 Page 1 of 29 Page ID #:249

Electronically Filed
6/29/2021 2:07 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUEE

EXHIBIT 5

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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HEIDI K. WILLIAMS fCA State Bar No. 297428)

De Coun

~ 1(\341?:“1% 3 BLAKEMORE (CA State Bar No. 110474)
oun

385 rth Arrowhead Avenue, Fourth Floor

San Bernardino Callforma 92415-0140

Telephone g909) 387-5455
Facsimil 387-4069

E-Mail: he1d1 mlhams@cc sbeounty.gov

.I Attorneys for Specially Appearing Defendants Brian Gri J. Gregory, D
'|G11more}:s d ountyc};fSpp em%rdm o gomy, Zatren

|
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

| CHRISTINA SATO, an individual, Case No. 5:20-¢cv-01876 JGB-SP
ROXANNE LOPEZ, an indjvidual; and
'DILEY GREISER, an individual DECLARATION OF BRIAN GRIMM IN
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' EX

Plaintiff, PARTE APPLICATION FOR
' TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
| V.
' BRIAN GRIMM, an individual; J.
GREGORY, an individual; DARREN Honorable District Court Judge
GILMORE, an individual; and DOES Jesus G. Bernal

1-10, Honorable Magistrate Judge
Defendants. Sheri Pym

I, Brian Grimm, declare:
1. Iam employed as a sworn peace officer by the County of San Bernardino to

' serve as a Detective in the Sheriff’s Department. I make this Declaration of my own free
_will and if called to testify to the facts stated herein, I could and would cempetently do
so as they are within my own personal knowledge.
2. I have been employed by the County of San Bernardino since July 2008. I
have training, experience, and professional expertise pertaining to the investigation of
|

DECLARATION OF BRIAN GRIMM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ EX PARTE
APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
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suspected crimes, drafting affidavits and statements of probable cause in support of'
| warrants to search and seize evidence, collection and preservation of evidence, and
interviewing suspects and witnesses.

3. In August and September 2020, I was assigned to work at the Barstow
Sheriff’s Station.

4. 1 am currently the case agent for an investigation into the alleged theft of

numerous German Shepherd canines from a property located in the County area of |
| Barstow in the community of Hinkley, California. This location is within the
| jurisdiction of the County of San Bernardino Sheriff’s Department,

5.  On or about September 2, 2020, due to information collected during my

investigation, I authored a search warrant for a residential property located on Riverside
Drive in Apple Valley, California. I submitted the warrant along with a statement of
probable cause and a statement of expertise of affiant to the Superior Court of California,
County of San Bernardino for consideration by a bench officer. Judge Steve Mapes
reviewed the items submitted and issued the warrant electronically on September 2, 2020
at 5:04 p.m. A true and correct copy of the warrant pertaining to Riverside Drive is

| attached to this Declaration as Exhibit “A.” The house number has been redacted from
h

this document. The statement of probable cause and statement of expertise of affiant are
” not included as they are not provided when a warrant is served.

6. On September 3, 2020, I served the warrant on plaintiff CHRISTINA
‘ SATO, a resident of the premises on Riverside Drive to be searched. The premises was
; searched pursuant to the warrant. Property was seized from that premises pursuant to the

warrant. I booked property collected into evidence to maintain the chain of custody for

! use in potential criminal prosecution.

7.  On or about September 9, 2020, due to information collected during my:.
investigation, I authored a search warrant for a residential property located on Pier Drive
in Victorville, California. I submitted the warrant along with a statement of probable

-

DECLARATION OF BRIAN GRIMM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' EX PARTE K
APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
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cause and a statement of expertise of affiant to the Superior Court of California, County
of San Bernardino for consideration by a bench officer. Judge Corey G. Lee reviewed
the items submitted and issued the warrant electronically on September 9, 2020 at 11:59
a.m. A true and correct copy of the warrant pertaining to Pier Drive is attached to this
' Declaration as Exhibit “B.” The house number has been redacted from this document.
The statement of probable cause and statement of expertise of affiant are not included as

they are not provided when a warrant is served.
8.  On September 9, 2020, I served the warrant on plaintiff DILEY GREISER,

a resident of the premises on Pier Drive to be searched. The premises was searched

pursuant to the warrant. Property was seized from that premises pursuant to the warrant.

'I booked property into evidence to maintain the chain of custody for use in potential

| .
 criminal prosecution.

9. My investigation led to the discovery that potential evidence was located in
the State of Nevada. I coordinated with law enforcement agencies in that jurisdiction for
assistance in obtaining search warrants in that location.

10. On or about September 10, 2020, due to information collected during my
investigation, Detective A. Antoniewicz of the North Las Vegas Police Department
authored an Application and Affidavit for Search Warrant for a residential property
located on Pine Blossom Avenue in North Las Vegas, Nevada. Detective Antoniewicz

| submitted the application for a warrant along with a statement of probable cause to the
the North Las Vegas Justice Court, for consideration by a bench officer. Judge Kalani |
Hoo of that court reviewed the items submitted and issued the warrant on September 10,

2020. A true and correct copy of the warrant pertaining to Pine Blossom Avenue is

attached to this Declaration as Exhibit “C.” The house number and portions of the
' probable cause declaration have been redacted from this document due to the ongoing

| investigation.
11. On September 10, 2020, I was present when Detective Antoniewicz served

DECLARATION OF BRIAN GRIMM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ EX PARTE
APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

352



Case 5:20-cv-01876-JGB-SP Document 27-5 Filed 11/10/20 Page 5 of 29 Page ID #:253

Tase 5:20-cv-01876-JGB-SP Document 14-1 Filed 09/16/20 Page 4 of 4 Page ID #:124
 the warrant on plaintiff CHELSEA WARD, a resident of the premises on Pine Blossom
Avenue to be searched. The premises was searched pursuant to the warrant. No

N e

property was seized from that premises. Photographs were taken pursuant to the warrant '
| by officers employed by North Las Vegas Police Department. As of September 15,
2020, I was not in possession of those photographs and had not booked them into

’ evidence.
12.  As of September 15, 2020, the criminal investigation of the alleged theft of

numerous German Shepherd canines is ongoing.

10 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and
11 | those of the United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct and that this ’
12 ! Declaration was executed the 15th day of September, 2020 in Barstow, California.

13 ‘ -
//
14 . 4/ = E290¢

| - DETECTI\EBRIAN GRIMM,
15 | DECLARANT

16
17 ‘
18 ‘
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28 4 '

DECLARATION OF BRIAN GRIMM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ EX PARTE
APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
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EXHIBIT “A”
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|
|

|
|
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!
|
|

County of San Berrardino | h

SEARCH WARRANT !
Probable Causs Warrant to Search |

{Pernsl Cods Section 1524) |

| hevort - LEROIPRY

SEARCH WARRANT AND AFRDAVIT S . .
¢

AFBDAVIT
i, Detective B. Grimm swear under oath that the facts sxpressed by me in the attached and incorporsted Strtement of
Probable Cause ore true and that based theraln | have probable cause to beileve and do belleve that the articles, property,

and parsons dascribed below may be lawfuBy selzed pursuant to Penel Code Section 1524, as indicated below, and & now |
located st the location(s) set forth below. Wherefore, | request that this Search Was ant be issued. '

HOBBS SEALING REQUESTED: m/gho
_., MIGHT SEARCH REGLESTED: ] ves _PNno
(Slgrature of Affiant} ,'

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA YO ANY SHERIFF, POLICEMAN OR PEACE OFFICER IN THE COUNTY OF SAN |
SERNARDING: proof by affidavit, under penalty of perjury, having been mude before me by Deputy B. Grimm that there
Is probable cause to befieve that the property or person described herein may be found st the location(s) set forth herein |,
and thet it Ig iswfully sizeable pursuant to Penal Code Section 1524 vt seq,, s Indicated below by "[Xi"(s), in that: ’

[3 1t was stolen or embazied;

B 1t was used us the mesns of committing s felony; ‘

R Is possassed by u person with the intent o use It as means of committing 8 public offense or is possassed by
anothar to whom he or she may have delivered It for the purpose of conceallng it or preventing its discovery;

H

k tends to show that a felony has been committed or that a particular person has committed a felony;

a it tends to show that sexusl expleitetion of & child, in violation of Penal Code Section 311.3, or possession of matter °
depicting sexual conduct of a person under the age of 18 yesrs, in vislation of Section 311.11, has oocurred or Is

occuring;
O] ansmestwarranthasbeenlssuedfor . ___N/A R — ]

{3 = provider of electronic communication service or remote computing service has records of svidence, a3 specified

In Penal Code Saction 1524.3, showing that property was stolen or emberzied constituting a misdemeanor, or that
property or things are in possession of sny person with intent to use tham asa means of committing a misdemesnor
public offense, ar In the possession of snother to whom he or she may have delivered them for the purpose of

concenling themn or preventing their discovary;

Seareh Warrnaf DRM o =y —— ;

-

Warrant 1D: 000045020
Pegeiolt
5
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-

f

PAEMCES TO 85 SEARCHEDN
.’ B Riverside Drive, Apple Valley CA 92307

I RWverside Drive, Apple Vatiey CA $2308, is @ single-family residence iocated on the west side of Rivarside drive |
with red cisy scatioped shirglas on the roof and light tan stucco. The residence has a double sntrance door and a three- i

car garage located on the aorth end of the residence. '

iv. <, Axe e ol

REE IS
The search of the above location shatf include ol rooms, attics, basements, sub-bessments, file cabinets, storage
devices, electronic storage devices, osllulsr phones, smart phones, comtairers or compartments, surmounding grounds,
any girages, out-hulldings, sheds, celiary, safes, vaults and other parts thersin; subtutranean burisl grounds, cutside
storage areas, storage units, bushes, easements, alleyways, treas, adjoining utility right-of-ways connected to the
| property, trash contsiners, tralisrs, campers, outhulidings of any kind snd any plsce or thing not listed thet could be
, reasonshin to concealor contain the following property and/or persons iocated tharsin, snd alf persons located on orat
. the premises. Any device or container of significant size to conces! the balow Hsted property to be selzed, thet Is found
on or connactad to the property to be sesrchad. The search shall aiso include any vehicies, as deftned by VC 670, which
are found on the property or under the contro! of parsons or the property.

The search shall specifically autharize the officers of the San Bemandino County Sherif’s Depertmant, Sap Bernarding
County District Aftorney’s Office, Federal Buresu of investigetion, San Bernarding County Fire Department Arsan
investigators, Callfornia Highway Patrol, anc' sny peace officer, as defined in Chapter 4.5 of the California Penal Code, 2
focksmith to be supesvised by law enforcement personnal durfing the [nvestigation, who are summorned to assist by the
affiant, to photograph amd/or videctape the location being sexrched In arder to preserve the imege of the scane, the ;
locrtion of property, and to ldentify any inhabitants or persons presant or artiving et the property durtng the search, §

- —

lmwmm . o3 . - —

" veires———— SR TSGR ST %8 R

Wamant [O: 0000450,

Pags2¢cl®

6
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Pcnpmesisiiogn 8 P .

, See sttachment “A®
|

| AND 70 SELZE 1T IF FOUND and bring It before me, or this court, st the courthouse of this court. This Sesrch Warrant and

' incorporsted Affidavit was swom to and subscribed before me this 2_ day of
at s.m.fp.m. Whersfors, | find mhblcelmbrmelmmuoftmsuwh%mntmd*wm

e ——

__ NIGHTSEARCH APPROVED: []¥ES [INO

’ [Sgnature of Magistrate)
ludga of the Supsrior Court, Hirh Dasers Judiciai District

P—.

— A g 3

Searck Wirrant DR¥

Warrant 1D: 000045020
Page3al9
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Dotumentation :

Any written or elsctroakally stord dooumentation relating 1o (e pomestion, treatment or sales of the stolen Gertan Shephonds from
-rmmmmmmymmwmmmmmupMmmmuw i
mnmmmummmhmmmmmmcﬂsw !

wars stolen Augnat 8, 2020 and Angust 12, 2020.
Klectronie Starage Devices & Hardware

Electronio sixrags devicea consisl of ail equipmant wiicd can collect, antlyas, creste, display, convert, store, ccntesl, or transmit
electroctie, magoesic, optical, or eimilkr transmission, recaption, colleotion kud storsge of data. Electranis storagn davice incliudes (but 4
is oot limited to) any wirclees/cetiular telophone, candicas telephone, pager, fax nunchine, digital ourners, audio recarder, vides
secorder sod any dutx-prooessiag devios &.g. omtial procsssing ualls, memory typewriters, seif- cantainad “Iaptop”, *notebook®,
“mini-notsbock”, or “perscnal daix essistent” comptars. Internal end axternal storago devices 6.5, fixed disks (hard dhrives), memory
cards, fioppy disk, L8-120, xlp drive, jazs drive, Orb drive, CD drive, DVD drive, diskettes, tepo drives, optical siorags devices,
teansistor-ics binary devices, snd other mezsory storage devices inofuding the storage modia used in te devioee.

Paciphenal kxput/output device v.g. s keyhosrda, pricsers, soannacs, plotters, vidso display manitors, optioa readery. ;

\
Redated commnnication devices a.g. modants, cables and connections, recording squipment, RAM or ROM uzits, acoustic oouplacs,
sutomatio dislers, spead dislers, programmabls talaplons disling or sigraling dovices, and slectronic tone-geeating dovicos. Any
dovino, mechaniem, or parts that oan, be used 1o rotrict access o clectronio storage dovices e.g. physical keys and loaks bio metric
readam, retinal soanmers, ficial reoogndiion, signature varification, smart card or voice xnbantication.

Saftware

Camputer/Equipment softwars (digital information) can be nterpeeted by eleotroaio storags device oquipmen, comyputers and any of
its relsted components 1o dimat thy way thay wark. Softwacs is atored in siecwonio, magnetic, opticsl ay other digital forw. It
commonly inckudes programs 10 ren operuting systes, applications (Hie word-processing, grephiss, of eproadsbest programs),
ndlities, campilery, interpreters, mad communiostion progrize,

]
i Documentation

Elactronic storage devico docameniation copaists of written, recarded, printed, or electronically stored materia! that explsing or
liustrates how to canfigure or nse slectronio storage device hardwam, software, or ather nluted ivme.

l
I Paxswords and Dats Becurity Davices

¢ Eleotronio nonge device pasywords and other data soourity devices are dosignad 1o reatrict a00ses to or hide saftware, documentstion, |
' ordam, Dats securkty devicot may consist of karéware, software, or cther programming code. A paxsword (u string of slphagumeris

Searsh Warrant DRS A L

Werrent 1D: 0000450;
Pagad of §
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™ chareci)uslly cpersen o et of lgfal Iyt “snlodt prelerdas ey devics. Dt sy b iy i
enisyptica devives, chips, dongles, biommatsie reedens, retins scsomers, fclal recogition Rystems, Vol suthestication sysicms, band |
WMMMMMMN.MMMMWMWWMWMM
“sest” kayr or “hot” kays, which perbrm certain pre-set socarily fincsons whes touched. Dats socurity software or 0ods may also
eacrYPH; comapress, hids, or “booby-trap™ proieoted data t0 make it ineocessible or unsable, 8 well by reverse the process 1o restars . '

Authority to Dupltears Edoetronic Medis

It is fusthor requesied thet 8 Coransis technician, WO ar noo-rwom, be granted wutbosizaticn 10 exsming; meks duplicae
mmudummwwm»mummaum“ﬂume
thersin. Therefiore, authorization is requested to maje imges/copies of the sequested deta, Evidense copics of the itees relating to
these MMhWMWMMMMMMNbMMMMW
under the Ssarch Wit and relating to the offenses will be rotained, The master copy will be retsined in evidence storags for later

discovery and trisl purposes.

e ——

Roquest for O1-Site Search Avthorization '

[P

For&ebnwhsmmnnmﬁfnofﬁkwmwhhnwdnloﬂmuﬁmnmﬁm,mmg
and software:

It ty unlmowa what opecating systecn is runming the oompater(s) that is subject of this warrant sad, tharefore, i willtke time 1o
mmmommmmbmmmormmmummmmm...:mk
storge devines 12 enormous, and the mumber ar sige of the bard drives end removable storage devices that will have 1o be searched
pursusnt to this warruat &5 not known.

' md-umhwuyumuummumﬁy«nﬂmwmmm&umaum
’ m«.mwmﬂmnmwmmmmwumum&m-mumu
g pmwwmmmh&mdmmumhmmmmMmlmmhmm
altered rathes easily, eitber imentivnally or socidectally, the search must be conduoted oarefully and in & spoure eavironmest. To

- prevent altaration of data and insure the integrity of the sexxch, clones (masier coples) of all data storage dsvices will be made. The
clones (master vopies) will then bo searched and this process will taks time xnd special equipment.

Purthermore, & lengthy cn-#i1s search may pose & savers handship on all people who {live}{work] ont the prensiscs. It would also
mwmmmamgammmmuuwhmwmmmm |

enforcemant resowroes In the comemmnity,

U .- i st

Jt is thorcioro roquosted that susharizetion be givea to remove all elestronic siorage devicas and storags media thay are found on the
. mwnMmeMhmmquMmemmyMw.uhw
1 Wumumummmmmmmmmmummum
daia stored in the elsctronic siomgs devices snd storage media,

Warrard 1D; 000048020
Pagaboctd
9
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H

Axthority to Record ScoawEvidanee

The granting of this Search Waerant aball apecifically suthoriee the offioscs o photopraph end/n video tape tee locetion belsg
sotrched to preserve the inaage of the soanse, the location of propesty, and to identify any inhabitanty or persons presestt or axriving st
the property during the ssarch. Investigative porsoroel, swom or son-sworn e suthorized to asgist in the search in onder identify,
dooument end colleot svidence, providad their partivipation is supervised by & sworn officer.

Dispodtion of Bvidaios salxed

It Is further roquested that the San Bernsrding County Sheriff's Department bs authorized, without nocessity of further Court Ordesr:
1. To swalusts, process and download any electratuie storage devices seived, to produce infiwmostion Bom them for snalyeia by
detootives.

2. Ta rotain sedead ovidense for sciextifls teating and storage prior to trial The property will them be dispased of in sccordance with
Iaw and Deperuncat Policy upon adjudication of the complaint and ail appeals have boen made,

3. Toreturn sixed property if found 10 bave 1o svideatisry valus to zoy known victims or other subjects iff such items have boen
photographically documented and was not disectly related to forensic evidence,

= ——

A ES e e e T A A 4 S o e

Warvent ID: C000450

Paga8of9
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WARRANT NOTES
(No Notes)

nty of San Bemardino,
+1i8 poopis of the State of California to any peace officer in the County of San Bernardino:
Proof, by affidav, having been this day made before me by telephone by tha officer whose signaturs is affixed to the afidavit,
that thers is probable causs for balleving that evidence tanding to show that a felony {or felonies) has or heve besn commitisd,
you are therefare commentded fo make search on the person and/or property set forth in the description page andior affidavit,
which Is incorporated by reference hevein; and, in the case of a thing or things or personal proparty, if you find the same or any
part thereof, to bring the thing or thinga or parsonel property forthwith befammoatﬂaoeourﬂlouum‘mc:wrt

Given under my hand, and lasued at 17:04 on this 2nd day of S8sptember, 2020
Hobbs Sealing Approved: NO Night Service Approved:  NO

" ‘
oy
el Mga

| =

Judge Stave Mapes
Warrant iD: 0000458020
END OF WARRANT

Pagedofd
11
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B rre. -

I Vamat
o SUPERIOR COURT OF CAUFORNIA Lo
= County of $an Bemardino

g >, i SEARCH WARRANT i
| P Probable Cause Warrent to Search
b 3 (Penal Code Saction 1524)

~ r——

o .&i}: i
L =Y i ]
g o Report #: (O8300 1674 I

- SEARCH WARRANT AND AFFIDAVIT - 4

ARHDAMIT

b Detective B. Grimm swear under oath that the facts expressed by me in the sttached snd Incorporated Stvtemant of ,
Probable Cause are true and thet based therein | have probable cause to belleve end do brlleve that the articies, property,
and persons described below may be lawfully saized pursunnt to Penal Code Section 1524, as indicated below, andis now |
located at the locations) set forth below, Wherefore, | requast that this Search Warrant be Issusd.

?"(‘:,
;gf:?,c:, — T HOBBS SEALING REQUESTED: ves Bdwo
AP T e A NIGHT SEARCH REQUESTED: ves
& {Signature 'of Affiant}
' SEARCH WARRANT

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA TO ANY SHERIFF, POLICEMAR OR PEACE OFFICER IN THE COUNTY OF SAN
BERNARDINO: proof by affidavit, under penaity of perjury, having been made before me by Daputy B. Grimm that there
ts probabla cause to helleve that the property or person described herein may be found at the location(s) set forth herein
and that it Is iawfully slzsable pursuant to Penal Code Section 1524 et seq., as Indicated baiow by *BJ°(s), In that:

[ 1t was stolen or embezzied;
[ 1t was used 2 the means of comumitting a felony;

| B2 1t Is possessed by & person with the intent to use it as means of committing » public offense or Is possessed by
another to whom he or she may have delivered it for the purpose of concealing it or preventing its discovery;

it tands to show that a fslony has baen committed or that a particular person has committed a felony; |

[ 1t tends to show thet sexual exploltation of a child, In viclation of Penal Code Section 8113, or possession of matter
depicting sexuat conduct of » person under the age of 18 years, in violation of Section 311,11, has occurred or Is |

cocurring:
] snamestwarrenthesbesnlssugdfor .~ N/A__ [

[ s provider of electronic communication service or remote computing service has records of evidence, as speciled !
in Penal Code Section 1524.3, thawing that praperty was stolen or embezzied constituting a misdemeanor, or that |
property or things are in possession of any person with intent to usethem as a means of committing 2 misdemesanor

l mucomm,ormmmwhnofnmmmheormm-ymdeumedmmhrmmof|

concealing them or preventing thelr discovery;

Soerch Warraot DRE 1.

Warrani [D: 000048384

Page 1 0f8
12

363



Case 5:20-cv-01876-JGB-SP Document 27-5 Filed 11/10/20 Page 16 of 29 Page ID #:264

Case 5:20-cv-01876-JGB-SP Document 14-3 Filed 09/16/20 Page 30of8 Page ID #:135

- —

i Il picr Drive, Victorville, CA 92395

B der Dsive, Victorville, CA 92295, s a singlefamity residence with « brown asphalt roof, The eddress Is located on
the curb on the north side of the driveway and sffixad to the facis sbove ths garage. The residence is locatad on the east
sida of tha rosdway and the front door fuces west.

YOU ARE THEREFORE COMMANDER TO SEARDH: !
Tha search of the above location shofl inchede ol rooms, attics, basements, sub-basements, file cabinats, storage ‘
dovices, slectronic storage davices, cellular phohes, smart phones, containers or compartmants, surrounding grounds,  :
any gurages, out-bulldings, sheds, csliars, sefes, vauits and other partx therein; subterransan buria! graunds, outside I
storage areas, storage units, bushes, azsemants, alleyways, trees, adjoining utiiity rigit-of-ways connected to the
property, trash contziners, traliers, campars, cutbulldings of any kind and any place or thing not listed that could be
reasonsble to tonceal or contaln tha folowtng property and/or perscns locatad thereln, and all persons focatad on or at

| the premisas. Any device or contdiner of significant size to conces! the below listed proparty to be selzed, that Is found

on or connscted to the property to be searched. The search shall also include any vehicles, as defined by VC 670, which

are found on the property or under the control of persons on the property,

The search shaii specificatfy authorize the officers of the San Bernardino County Sherlf’s Department, San Bemending
County District Attorney’s Office, Federsl Bureau of liwestigation, San Bernarding County Fire Department Arson
(nvestigators, Catifornis Highway Patrol, and any pesce officer, as defined In Chapter 4.5 of the Caftfurnls Penal Code, a
iochamith to be supervisad by lew enfercemaent personnel during the investigetion, who are summoned to sssist by the
affiant, to photograph and/or videotape the location being searched in ordar to preserva the image of the scene, the
location of propsrty, and to Identtfy any inhabltants or persons present or arriving st the praperty during the search,

i

Search Warrant DR et LA |

Warrant 10: 000045354

Pege 20t 8
13
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Sae ettachmant "A”

S

AND TO SHIE IT IF FOUND and bring it bsfore me, or this court, st the courthouse of this court. This Search Warrant and i

Incorporated Affidavit was sworn to and subscribed before me this §f¥iay of
t a.m./p.m. Wharefors, ! find probabla cause for tha issusnce of this Search Warrlnt and do Issue it,

. » NIGHT SEARCH APPROVED: ] Yis [Jno

(Signoture of Magistrate)
! Judge of the Superior Court, High Dessrt Judiclal District

Search Warrsni DR -3

Warrsnt ID: 000045354

Paga30of®
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[ Attachmant “A*

Dovtimeatatian:

ﬂf ;m:mmmmmumw«mdhmmwm
witi. To knclude afl business w&umhmwm wmam”uwwpw

ar Shepbarts
were siolen August 8, 2020 and August 12, 2020, The

Electranic Storage Devices & Bardwars

Electronic storage devices oonsist of all equipment which can colieot, eaalyzs, crens, display, convert, siore, sondeal, or transmit
MMMNWWMWMMwwMMWWWEﬂ&M
is a0t limited t0) any wireloss/calhular tolephons, cordicse tetephans, pager, fix muching, dightal camers, mudio recordes, video
secarder and any date-proceseing dovice e.g. osotral processing units, memony typewndiers, solf- contained “Iaptop”, “notsbook™,
“mini-natebook”, or “personal data assistent** compurters, Internal and exteenal stormge devices e.g. fixod disks (herd drives), memary
cards, floppy désk, LS-120, 2ip drivh, jazz drive, Orb drive, CD drive, DVD drive, diskaties, tape drives, optical storage dovices,
trangistor-like bicary devices, and other momoxy storage devices imcluding the storage media tised in th devioes.

Periphen! foput/output device 6.5, s keyboerds, peintars, scannar, plotiers, video display mondtors, optioal readers.

Relstod comamnuioatios devioes 0.g. modems, cablos aud comections, reccrding equipment, RAM or ROM i, sooustic couplers,
eutomatic diaiore, spoed disters, programmabls telephone dialing or signaling devices, and elsctravic toae-gaoersting devicss, Any
devics, mechaniym, or parts that can be uged to restrict access to electronic stomgs dovioes 6.8, physical keys and looks bio metris
readezs, refital scanners, fcinf recognition, signanme verification, smart card or voics authentication.

Computear/Bquipment software (digital informaion) can be Interpreted by elsctrogic storage device equipment, computers snd any of
ite reinted componsnts to direct tha way they work. Software is stored in eloctronic, magaetic, optical or othar digiesl form, It
sommonly includes programs to run operating systems, applisations (like word-precossing, graphivs, or spreadshoot progrems),
utilities, compilers, interpretery, and commpnication programs.

Doctumentation

Eloctranic storsge device dorumantstion consists of written, recarded, pinted, or elsctronically stored mutesial that explains or
illustrates how 10 configure or Des electrotic sicrage devioe hardware, software, or otber related itemns,

Pasywords and Dats Seeurity Devicos

Etcotronic stormgs dovioe pasewords etid othor dese seourity devicos ars designed 1o restrict scomw 1o or hide softorate, documentation,
or data. Data security devices may consist of hardware, software, or ofher programming cods, A password (a siring of alpbammenic

Search Warrsnt DRY ~4- —

Wamant iD: 600045354

Page 4ol 8
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, characters) usually operaios as & sort of digital key to “uniock™ particular data, sacurity devioes. Dats soourity hardwars may fachids
mm,mmwmmm.nﬁnmﬂmmmmmm

! MMWMMM.MMWGWthWWMMM
“tost” koya or “hot” keys, which perform certain pre-get security finstions when touched. Data socarity software or code may also
enosypl; compress, hide, or “booby-ap'" proteeted data to make it insocessible or urnsahle, a3 well as revare the process fo restore it.

Autharity to Duplicate Kleetroaic Media

[ thnmdMnMmemmhmﬂMcﬁuﬂmbmh:mmw

l Iwages/copies of the sbove-mentionsd elontronis medis and to determine i evidenoe of the offenses enumerxiod aAbove are containad
thersin. Therafore, sutharization is requesiad to nimke huages/oopies of the requested data, Bvidence copies of the ftsms relating to
these offsnsos will be created and retsined for fusther prooeedings anut made available to the suthorities. Only those Hems recavered
under the Search Warrant and relsting to the offenses will be rtained. The master copy will be retained in evidenos stomgn Sor tater

dlocovery and trial parposes.

Raequact for Off-8its Search Authorfeativn

For the following reesors, ihe execution of this warmpt may take a grent deal of the x5 requine & secure facility, special equipment,
i and software:

It is unknown whiat oparating systom is running the computer(s) that is subject of this warmnt and, therefore, it will taks tma to

detemmine how the opcrating system perzais acoess 10 date. The amount of dats Gmt may be stored in the hard drives and rsmovable

storsgs devices is enormiots, and the nustiber or size of the hard drived and removabla stornga devicos that will have to be senrohod

pursuant to this warrant is not knows.
MMNNMWEMWNMMMMWWMMWMM

flies, and “delesed” fllos that have not boen overwritton. The dats may bo encryptad, or fnascessible without » password, and may be
protecied by self-destruct programming, all of whish take time to bypess. Becxuse data stosed on 8 compaiee can be destroyed or
altered rather easily, either inlcationally or seoidentally, the seerch must be conducted carefislly and in 8 secure environment. To i
prevent alteration of duie andl insure the integrity of the search, clones (mastor coples) of all duia sarege devices will be spdo, The |
olones (master copies) will thea be searchad and fhis process will take time end special equipment,

Furthermore, 2 langthy on-aité scarch xmay pose & severe hardahip on sll people who [Hive](work] on the promises, It would slso
roquire the presence of lew enforvement officers fo secure the premises while the search is being condusted, ths depleting lyw |

onforoement resonross in o commmunity.

1t is tharefor requested that suthorisstion bo given to remove all electronic stornge devices and storege media tit are found on the
promisen to an off 4ite locstion, with the nocossary resonmces and equipment to conduot the sexrch safily snd efficiendy. 1 is fixther
requosted that euthosizetion be given to soarch for snd seize all paripheea] dovices that xppoar 0 be reasonably necesssry to azoos
data stored in the elsotronic stomge dovices and storage media.

Search Warraut DR# -8

Warrent 10: 000045354

Page 5 of ©
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Authority to Record Scene/Evideace

mm«rmmwwmmmmmwhmmnﬂammumm
scurched to preserve the image of tha ssens, the locatian of peoperty, and 10 identify any inhubitnts or persons present of neriving st
the property during th seecol. Ievestigative parsonncl, swom or non-sworn are acthorized to asist in the sowoh in onder identify,
documont snd coflact evidence, provided thair pasticipation is supervised by 8 swar: offcer.
Disposition of Xvidence velxed
f it is frthor requested that the San Bornardine County Eheriff*s Department be suthorized, without neceasity of furthar Court Order:
! 1. To evaluate, process and downiload sy cleotronic storsge dovioes sctzed, to produce information from them for anatysis by

detestives,
2. To retain sslzed ovidence for sclantific testing and storage prior lo trial. The property will then be dispesed of In scoordance with

Inw and Department Polloy upon adjudicatian of the complzint gnd all appeals have been made.
3. To return ssized property if found to have no evidentiary valus to oy known victims or other subjects if such itzms have bean

photographically documented and was not directly related to fyrersic evidence,

Bexreh Warrsnt DR¥ -6

Warrant ID: 000045384

Paga 6 of
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WARRANT NOTES
{No Notes}

County of 8an Bernardino,

The people of ihe State of California to any peace officsr in the County of San Bemardino:

Proof, by affidavit, having besn this day made before me by telephone by the officer whose signature is affixed 1o the affidavit,
that there is probable cause for believing that evidence tending to show that a felony (or felonies) has or have been committed,
you sre therefore commandad to make search on the psrson and/or property set forth in the description page and/ar affidavi,
which Is Incorporated by raference herein; and, in the case of a thing or thinge or personsl property, if you find the same or any
part thereof, to bring the thing or things or personal praperty forthwith befors me st the courthouss of this Court.

Given under my hand, end lssued at 11:59 on this Sth day of September, 2020

Hobbs Sealing Appraved: NO Night Service Approved: NO

v #
(i ’J@'t’buf 4 /""""“"“*u.

Judge Corey G Lee
Warrant ID: 000045384
END OF WARRANT

Page 9ol 6
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EXHIBIT *C”
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« APPLICATION AND AFFIDAVIT FOR SEARCH WARRANT

STATE OF NEVADA ;
Countyof Clark )

Detactive A. Antonlewlaz, being first duly ewom, deposes and states the he Is the Affiant
hersin and Is a Detective with the North Las Vegas Police Department presently assigned to
investigate Possassion of Stoisn Property. The Afflant has been employed with the North Las
Vegas Police Departmant for the past 18 yaars and has been assigned to the Detective Bureau for

the pest 13 years.
That there Is probable cause (o balisve that certain property hereinafter describad wil be
found at the foliowing premises, i wit:

[} 7ine Blossom, Notth Las Vegas, NV 80021, County of Clark, State of Nevada, More
particularly described a8 & two story, singis family residence, that is tan in color
with brown trim. Tha numbers [JjJi:re posted In black numbers on the south side
of the reskience, sast of the garage door. The front door of the residencs Is hrown
in color and fzoes south.

The property referrad to and sought to be sslzed consists of the following:
Documentation:

Any writtsn or slectronically stored documantation relating to the possession, treatment
or salas of the stolen German Shepherds from IERIER .ockhart Road, Hinklsy CA. Also,
any documantation which may Indicate who the German Shepherds were aold to or
placed with. To include afl business or personal racords documenting the above
mentioned stolen German Shepherds. Afflant also requests to include any personal
slectronic devices which may contain evidence proving the theft or possession of the
stolente.t;nnz:go shapherds, The Germen Shepherds were stolen August 8, 2020 and
August 12, A

Electronic 8torage Devices & Hardwars

Electronic storage devices consist of all equipment which can collect, analyze, create,
display, convert, store, conceal, or tranamii elecironic, magnetic, optical, or similar
transmission, reception, collection and storage of data. Electronic stornge device
includes (but is not imited to) any wireless/celiular telephons, cordiess telephone,
pager, fax machine, digital camere, audio recorder, vidao recorder and any data-
proosssing devics 8.g. central processing units, memory typswriters, ssif- contained
*laptop”, “notebook”, “mini-notebook”, or "personal data sssistant” computers. intsmat
and external storege devices e.g. fixed disks (hard drives), memory carde, fioppy disk,
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LS-120, zip drive, jazz drive, Orb drive, CD drive, DVD drive, disketies, tape drives,
optical storage devices, transistor-fike binary devices, and other memory storage
devices inciuding the storage media used in tha devices.

Peripheral input/output device e.g. as keyboards, printers, scanners, plotiers, video
dispiay monitors, optical readers.

Related communication devices &.g. modems, cables and connectione, recording
squipment, RAM or ROM units, acoustic couplers, automatic dialers, spead dialers,
programmatie telephone dieling or signaling devices, and slectronic tone-generating
devices. Any device, mechanism, or parts that can be used to restriot access to
electronic storage devices e.g. physical keys and locks bio metric readers, retinal
scanners, facial recognition, signature verification, amari cerd or voice authentication.

Software

Computer/Equipment software {digital information) can be Interpreted by electronic
storage device equipment, computers and any of its related components to direct the
way they work. Software is stored in electronic, magnetic, optical or other digital form,
it commonly Includes programs to run operating systems, applications (like word-
processing, graphics, or epreadshaet programs), utilities, compllers, interpreters, and
communication programs.

Documentation

Electronic storage device documentation consiste of written, recorded, printed, or
sisctronicslly stored material that explains or illustretes how to configure or use
electronlc storage device hardwara, softwara, or other related items.

Psaswords and Data Security Devices

Electronic storage device passwords and other data security devices are designed to
restrict access to or hide softwars, documentation, or data. Data security devices may
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conelet of hardware, software, or other progremming code. A password (a string of
alphanumeric characters) usually operates as a sort of digital key to "unlock” particular
date sacurity devicss. Date security hardware may include encryption devices, chips,
donglas, biometric readers, refina scanners, faclal recognition systsms, voice
authentication systems, hand writing authsniication systems and circult boards. Data
security software or digital code may include programming code that creates “test” keys
or "hot” keys, which perform certain pre-set security functions when touched. Data
sacurity software or code may also enciypt, compress, hide, or "booby-trap” protected
data to make It ineccessibie or unusable, as well as revarse the process to restors It.

That Affiant is satisfied that there is probable cause to believe that sald property is
located as set forth above and that based upon the Affidavit attached hereto there are sufficient
grounds for the issuance of a Search Warrant.

‘The property described consfitutes evidence which tends to demonstrate the criminal
offense of Poasession of Stolen Property, has bean commitied at the premises to be searched
in violation of Nevada Revised Statute 205.2765.

In support of your Aftiant's assertion o constitute the exiatence of probabls cause the
following facts are offered based on Affiant's personsl knowledge and on information and balief.

On August 31, 2020, Affiant received correspondence from North Las Vegas Police
Deparimant Sergeant Nellis to contact 8an Bemardino County Sheriff's Depariment in
reference to assistance needed in our jurisdiction.

On September 1, 2020, Affiant contacted Detective Brian Grimm (employee #E3908), who was
the lead investigator on a grand larceny case that cocurred in their jJurisdiction (SBCSD case
#082001074), Detective Grimm needed assistance in obtaining a search warrant for Jiif*ine
Blossom in North Las Vegas. Datactive Grimm provided the following facts for the case:

On Ssatunday. August 8, 2020, San Bemardino County Sheriffs deputies responded to
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WHEREFOR, Affiant requests that & Search Wa
and eelzure of the aforamentioned iterns at the location
time search betwaen the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.

t be Issued direcling a search for
fof“ hersin and authorizing a day
g - .JW

:::.”g".,,,._,_ _ /53¢ Z,?

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN l'o before me by
A. Antonlewicz this D day of CF'T'em » 2020.
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SEARCH WARRANT

STATE OF NEVADA )
)
County of Clark )

The State of Nevada, to any Peace Officer in the County of Clark. Proof by Application
and Affidavit for Seanch Wamant having been made before me by Detective [Afflant] said
Application and Affidavit for Search Warrant incorporated herein by refersnce, that there Is
probable cause to belleve that certaln property, namsly:

Documentation:

Any written or electronically stored documentation retating to the possession, treatment
or sales of the stofen German Shepherds from [l Lockhart Road, Hinkiey CA. Also,
any dooumentation which may indicate who the Garman Shepherds were sold to or
placed with. To Inciude all buginess or personal records documenting the above
mentioned stolen German Shepherds. Affiant alse requests to include any personal
electronic devices which may contain evidence proving the theft ar posseseion of the
stolen German shepherds. The German Shephards were stolen August 8, 2020 and
August 12, 2020,

Electronic Storage Devices & Hardware

Electronic storage devices consist of all equipment which can collect, analyze, create,
display, convert, store, conceal, or tnansmit aelecironic, magnetic, optical, or similar
transmission, reception, coliection and storage of data. Electronic storage device
includes (but is not limited to) any wirsless/celiular telephone, cordless telephone,
paget, fax machine, digital camera, audio recorder, video recorder and any data-
processing device a.g. ceniral processing units, memory typewriters, seif- contained
“laptop”, “notebooi’, “minj-notebook’, or "personal data assistant” computers, internal
and extena! storage devices e.g. fixed disks (hard drives), memery cards, floppy disk,
L8-120, zlp drive, jazz driva, Orb drive, CD drive, DVD drive, diskstias, tape drives,
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optical storage devices, transistor-like binary devices, and other memory storage
devices Including the storage media used In the devices.

Peripheral Input/output device e.g. as keyboards, printers, scanners, plotters, video
display monttors, optical readers.

Related communication devices e.g. modems, cables and connections, racording
equipment, RAM or ROM units, acoustic couplers, automatic dlalers, speed dialers,
programmable telephone dialing or signaiing devices, and electronic tone-generating
devices. Any device, mechanism, or parts that can be used o restrict access to
electronio storags dovices e.g. physical keys and locks bio metric readers, retinal
scanners, facial recognition, signature verification, smant card or voice authentication.

Software

Computer/Equipment software (digital information) can be interpreted by electronic
storage device equipment, computers and any of its related components to direct the
way they work. Software ie stored in elsctronic, magnetic, optical or other dighat form.
It commonly Includes programs 1o run operating systems, applications (ke word-
prooessing, graphics, or spreadsheet programs), utilitiss, compilers, interpreters, and
communication programs.

Documentation

Electronic storege device documentation consists of written, recorded, printed, or
electronically stored material that explains or illustrates how to configure or uss
electronic storage device hardware, software, or other related items.

Passwords and Data Security Devices

Electronic storage device passwords and other data security devices are designed to
restrict acoass fo or hide software, documentation, or data. Data sasurity devices may
consiet of hardware, software, or ather programming code, A password (& string of
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alphanumetic characters) usually cperates as a sort of digital key to "unlock” particular
deta security devices. Data securily hardware may include encryption devioes, chips,
dongles, blometric readers, retina acanners, facial recognition aysteme, voice
authentication systems, hand writing authentication systems and circult boards, Data
security software or digital code may include programming code that creates “test’ keys
or "hot” keys, which perform oertsin pre-sst security functions when touched. Data
security software or code may also encrypt; compress, hids, or "booby-trap” protected
data to make it Inaccessibie or unusable, as well as reverse the process to restore it.

is presently located at:

Ml Pine Blossom, North Las Vegas, NV 82031, County of Clark, State of Nevada.
More perticularly described as & two atory, single famlly resldence, that Is tan in
color with brown trim. The numbers JJJare pasted in biack numbers on the south
side of the residence, sast of the garage door. The front door of the residences Is
brown in color and faces south.

end { am satisfied that there is probable cause to belleve that sald property located as set forth
above that based upon the Agplication and Affidavit for 8earch Warrant there are sufficient
grounds for the issuance of the Search Warrant.

You are hereby commanded to search forthwith said premises for sald property, serving
this Search Warrant between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m, & [JllPine Blossom, North
Las Vegas, NV 860431, As set forth in the Application and Affidavit for Search Warrant in

support hereto, and If the property there to seize It, prepare & written inventory of the property
seized and make a retum for me, within len (10) deys.

Dated this _lP day of}‘_e{)_b' £, 2020.
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Electronically Filed
61202021 2:21 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE 2025
ASSIST/IPOLICE Priority Level 3 Total Amimals 20 Amimat Type. D¢

Af:nviryAddress: LOCKHART RD RED MOUNTAIN
Activity Comment:  0.67 a7 Wi DEP ALEXANDER. WILL DIRECT TO ADDRESS FOR ASSIST. LOG# BADZ2

A20.4 72252

Callgr |nformati;|:7 T - I

i 1RSVLD

‘ |

T‘W.‘M

Officer. POYS067  CHAVEZ Clerk: B4868 I
Cali Date 08/08:20 02:02 PM
New Date 08108120 02:07 PM
Dispaich Date. 08/08/20 02.30 PM
Working Date 0B/OB/Z0 04113 PM |
Complele Date: 08/08/20 04-21 PM
Memo:

08/17/20 Mysell and 0-84 MC win the Owner and her daughter. The owner grove us to a Goverment owned Spring where
they gel their waler. She then waiked us aroung the properly and showed us all the dogs who all had water anc shelter. She
stated she picks up left over meat from Barstow Countey Butener daily lor the dogs foad. The address to the property is 1370
Trump Rd, but it does not com 2up on the map yet | took pictures and put them in O-57 folder. H3045/0-85

8/8/20 0-67 arrived 1o the call and said all dogs had water and shade. 0-87 said all dogs were healthy and hormal He said
there were 50+ dogs on the PRty and they all had water and shade in their tages. 0-67 said the dog owner was qauing to be
arrested for 597 due to the Deputy's not viewing water and shade. | told 0-67 we weren't going 1o impound the dogs today |
told him to make sure the dogs have water and we will return on 8/9 10 ensyre the dogs stil have water and aren't in distress,
we hung up the phone. 0-67 called me back asking about under age pups on the ppty | asked 1o talk tc an Officer on the
PRYy. the phone was handed to a SGT. | was unable to get his name due to the fact he was $0 upset we wesen'timpounding
degs. | listened to him about how he is leaving and drdn't care what animal contrel does or doesn't do. | Lald 067 o post the
PRty and impound all under age pups that didn't have a mother, | called 0-67 back to make sure SO knew ACC wouldn't pay
for the cost of the dogs or any of the fees thatincur He put me on the phone with officer Parsons, | explained to her Sherriff
Opt will have to pay for all the cost of the dogs She went on arant about how she doesn't care she is only there lo uphold her
officer oath. | was able to explain to her we were not picking up 50+ dogs !od§y and we would return each day to water and
feed (o ensure none of them go into distress, until we make arrangements to impound all 50+ dogs. B4869

8/8/20 | M/C with $/0 and was able to see many dogs in plain vigw on property. The dogs were all large G.She_ps were in pins
with shade cloth. Ali the G sheps had shade and shelter all had litlle water. Nane of the dogs appear to be in msnress and all
appear to be healthy and normal, S/0 and dog owner gave the cogs water. There were 12 pups unknown which of the female
dogs was the mother, Per O-99f 0-80 the pups were o be impounded and the property is to be posted for 24 hr
abandonment. | posted the front gate, side gate, and fhe litte housefshack @ 16:20 for 48 G- Sheps per S/O they arrested
dog owner for 597 animals in distress. ...pic in O-67 folder. . c3865

Bisy irectj

N 52 ﬁtﬁfn"gﬂsatﬁ' {2 PrOPerty. My 15 norh to sy 58 west, S o v lake Pt vor aboul 5.8 mi. you wilthen L
it o o ill paved rd. at end of Paved rd go right for about 4.1 mi at the pole with blug ribben ga Ieft for 9.1 il

SNtor 0.8 mil then left at the red poje m Prop will be to your right.... c3863

08/08/20 | met with Dep Parson's ang
on the property. | counted at least 63
nextto Q67 advising abandonment #
over at Hoffman rg X Hoffman Rd an,
Dodge Ram 2500 or 3500 with a ma

we fed and watered the dogs. All of C-67 natices were still up ant the dogs were st
dogs but they were hiding in the dens so it was hard to get a full count. | posted 7 Ol
or the 50+ dogs and 1 chicken, When | was leaving Dep Parsons had someane pullg
d as | drove down Hofiman Rd to Harper Valley Lake rd and there was a lifted black
N and a woman in it followed by a larger white van with German shep stickers on it. 11
fo talk to them but they would Net speak with me and arave East on Hoffman RJ. | did not get the lic plate numbers for the

truck but_l did get a partia) plate on the van The first 3 letters were "AKG". | was unable to take pictures as my camera wa
cverheating and not working preperty H9045/0-85

0811720 ) took pictures ard noticed a significant amount of dogs were missing and the chicken was gone. 0-55/Stevens
counted 25 dogs on the property. we Impounded 1 dog that was stuck under fencing trying to get shade under a board, W
puling in Lt. Molina noticed goats on the North/East corneriside of the property line. | went to go check and there was a mi
Nigerian dwarf goat tied with a colar and chain to the ground as well as a Nublan/Alpine mix female goat who was also tier
down by a collar and chain, Neither gaat had foad water or shelter, We put both goats in the truck and gave them water, 24
dogs and 2 goats where impounded n total. Lt Molinz was then leaving the property and a white van with German shep
stickers and advertising of rescues pulled up. Lt Moling asked why they were there and the woman stated this was the first
time she was out here and Lt. Molina took down her lic plate which was "AKC GSD" and there was a phone number cn the

side of the van "909-297-6217". The wornan wauld net give any more information and drove away. Al pictures are in 0.67
folder. nS045/0-85

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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ALLA ZORIKOVA and
Xanto (aka Lodi)

OLIVIA (MY DAUGHTER)
Fa—. . and Zariza (aka Malibu)

OLIVIA and Hanz (aka
Baker)

— 015 50 50

(aka Bacon)
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Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUE!E
LAW OFFICES OF BRYAN W. PEASE &;ﬁ—‘é'

Bryan W. Pease, Esq. (SBN 239139)
302 Washington St. #404

San Diego, CA 92103

Phone 619-723-0369

E-Mail: bryan@bryanpease.com

LAW OFFICES OF CASEY D. GISH
Casey D. Gish, Esq. (SBN 206289)
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.

Las Vegas, NV 89118

Ph. (702) 583-5883

E-mail: casey@gishlawfirm.com

Attorneys for Defendant

Tina Lamey
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
ALLA ZORIKOVA, CASE NO. CIVDS 2017383
Plaintiff DECLARATION OF CASEY
’ GISH, ESQ.

VS.
TINA LAMEY, et al.,

Defendants.

TINA LAMEY,

Cross-Complainant,
Vs.

ALLA ZORIKOVA, an individual; OLIVIA
JEONG, an individual, DMITREEVA ZINAIDA;
an individual; URID SEMENIKIN, an individual,
VON MARKGRAF GERMAN SHEPHERDS, a
California corporation; and DOES 1-25,

Cross-Defendants.

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

1

DECLARATION OF CASEY GISH, ESQ.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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I, Casey Gish, Esq.. declare:

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice betore alt California state courts and am an attornes
of record for Delendant and Cross-Complainam Tina Lamey in the aboy e-captioned case, [ state the
tollowing of my own personal knowledge.

b

2 My olfice is located in Las Vegas, Nevada, and I am also licensed to practice before all

Nevada state courts, T am y pro hono attorney for several Nevada-based dog rescuc nonprofits. including

some that Plaintiff has accused of receiving German Shepherds taken from vacamt fund in the outskirts

.| of Burstow. Culifornia following Plaimi{t"s arrest on felony animal cruelty charges on or about August

8. 2020.

3. In August, 2020, San Bermardine ( “ounty Animal Care and Control Qtficer Desiree

Molina cailed iy Taw ofice regarding the unlawfu! and cruel conditions on the vacunt land where

| Plamtitf is keeping German Shepherds chained up without required shelter as required pursuant 1o San

Berrurdine County eodes. Officer Molina was not u all interested in the canditions in which the duogs
were heing kept. und instead kept SCTUAMINE 1! MC to “give back the dops™ t Alla Zonkova, PlainiifY in

this wetion. When 1 asked her how Plaintii}, who had heen arrested for felony animal cruelty, could even

| keep the dogs in compliance with San Rernardino County Code when she does not even have basic

permits or the shelter and care requirements of a kennel as required by San Bernurdino codes, Officer
Moling respondwd, “What are vou. the kennel police™ Give back the dogs!™

4. Avcording 10 a2 Change.org petition posted by Plaimtitt following her refease from jail,

Officer Molina s the same officer who admitted Killing 14 three-week old puppies scized by animal

‘| control upon Plaintift™s arrest. This was apparently the event that caused San Bemardine County

Sherit™s Deputies to call on private rescucs and community members to come 1ake the rest of the dogs
thut were abundoned on: the property while Plaintiff was in jaiton fetony animal eruelty charges. ruther

than hand them over to animal conlrol. A true and correct sereenshot of Plaintill"s Change,org petition is

on the next paye;

N

&

DECLARATION OF CASLY GISH. ESQ.
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T deciare under penalty of perj ury under the laws of Calitomia and Nevada that the foregoing is

true and correct.

[ansd; October |2 2020

-
By

DECLARATION OF CASEY GISEHL 1:8Q.
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ALLA ZORIKOVA and
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Electronically Filed
71512021 11:02 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUEE
Alla Zorikova (ﬁ:«b‘é-

1905 Wilcox Av., #175
Los Angeles, CA 90068
3232095186
Olivia.car@mail.ru

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, 1 A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF,

PLAINTIFF’S EX PARTE MOTION TO
EXTEND PLAINTIFF’S DEADLINE TO
RESPOND TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION
TO DISMISS AND/OR CONTINUE
HEARING ON DEFENDANT’S MOTION
TO DISMISS AND DECLARATION IN
SUPPORT

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

Department 20

HEARING REQUESTED

As on 07/07/21

COMES NOW Plaintiff Alla Zorikova and states the following;:

During Hearing on 06/09/2021 that took place over the phone, I heard that I was given 1 week to
respond to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss. However, I did not hear the deadline for Motion to
Dismiss given to Defendant, and therefore, it was not clear from what date my 1 week to respond

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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starts. I heard the date 06/30 during the Hearing and it was my best guess regarding my deadline
to respond.

I called multiple times to law clerk for Department 20 and left multiple voicemessages with
request to call me back and clarify for me my deadline as NOTHING was placed on the docket
online. Clerk never called me back.

I had uploaded opposition on the 27™ and exhibits in support days after because it was
technically impossible to upload files faster, it took hours and hours to upload single file.

Minutes from Hearing on 06/09/21 were printed (as stated on the document) only on 06/20/21
and is unknown when it was posted on the docket for participants to see. I checked the Docket
multiple times and saw those minutes only today, 07/05/21.

This case must be decided on merits, not on technical errors.
CONCLUSION

I ask this Court to extend my deadline to file opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss as to
06/30/2021 or, as alternative, to continue the hearing to 07/14/2021 and provide me with new
deadlines to respond to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss.

DECLARATION OF ALLA ZORIKOVA
I, Alla Zorikova, declare:

1. Imake the following declaration based upon my personal knowledge and could, and
would, testify competently and accurately regarding its contents.

2. T am the Plaintiff in this action.

3. During Hearing on 06/09/2021 that took place over the phone, I heard that I was given 1
week to respond to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss.

4. However, I did not hear the deadline for Motion to Dismiss given to Defendant, and
therefore, it was not clear from what date my 1 week to respond starts.

5. Theard the date 06/30 during the Hearing and it was my best guess regarding my deadline
to respond.
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6. Icalled multiple times to law clerk for Department 20 and left multiple voicemessages
with request to call me back and clarify for me my deadline as NOTHING was placed on
the docket online. Clerk never called me back.

7. Thad uploaded opposition on the 27" and exhibits in support days after because it was
technically impossible to upload files faster, it took hours and hours to upload single file.

8. Minutes from Hearing on 06/09/21 were printed (as stated on the document) only on
06/20/21 and is unknown when it was posted on the docket for participants to see.

9. Ichecked the Docket multiple times and saw those minutes only today, 07/05/21.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the law of State of Nevada that the

foregoing is true and correct. %

07/05/2021

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I had emailed to Casey Gish the copy of the same on July 05 of
2021.

Respectfully submitted, ALLA ZORIKOVA

H
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Alla Zorikova

1905 Wilcox Av., #175
Los Angeles, CA 90068
3232095186

Olivia.car@mail.ru

Electronically Filed
71512021 11:18 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUE!E

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA,
PLAINTIFF,

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

1 A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF’S DECLARATION #2 IN
SUPPORT OF HER MOTION TO EXTEND
TIME OR CONTINUE HEARING 07/07/21

Department 20

HEARING REQUESTED

As on 07/07/21

DECLARATION #2 OF ALLA ZORIKOVA

I, Alla Zorikova, declare:

I make the following declaration based upon my personal knowledge and could, and

would, testify competently and accurately regarding its contents.

I am the Plaintiff in this action.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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3. In addition to my first declaration I state that I had never received any notification
from Defendants that they filed their Motion to Dismiss.

4. Nor I have been served with Motion to Dismiss.
5. Nor I did not receive any notifications from e-file or other system that Motion to

Dismiss has been filed.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of State of Nevada that the

foregoing is true and correct. %

07/05/2021

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I had emailed to Casey Gish the copy of the same on July 05 of
2021.

Respectfully submitted, ALLA ZORIKOVA

H
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71612021 11:06 AM
Steven D. Grierson
DISTRICT COURT CLERK OF THE coU
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA &;‘b‘g ﬁ,

Heesiesk

Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s) Case No.: A-20-821249-C
vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s) Department 20

NOTICE OF HEARING

Please be advised that the Plaintiff's Ex Parte Motion to Extend Plaintiff’s Deadline to
Respond to Defendant's Motion to Dismiss and/or Continue Hearing on Defendant's

Motion to Dismiss and Declaration in Support in the above-entitled matter is set for hearing

as follows:
Date: August 11, 2021
Time: 8:30 AM

Location: RIJC Courtroom 12A
Regional Justice Center
200 Lewis Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89101
NOTE: Under NEFCR 9(d), if a party is not receiving electronic service through the
Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing System, the movant requesting a

hearing must serve this notice on the party by traditional means.

STEVEN D. GRIERSON, CEO/Clerk of the Court

By: /s/ Ondina Amos
Deputy Clerk of the Court

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that pursuant to Rule 9(b) of the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion
Rules a copy of this Notice of Hearing was electronically served to all registered users on
this case in the Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing System.

By: /s/ Ondina Amos
Deputy Clerk of the Court

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Electronically Filed
71612021 11:17 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COU,
1| woc Koo o Hinieren

2 EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

3 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

4 || ALLA ZORIKOVA, Case No. A- 20-821249-C

S Plaintiff, Dept. No. XX

6 VS. NOTICE OF CHANGE OF HEARING

7 | JULIE PYLE, et al.,

8 Defendant.

9

10 NOTICE OF CHANGE OF HEARING

11 Please be advised that the hearings scheduled for July 7, 2021 have been

12 || rescheduled to July 14, 2021 at 8:30 a.m.
13 DATED July 6, 2021.

14 /s/Kelly Muranaka

KELLY MURANAKA

15 Judicial Executive Assistant to:
ERIC JOHNSON

16 District Court Judge

17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

ERIC JOHNSON
DISTRICT JUDGE 1
DEPARTMENT XX

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION EXHIBIT 6

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION
EXHIBIT8,13,17

e e anbin o




ALLA ZORIKOVA and
Xanto (aka Lodi)

OLIVIA (MY DAUGHTER)
and Zariza (aka Malibu)

OLIVIA and Hanz (aka
Baker)

OLIVIA and Boris
taka Bacon)

PLAINTIFF’'S OPPOSITION
EXHIBITS11,12,18




A
-

IN TRAINING

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION EXHIBIT 16
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Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUEE
Alla Zorikova (ﬁ:«b‘é-

1905 Wilcox Av., #175
Los Angeles, CA 90068
3232095186

Olivia.car@mail.ru

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, 1 A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF,

PLAUNTIFF’S CERTIFICATE OF
CERVICE

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I

THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE |Department 20
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 certify that electronic copy of Exhibits 1 through 19 has been emailed to Casey
Gish on July 13 of 2021.

Respectfully submitted, ALLA ZORIKOVA

%
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Electronically Filed
7/21/2021 11:34 PM
Steven D. Grierson

RPLY CLERK OF THE COUEE
CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. '

Nevada Bar No. 006657

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468

WEIR LAW GROUP, LL.C
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Artorneys for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOVA; CASE NO.A-20-821249-C
DEPT. NO. XX
Plaintiff(s),
VS. Hearing Date: 8/11/2021

Hearing Time:9:00 a.m.
JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ REPLY TO PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’
COUNTER-MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT

COME NOW, Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, and

provides their Reply to PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TODEFENDANTS’ COUNTER-MOTION

'The Complaint on file herein does not name attorney Casey D. Gish as a Defendant. Plaintiff unilaterally modified
the caption at some point to include him as a Defendant. Plaintiff’s later inclusion of attorney Casey D. Gish should
be stricken, and arguments for same are included in Defendants’ Counter-Motion to Dismiss filed concurrently
herein. However, should the court allow Plaintiff’s modified caption to stand, Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments
herein.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT.
ThisReplyis based upon all matters of record herein, the Points and Authorities submitted
herewith, the exhibits attached hereto, and upon such oral argument as the Court may allow at the

time of the hearing of this matter.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L
INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova, filed her Complaint against Defendants on September 15, 2020,
alleging causes of action for: 1) theft under NRS 41.580, 2) civil conspiracy, 3) trespass, 4) fraud;
5) intentional infliction of emotional distress; and 6) property damage. The general basis of her
Complaint is that she owns 50 German Shepherds, of which she claims 25 were stolen from her
on August 8 or 9, 2020 while she and her daughter, Olivia Jeong, were in jailin San Bernardino
County, California for felony animal cruelty to those dogs. Plaintiff allegedly effectuated service
of process on Defendants on October 6, 2020. Plaintiff filed the instant motion on October 24,
2020. The Motion was filed ex-parte and not served on Defendants. This case was stayed on
December 4, 2020 after Defendants timely filed Demands for Security of Costs due to Plaintiff
being a California resident outside this Court’s Jurisdiction. Please see Exhibit 1, a copy of this
Court’s December 4, 2020 Order staying this case.

Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue is a Nevada non-profit rescue group dedicated to
rescuing homeless, abandoned, and abused dogs.Defendants Tammy Willet and Julie Pyle are the
President and Director of Vegas Shepherd Rescue.

In the Complaint, Ms. Zorikova claims that 25 of her missing dogs were retrieved from
Devore Animal Shelter on August 12, 2020 (See Complaint on file herein, pp. 3, #17). She also

claims that the other 25 dogs are in the possession of Vegas Pet Rescue Project and/or Jamie
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Gregory (See Complaint on file herein, pp. 4, #21). Neither Vegas Pet Rescue Project nor Jamie
Gregory are defendants in this action.”Later, she claims that 7 of the 25 German Shepherds are
displayed on Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s Facebook page (See Complaint on file herein, at pp. 4,
#24).

In support of her claim that Defendants hereinstole her dogs, she attached photos which
she alleges are screen shots of 5 dogs (Exhibits 4-8 are identified as Beacon, Berkley, Cypress,
Lodi, and Malibu), from a Facebook page for Defendant. (See Ex Parte Motion, at attachments 4-
8). It is unclear where the photo of the dog depicted in attachment 3 came from, or who that dog
is, as the photo does not identify it as being from Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s Facebook page. It is
unclear whether the dog in attachment 9 is duplicative of other dogs or a different dog, as the
name is not identified therein. She does not allege the age, sex, names, dates of birth, microchip
information, or otherwise demonstrate any proof of ownership or suggest why she believes the
dogs depicted in Exhibits 3-9 are hers. She has provided no photos of her own, the names she
gave those dogs, identifying characteristics, their ages, sex, date of birth or microchip
information. There is no discussion or evidenceregarding the identity of the remainder of the 16
dogs she alleges were stolen by Defendants, except there is also a reference to a dog called Baker
in one paragraph of her Motion.See Motion, at pp. 6: 6-10. In sum, Plaintiff has provided no
evidence of identity or ownership of the dogs in Exhibits 3-9 (which constitutes 5 identified

dogs), plus Baker (number 6); and no evidence at all of the remaining 19 dogs.

% Vegas Pet Rescue Project and Jamie Gregory have been sued in another action that has been dismissed by Judge
Nancy Alf for Plaintiff’s failure to post the required security bonds demanded by the Defendants in that case,
including Defendant, Casey D. Gish (Case No. A-20-820761-C) — Please see attachment marked as Exhibit 2, a
copy of the February 9, 2021 Order from Judge Alf dismissing Plaintiff’s Complaint against Vegas Pet Rescue
Project, et. al, for Plaintiff’s failure to post the required security bonds.

3
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Defendants are not in possession of dogs Plaintiff claims are hers because they have all
been adopted out nearly a year ago and were spayed/neutered in compliance with Clark County
criminal and civil ordinances.

1L

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A. THE ARREST

According to the California Secretary of State, Plaintiff owns and operates a protection
dogs training business in Los Angeles, CA.? However, as Plaintiff indicates in her Motion, she
actually houses upwards of 50 dogs in cages in the middle of the desert on vacant land,
approximately 25 miles outside of Hinkley, CA. See Motion on file herein, at pp. 2, #13.
According to property records, Plaintiff has owned this land since May 17, 2018," and likely has
been illegally conducting her business at this location since that time. Plaintiff likewise owns a
similar business in the heart of the puppy mill capital of the United States, Missouri.” Clearly,
Plaintiff is an established illegal operator of puppy mills throughout the United States, and her
dogs are kept in inhumane and cruel conditions that she goes to great lengths to conceal from the
purchasers of her dogs. Her website(s) portray her dogs as being bred and raised in luxurious
surroundings in Los Angeles, when in fact they are raised in horrific, cruel, and inhumane
conditions in the California desert outside of Barstow, California.

Plaintiff and her daughter were arrested for felony animal cruelty on August 8, 2020 when
San Bernardino Sheriff deputies became aware of approximately 50+dogs being housedon
unimproved land in cages in the middle of the desert approximately 2 hours outside of Barstow, in
the middle of the summer.°The location of the property wherein the dogs were found was
extremely remote, approximately 24 miles into the middle of the desert, north of Hinkley,
California (which is outside of Barstow), on completely vacant, and unimproved, desert land.

There were no dirt roads, no running water, no housing structures, or electricity. There are no

®A true and correct copy of the Secretary of State filing is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.

* A true and correct copy of the property deed is attached hereto as Exhibit 4.

3 A true and correct copy of the Missouri Secretary of State filing is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.
® See arrest report attached to Plaintiff’s moving papers.
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neighbors or towns for miles.The dogs did not have any permanent housing or shelter from the
extreme elements of the blistering desert heat, food or water, which is a violation of California
law and San Bernardino County code.

Pursuant to a public records request, and only after Plaintiff’s arrest, Plaintiff attempted to
inquire about and file for a kennel permit, which was unable to be granted to her because kennel
permits are not allowed on vacant unimproved land.San Bernardino issued her a violation notice
on October 13, 2020 for operating a kennel without a permit. The photos depicted in those records
show the condition of the property on August 8, 2020, when Plaintiff was arrested.

As the property was totally vacant and unimproved with only a small makeshift shanty or
shed that was filthy with garbage and raw rotting meat everywhere. The shed had no toilet, sink,
shower or bed. Therefore, Plaintiff could not possibly not live there and likely leaves the dogs tied
up and alone for long periods of time, without food, wateror human interaction/companionship
(which is illegal under California law and under San Bernardino ordinances). The dogs most were
likely exposed to predatory animals due to inadequate fencing around the property and lack of
shelter.

Ms. Zorikova and Ms. Jeong represent themselves to be breeders of “protection dogs”
whose company is based out of Los Angeles; and whose dogs are trained to bite
(http://www.vonmarkgrafgermanshepherds.us). Screen shots of the website are attached as
Exhibit 6. Neither Ms. Zorikova, nor Ms. Jeong, and/or VonMarkGraf German Shepherds has a
breeder license, which is a violation of the California Puppy Mill Ban under California Health and
Safety Code Sec. 122354.5 and is also a prohibited deceptive and unfair business under the
California Legal Remedies Act, Civil Code Sec. 1750 et seq. Furthermore, pursuant to San
Bernardino County Code, it is illegal to have more than 5 dogs on the propertywithout a breeder
license or kennel permit. Ms. Zorikova’s property contained over 70 dogs.

Ms. Zorikova and Ms. Jeong remain under investigation for felony animal cruelty in
California according to the San Bernardino County District Attorney’s Office.

B. THE ALLEGED “THEFT”

401




Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 85118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883

((k

— THE LAW OFFICE OF —

CASEY D. GISH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Plaintiff claims that Defendants went on her property and stole her dogs at some point
between August 8 and 10, 2020, while she was incarcerated on felony animal cruelty charges in
San Bernardino County, California. However, Defendants have never, ever, been on Plaintiff’s
property, to steal her dogs or otherwise. In fact, for the last 8 years, Defendant Tammy Willet has
not lived in the State of Nevada. She was not in the State of Nevada or the State of California in
all of 2020. Defendant Julie Pyle lives in the State of Nevada; however, she was not in the State
of California at any point in August 2020.

At no time were Defendants contacted by San Bernardino County Sheriffs or government
officials, including but not limited to Deputy Parsons, about removing and/or rescuing dogs from
Plaintiff’s property. Defendants were not in any way, shape or form, associated with the San
Bernardino County Government Officials’ request for removal of dogs from Plaintiff’s property.

Plaintiff’s claims are self-defeating, in that she acknowledges that law enforcement
officials told people (who are not Defendants) to go on the property and remove dogs. This
directive by California government officials is the subject of multiple lawsuits by Ms. Zorikova
against the Sheriff’s department in San Bernardino County and San Diego County, California, a
portion of which recently settled to Ms. Zorikova for $350,000. Plaintiff has also sued various
people in multiple counties in California, including rescue groups there, for the alleged theft and
return of her 25 dogs.

C. VEGAS SHEPHERD RESCUE

As a rescue group, Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s singular purpose is to take in lost, found,
abused, abandoned, and/or surrendered dogs — primarily German Shepherd Dogs as the name
implies; obtain necessary medical attention, including spay and neuter as required by
Nevada/Clark County law, and adopt them out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue also takes shepherds in

from kill shelters and adopts them out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue rescues and places upwards of a

402




Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 85118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883

((k

— THE LAW OFFICE OF —

CASEY D. GISH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

hundred dogs a year, approximately 85% of which are German Shepherd Dogs. Vegas Shepherd
Rescuehasperformed this service as a non-profit corporation that exists entirely on donations
since its inception in 2012. When Defendants come into possession of any dog, they immediately
check to see if there is a microchip. When they obtain veterinary care, which they do for each dog
that comes into their possession, the veterinarian also checks to see if there is a microchip.

Plaintiff alleges her dogs are all microchipped. (See Complaint, pp. 4, #20). Defendants
are not, and have never been in possession of any dogs that have a microchip registered to Ms.
Zorikova, Ms. Jeong, and/or Von Mark Graf German Shepherds. Because Plaintiff has alleged
that “thieves remove microchips;” and for brevity’s sake, Defendants have never removed or
directed the removal of a dog’s microchip. Defendants’ veterinarians have likewise never
removed a microchip (and Defendants are unsure if that is even legal for veterinarians to do so).

It appears that Plaintiff simply stumbled upon a German Shepherd rescue group’s
Facebook and decided, without proof, to claim various dogs as hers. She actually has no idea what
dogs are hers. Puppy mills are like that. Take the case of Beacon, for example (Plaintiff’s Exhibit
4). Defendants came into possession of Beacon, on July 8, 2020, a full month before Plaintiff was
arrested and a full month before any of the facts that are the subject of Plaintiff’s claims. Beacon
was found by a trucker running alongside the highway. The trucker brought Beaconto Defendants.
Beacon had been shot in the face and required extensive medical care before being adopted.
Beacon was not microchipped.

After Plaintiff and her daughter were arrested for felony animal cruelty by San Bernardino
County Sheriff’s deputies, Plaintiff filed a police report for theft against various people, including
Julie Pyle. In response, San Bernardino County Sheriff’s deputiesvisitedMs. Pyle at her Las

Vegas home in early September 2020. There,the deputiesand Ms. Pyle talked for 40 minutes. The
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Sheriff determined Ms. Pyle was not in possession of any of Plaintiff’s German Shepherds. The
Sheriff did not find any reason to enter the residence of Ms. Pyle.

As a practical matter Baker, Berkley, Cypress, Lodi, and Malibu were adopted in August
and September of 2020, with the last dog being adopted on or about September 15, 2020, weeks

before Plaintiff served her Complaint on Defendants

II.
LEGAL ARGUMENT

A. Standard of Review

A. Standard of Review

A Motion to Dismiss pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5), failure to state a claim, the Court shall
accept the allegations of the Complaint as true and draw all inferences in favor of the non-moving
party. Buzz Stew, LLC v. City of N. Las Vegas, 124 Nev. 224, 228, 181 P.3d 670, 672 (2008).
Dismissal is proper where the allegations are insufficient to establish the elements of a claim for
relief. Stockmeier v. Nevada Department of Corrections, 124 Nev. 313, 316, 183 P.3d 133, 135
(2008).

B. Improper Service of Process

Plaintiff herself served a copy of the summons and complaint on 10/2/2020 at the mailing
address of Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue. NRCP 4(c)(3) requires that a person, that is not a
party to the action, must serve the summons and complaint. Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue
has surveillance video of Plaintiff personally serving the documents herself. This constitutes
invalid service of process and requires dismissal of the case pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(4). In
addition, Plaintiff has sued Defendants Willet and Pyle personally. However, she failed to serve
them personally or at their residences as required by NRCP 4(2)(a). Again, this is improper
service requiring the dismissal of Plaintiff’s Complaint pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(4).

In her Opposition, Plaintiff states that an “Olivia” delivered the Complaint to the business
address of Vegas Shepherd Rescue. See Plaintiff’s Opposition, page 17, paragraph 80.However,
Plaintiff goes by multiple aliases, including “Olivia”. Attached is one of many emails from an

“Olivia Car” to attorney Gish and Attorney Pease, signed “Ms. Zorikova”. Please see attached

8
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Exhibit 1 dated 12/18/2020. In addition, please see another of Plaintiff’s many emails to attorney
Gish under her alias “Olivia Car” in which she alleges attorneys Gish and Pease are part of some
sort of communist Jewish conspiracy against the German people. Please see attached Exhibit 2
dated 12/18/2020.

Furthermore, Plaintiff’s Opposition specifically alleges that she is the one that has
“delivered” copies of the Complaint at various business addresses, but not for purposes of service.
See Plaintiff’s Opposition, page 17, paragraph 80. The only copy of the Complaint that was
delivered or served was by Plaintiff herself at the mailing address of Vegas Shepherd Rescue.
This is improper service of process of violative of Nevada law and the NRCP. The Complaint
was never delivered or served to any other businesses or to any other residences, and was never
personally served. Therefore, Plaintiff’s entire Complaint must be dismissed for lack of proper
service.

C. Defendants Willet and Pyle have only acted within the course and scope of
their responsibilities as members and officers of Vegas Shepherd Rescue and
the claims against them should be dismissed.

NRS 41.745 provides employer liability for employees’ acts when they are acting within
the course and scope of employment. Plaintiff alleges in paragraph 7 of her Complaint, “All of the
acts and/or failures to act were within the scope of any agency or employment. . . .” (See
Complaint at pp. 2). Therefore, Plaintiff’s claims against Willet and Pyle fail as a matter of law
pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5).

As discussed in Defendants’ moving papers, Plaintiff alleged herself that Ms. Willet and
Ms. Pyle were acting within the course and scope of their employment. It is only in the face of a
motion to dismiss that she has now decided otherwise, which should not be tolerated by this
Court.

Plaintiff’s Opposition argues that because Ms. Willet and Ms. Pyle are officers/directors
(or founders as she calls them) and not employees; and therefore, not covered under NRS 41.745.

See Opposition at p. 17, pp 83. However, that is inaccurate.

NRS 41.745(3)(a) states in relevant part:
3. For the purposes of this section:
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(a) “Employee” means any person who is employed by an employer, including,
without limitation, any present or former officer or employee, immune
contractor, an employee of a university school for profoundly gifted pupils
described in chapter 388C of NRS or a member of a board or commission or
Legislator in this State. (Emphasis added.)

Additionally, Plaintiff claims that Ms. Pyle and Ms. Willet acted in bad faith by
concealing stolen property. However, NRS 41.745(1) makes it clear that it must be a truly
independent venture, not committed in the course of the very task assigned to the employee and
was not reasonably foreseeable under the facts and circumstances of the case considering the
nature and scope of his or her employment.

As Vegas Shepherd Rescue is a rescue group that rescues, spays, neuters, and adopts
pets, and they were conducting that very same activity with respect to the dogs Plaintiff claims
are hers, they were acting within the course and scope of their employment. Vegas Shepherd
Rescue authorized all of their conduct. Vegas Shepherd Rescue allegedly possessed the dogs
Plaintiff claims are hers, rather than Ms. Willet and/or Ms. Pyle individually. As a result,

Plaintiff’s motion to dismiss Ms. Pyle and Ms. Willet in their individual capacity should be

granted.

D. Plaintiff’s Cause of Action No. 1 for Theft
Plaintiff’s claim for Theft fails as a matter of law due to Plaintiff’s failure to state a claim
upon which relief can be granted. Even assuming the facts asserted by Plaintiff are true,

they cannot satisfy the elements of her claim

NRS 41.580 states:

Action by owner of property; treble damages. If property has been taken from its
owner by larceny, robbery, burglary, embezzlement, theft or any other offense that is
a crime against property and another person buys, receives, possesses or withholds
the property under circumstances that make such conduct a violation of subsection 1
of NRS 205.275, the owner of the property may bring a civil action against the person
who bought, received, possessed or withheld the property and may recover treble the

10
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amount of any damage the owner has suffered, together with the owner’s costs in the
action and a reasonable attorney’s fee.

Plaintiff’s viable claims, if any, are likely against the Sheriff’s department or other San
Bernardino officials for directing people or rescue groups (who were not Defendants) to remove
suffering animals from her illegal and unpermitted puppy mill. The County has now settled with
Plaintiff for its officers’ directing California rescues to retrieve dogs that were in severe distress
and physical danger from the California desert in the middle of summer and paid Ms. Zorikova
$350,000.00, and litigation is ongoing. Plaintiff has also sued other people and rescue groups in
California and Nevada in multiple lawsuits relative to this matter.

Plaintiff likewise cannot succeed on the merits as to her theft claim because Defendants
were never on Plaintiff’s property or even in the State of California at the time Plaintiff’s dogs
were allegedly stolen. Defendants were never asked by any San Bernardino government officials
to remove the dogs. Defendants have never possessed any animals with microchips that belong to
Ms. Zorikova, Ms. Jeong and/or Von Mark Graf German Shepherds. It is undisputed that
Defendants never entered Plaintiff’s property. It is also undisputed that Defendants never even
entered the State of California anywhere near the timeframe that is the subject of Plaintiff’s
Complaint.

Plaintiff has provided no facts or evidence to show that any of the dogs observed on Vegas
Shepherd Rescue’s Facebook are her dogs. Nevertheless, the dogs she claims are hers were all
adopted weeks before Plaintiff served her Complaint and Defendants were under no order or
requirement to do anything different with those dogs than what they do with every other dog that
comes to them: adopt them out. Plaintiff cannot recover as a matter of law on her theft cause of
action and that claim should be dismissed pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5).

E. Plaintiff’s Cause of Action No. 2 for Civil Conspiracy

11
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Plaintiff alleges Defendants conspired among themselves to steal her dogs. See Complaint
at pp. 6, #38. Agents and employees of a corporation cannot conspire with their corporate
principal or employer where they act in their official capacities on behalf of the corporation and
not as individuals for their individual advantage.Collins v. Union Federal Savings and Loan
Association, 662 P.2d 610, 615 (1983) (quoting Wise v. Southern Pacific Company, et al, 35 Cal.
Rptr 652, 655 (1963)). As the Defendants are the President and Director of Vegas Shepherd
Rescue, they cannot conspire amongst themselves and this claim fails as a matter of law.

Plaintiff’s Opposition states that new people WILL be added and she can allege their
conspiracy at that time. (Emphasis added). See Opposition at pp. 3, pp 9. Plaintiff is banking on
her motion to amend being granted, which Defendants have opposed. However, with respect to
the current Defendants that are in the case now, the fact remains that they cannot conspire with
themselves and this claim must be dismissed.Notwithstanding the above, it is undisputed that
Defendants were not involved in the “rescue” or the alleged “theft” of Plaintiff’s dogs. Vegas
Shepherd Rescue cannot conspire alone. Plaintiff cannot recover as a matter of law on her theft
cause of action and that claim should be dismissed pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5).

F. Plaintiff’s Cause of Action No. 3 for Trespass

Plaintiff alleges Defendants entered her property while she was incarcerated for felony
animal cruelty, to steal her dogs. Plaintiff alleges these actions constitute trespass. Plaintiff alleges
no damages resulting from alleged trespass in her Complaint, and therefore, it cannot succeed on
the merits. A necessary element of a trespass claim is damages. Therefore, Plaintiff cannot
recover as a matter of law on her theft cause of action and that claim should be dismissed
pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5). Plaintiff’s Opposition still has not alleged any damages that occurred
to her property as a result of the alleged trespass; and therefore it must be dismissed. Plaintiff

claims that it is possible that someone was on her property on Defendant’s behalf, which is not
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to be viable. Therefore, this claim should be dismissed.

G. Plaintiff’s Cause of Action No. 4 for Fraud

NRCP 9 creates special rules governing the pleading of specified matters, including fraud.
Plaintiff’s first cause of action in her Complaint is also based upon alleged fraud. When these
specified matters are material to a pleading, the party must assert in some detail the factual basis
of the matter. See Ivory Ranch, Inc. v. Quinn River Ranch, Inc., 101 Nev. 471, 705 P.2d 673
(1985). An allegation of fraud must provide the circumstances with particularity and must
include the time, place, and identity of the parties and the nature of the fraud. Rocker v. KPMG
LLP, 122 Nev. 1185, 148 P.3d 703,704 (2006), abrogated on other grounds by Buzz Stew, LLC v.
City of N. Las Vegas, 124 Nev. 224, 181 P.3d 670 (2008). Because Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to
specify the time, place, and identities and the nature of the fraud, it is obvious she will not be able
to recover against Defendants for alleged fraud. In fact, Plaintiff puts forth no evidence that
Defendants and Plaintiff have every had an interaction or any type of conversation,
communication, or discussion whatsoever. She alleges no communication whatsoever between
herself and any of the defendants, and no such communications have ever taken place.

The elements of a claim for Fraud in Nevada are as follows:

1. Defendant made a false representation;

2. Defendant knew or believed that his or her representation was false, or defendant had
an insufficient basis of information for making the representation;

3. Defendant intended to induce plaintiff to act upon the representation;

4. Plaintiff justifiably relied upon defendant’s representation; and,

Plaintiff sustained damages as a result.
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Barmettler v. Reno Air, Inc., 114 Nev. 441, 956 P.2d 1382 (1998); Blanchard v. Blanchard,

108 Nev. 908, 839 P.2d 1320 (1992). None of the Defendants have ever had a conversation
with Plaintiff or any type of communication at all. Defendant has utterly failed to state the time,
date, or place of any alleged interactions between her and the Defendants. NRCP 9 creates
special rules governing the pleading of specified matters, including fraud. Plaintiff’s first cause
of action in her Complaint is based upon alleged fraud. When these specified matters are
material to a pleading, the party must assert in some detail the factual basis of the matter. See
Ivory Ranch, Inc. v. Quinn River Ranch, Inc., 101 Nev. 471, 705 P.2d 673 (1985). An
allegation of fraud must provide the circumstances with particularity and must include the time,
place, and identity of the parties and the nature of the fraud. Rocker v. KPMG LLP, 122 Nev.
1185, 148 P.3d 703,704 (2006), abrogated on other grounds by Buzz Stew, LLC v. City of N. Las
Vegas, 124 Nev. 224, 181 P.3d 670 (2008). Because Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to specify the
time, place, and identities and the nature of the fraud, it is obvious she will not be able to recover
against Defendants for alleged fraud. In fact, Plaintiff puts forth no evidence that Defendants
and Plaintiff have ever had an interaction or any type of conversation, communication, or
discussion whatsoever. She alleges no communication whatsoever between herself and any of
the defendants, and no such communications have ever taken place. =~ Furthermore, Plaintiffs’
Complaint fails to state how Defendants induced her to rely on any of Defendant’s
representations. Finally, Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to specify how Plaintiff actually relied upon
any of Defendant’s representations. Even if the Court takes the Plaintiff’s Complaint at face-
value, the facts alleged therein do not, and cannot, meet the heightened pleading standards and
heightened evidentiary standards for fraud claims and cannot possibly meet 4 out of the 5

elements for a fraud claim in Nevada.
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ADD UNCLEAN HANDS HERE

Plaintiff has the burden of proving each and every element of the fraud claim by clear and
convincing evidence, and where an essential element is absent, the facts, disputed or otherwise, as
to other elements are rendered immaterial and the case should be dismissed. Barmettler v. Reno
Air, Inc., 114 Nev. 441, 956 P.2d 1382 (1998); Bulbman, Inc. v. Nevada Bell, 108 Nev. 105, 825
P2d 588 (1992). Therefore, Plaintiff’s cause of action for fraud should be dismissed as a matter

of law.

Therefore, Plaintiff cannot recover on her claim for fraud as a matter of law, and therefore
her Complaint should be dismissed pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5).

H. Plaintiff’s Cause of Action No. 5 for Intentional Infliction of Emotional

Distress.

For a plaintiff in Nevada to succeed on a claim for intentional infliction of emotional
distress, the plaintiff must show three things: (1) the defendant engaged in extreme and
outrageous conduct with either the intention of, or reckless disregard for, causing emotional
distress, (2) the plaintiff suffered severe or extreme emotional distress, and (3) actual or proximate
causation. Dillard Dept. Stores, Inc. v. Beckwith, 115 Nev. 372, 378 (1999) (Citing Star v.
Rabello, 97 Nev. 124, 125 (1981)).The Nevada Supreme Court defines extreme and outrageous
conduct as "that which is outside all possible bounds of decency and is regarded as utterly
intolerable in a civilized society." Maduike v. Agency Rent-A-Car, 114 Nev. 1, 4 (1998) (internal
quotations omitted). Shoen v. Amerco, Inc., 111 Nev. 735, 747 (1995).

The Defendants in this matter rescue abused and homeless and neglected dogs. That is
undisputed. It is also undisputed that many German Shepherd Dogs come into the possession of

Defendants, as part of their volunteer efforts to save dogs that have been abused and neglected. If
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Defendants came into the possession of any of Plaintiff’s dogs, the purpose would have been to
save the dogs lives and provide them with food, shelter, medical treatment, and find them homes.
Plaintiff on the other hand runs an illegal puppy mill and keeps dogs in horrific, cruel, filthy, and
inhumane conditions. If anyone has engaged in extreme and outrageous conduct, it is the
Plaintiff. Because the facts alleged by Plaintiff do not demonstrate any extreme and outrageous
conduct by Defendants, her claim fails as a matter of law and should be dismissed pursuant to
NRCP 12(b)(5).

Even if this Court accepts all of Plaintiff’s allegations as true, the undisputed facts of this
matter conclusively prove that Plaintiff has been operating an illegal puppy mill in San
Bernardino County, California in violation of San Bernardino County ordinances. In addition, it
is undisputed that Plaintiff has been arrested for and is currently under investigation for felony
animal cruelty for keeping dogs hidden in the desert on vacant land without food, water, shelter
and their most basic needs.

In determining whether a plaintiff is precluded from recovering against a defendant for
any claim based upon the plaintiff’s unclean hands, the Nevada Supreme Court has established a
two-factor analysis: (1) the egregiousness of the misconduct at issue, and (2) the seriousness of
the harm caused by the misconduct. See Income Investors, 101 P.2d at 974; cf. Evans, 116 Nev.
at 610,5 P.3d at 1050-51; Banks, 120 Nev. at 843, 102 P.3d at 66.When these factors weigh
against granting the requested relief, the unclean hands doctrine will bar Plaintiff from
recovering.See Evans, 116 Nev. at 610, 5 P.3d at 1050-51; Banks, 120 Nev. at 843, 102 P.3d at
66; Income Investors, 101 P.2d at 974; see also Smith v. Smith, 68 Nev. 10, 24, 226 P.2d 279,
286 (1951) (recognizing that "the un-clean hands maxim is one founded on public policy”). The
district court has broad discretion in applying these factors, and will not be overturned unless it is

unsupported by substantial evidence.Las Vegas Fetish and Fantasy Ball v. Ahern Rentals, 124
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Nev. 272, 276, 182 P.3d 764 (2008). See also See University Sys. v. Nevadans for Sound
Gov't, 120 Nev. 712, 721, 100 P.3d 179, 187 (2004) (recognizing the district court's discretion in
granting equitable injunctive relief).

Based upon the forgoing, it is clear that Plaintiff would be precluded from recovering
against Defendants on all of her causes of action, including her Fraud claim, due to her “dirty
hands” based upon her continuous and illegal activities. Therefore, as a matter of law, Plaintiff
cannot meet her burden of showing the probability of success on the merits and her claims should
be dismissed pursuant to NRCP 12(b)(5).

L. Plaintiff’s Claim for Property Damage Must Be Dismissed Because Dogs in
Clark County Must Be Spayed and Neutered

Clark County Ordinance 10.08.132 makes it a criminal offense for any person to possess
an animal over the age of 4 months that has not been spayed or neutered. Any of Plaintiff’s dogs
that were in possession of Defendants were mandated for spaying/neutering because said
possession would have taken place in Clark County, Nevada. This same ordinance makes it
unlawful for anyone without a Breeder’s Permit to possess dogs older than 4 months of age in
Clark County, Nevada. All rescues in Clark County, including VSR, that come into possession of
dogs, must spay or neuter those animals as soon as possible as required by law. VSR does not
have a Breeder’s Permit and was therefore legally required to spay/neuter all dogs in its position.
It is interesting that Plaintiff does not possess a Breeder’s Permit in any county of Nevada or
California, including San Bernardino County where she keeps her dogs under horribly inhumane
conditions. Therefore, it would have been illegal for Plaintiff to possess any unspayed/uneutered
dogs as well, whether in Clark County or San Bernardino County.

J. The Doctrine of Unclean Hands Precludes Plaintiff from Recovering on Any

and All of her Causes of Action, thereby Requiring Dismissal of her
Complaint as a Matter of Law.
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Even if this Court accepts all of Plaintiff’s allegations as true, the undisputed facts of this
matter conclusively prove that Plaintiff has been operating an illegal puppy mill in San
Bernardino County, California in violation of San Bernardino County ordinances. In addition, it
is undisputed that Plaintiff has been arrested for and is currently under investigation for felony
animal cruelty for keeping dogs hidden in the desert on vacant land without food, water, shelter
and their most basic needs.

In determining whether a plaintiff is precluded from recovering against a defendant based
upon the plaintiff’s unclean hands, the Nevada Supreme Court has established a two-factor
analysis: (1) the egregiousness of the misconduct at issue, and (2) the seriousness of the harm
caused by the misconduct. See Income Investors, 101 P.2d at 974; ¢f. Evans, 116 Nev. at 610, 5
P.3d at 1050-51; Banks, 120 Nev. at 843, 102 P.3d at 66.When these factors weigh against
granting the requested relief, the unclean hands doctrine will bar Plaintiff from recovering.See
Evans, 116 Nev. at 610, 5 P.3d at 1050-51; Banks, 120 Nev. at 843, 102 P.3d at 66; Income
Investors, 101 P.2d at 974; see also Smith v. Smith, 68 Nev. 10, 24, 226 P.2d 279, 286 (1951)
(recognizing that "the un-clean hands maxim is one founded on public policy”).The district court
has broad discretion in applying these factors, and will not be overturned unless it is unsupported
by substantial evidence.Las Vegas Fetish and Fantasy Ball v. Ahern Rentals, 124 Nev. 272, 276,
182 P.3d 764 (2008). See also See University Sys. v. Nevadans for Sound Gov't, 120 Nev. 712,
721, 100 P.3d 179, 187 (2004) (recognizing the district court's discretion in granting equitable

injunctive relief).

Based upon the forgoing, it is clear that Plaintiff would be precluded from recovering
against Defendants due to her “dirty hands” based upon her continuous and illegal activities in
San Bernardino County, California. Please see attached Exhibit 4 which is a citation to Plaintiff
for her violations of San Bernardino County Code for operating an illegal kennel operation,
which also includes photographs of the conditions that San Bernardino County inspectors
discovered at the property. Therefore, as a matter of law, Plaintiff cannot recover as a matter of

law against Defendants on any of her causes of action and her Complaint should be dismissed.
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K. Security Bonds and Motion to Amend.

Without posting the required security bonds in Case No. A820761, Plaintiff is seeking to
amend her Complaint in this matter to add additional defendants, including Jamie Gregory,
Vegas Pet Rescue Project, and attorney Casey D. Gish.

The instant matter is Case No. A821249 - Zorikova vs. Vegas Shepherd Rescue, Tammy
Willet, and Julie Pyle. The Complaint was filed on 9/15/2020. An application to proceed in
forma pauperis was filed by Zorikova on 9/20/2020. The application was denied on 9/20/2020.
A subsequent application to proceed in forma pauperis was filed on 9/24/2020. Also on
9/24/2020, it appears an amended complaint was filed. On 9/25/2020 the application to proceed
in forma pauperis was granted. The summons in the case were issued on 10/2/2020. On
10/6/2020 the court clerk issued a notice of non-conforming documents. Plaintiff allegedly
"served" her Complaint at Vegas Shepherd Rescue's business address on 10/6/2020. A
responsive pleading was due 10/26. On 10/26/2020, Demands for Security of Costs, due to
Plaintiff being an out-of-state resident of California were filed on behalf of each Defendant.
Defendant had 30 days in which to post the security bonds under. On December 4, 2021, this
Court issued an order staying this action until Plaintiff posted the required bond. Please see
Exhibit 1 hereto. She failed to post the required bond until April 11, 2021. Plaintiff claims that
she did provide notice to counsel for the Defendants of the posting of the security bond. In
support of that claim, Plaintiff submits to the Court an extremely blurry copy of an alleged email
sent to attorney Gish. The email is suspect at best. A simple examination of the email reveals
that it is from a Russian email account from yet another of Plaintiff’s many aliases, “Komy”.
Assuming that this email is real, and not another one of Plaintiff’s many forgeries, the email is
comprised of a Russian email address in the Russian alphabet. The email also contains

significant other text in the Russian alphabet. If this email was actually sent by Plaintiff to
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attorney Gish, and its doubtful that it was ever sent, because of the Russian email address and all
of the Russian characters used in the email, it likely would have been automatically directed to
attorney Gish’s email junk folder. This was probably intentional on Plaintiff’s part because she
has a penchant for playing games with service. Please see email attached hereto as Exhibit 3
which was also attached as Exhibit 1 to Plaintiff’s Motion/Opposition.

Case No. A820761 - Zorikova vs. Vegas Pet Rescue Project, Casey Gish, Jamie Gregory,
Shannon Weeks, and Erica Weeks. The Complaint was filed on 9/6/2020. The court clerk
issued a notice of non-conforming documents on 9/92020. The case was assigned to Judge
Nancy Alf. An application to proceed in forma pauperis was filed by Zorikova on 9/24/2020.
The application was granted the same day on 9/24/2020. Also, on 9/24/2020, it appears an
amended complaint was filed. The summons in the case was issued on 10/2/2020. However,
neither the summons, the Complaint, nor the Amended Complaint were ever served on any of
the Defendants. On 10/22/2020 Defendants and each of them filed Demands for Security of
Costs from Plaintiff due to her out of state residency in California. Plaintiff had 30 days to post
the required bonds. She never did. On 2/29/2021, Judge AIf issued an order dismissing
Plaintiff’s Complaint in that matter due to the failure to post the required security bonds.

Plaintiff now seeks to amend her complaint by adding the dismissed defendants from the
Zorikova v. Vegas Pet Rescue Project case (A820761). This constitutes improper “forum-
shopping”. Forum shopping is "[t]he practice of choosing the most favorable jurisdiction or court
in which a claim might be heard." Black's Law Dictionary 681 (8th ed. 2004). Plaintiff’s case
was dismissed by Judge Alf. If she wants to resurrect that claim, she needs to take the appropriate
procedural steps. Attempting to add parties that were previously dismissed in another lawsuit is
procedurally improper, especially when Plaintiff has failed to post the required security bonds

pursuant to NRS 18.130.
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Here, Defendants are having to defend Plaintiff’s baseless and vexatious lawsuits, where
Plaintiff has produced ZERO proof of ownership of dogs she claimed Defendants once had in
their possession. Plaintiff alleges that the dogs are worth $1,150,000; and Defendants request
that amount be the amount of Plaintiff’s bond (plus the expected time for resolution of Plaintiff’s
Complaint). This amount will make Defendants whole in the event Plaintiff’s claims fail.

The Court is authorized under NRS 18.130(2) to order an increased security of costs bond
on out of state Plaintiffs if the Court finds that the statutory minimum of $500 is insufficient.
Defendants request that based upon the number of motions pending from Plaintiff, the Plaintiff’s
repeated disregard for the Court’s procedural rules, and the sheer volume of correspondence and
discovery directed at Defendants’ counsel constantly from Plaintiff, and the fact that counsel for
Defendants are performing their work pro bono for Defendants, it is requested that the court
increase the amount of the cost bonds to $5,000 per Defendant for all Defendants.

Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend should be denied and Plaintiff should be ordered to post
higher security bonds for the Defendants in this matter. In addition, if Plaintiff’s Motion to
Amend is granted, it is requested that Plaintiff be ordered to post security bonds under NRS
18.130 in the amount of $5,000 per Defendant before being allowed to proceed on those claims.

L. Reconsideration of In Forma Pauperis Order.

Rule 60(b)(2) allows this Court to reconsider and correct any of its previous orders. In
this case, the Complaint was filed on 9/15/2020. An application to proceed in forma pauperis was
filed by Zorikova on 9/20/2020. The application was denied on 9/20/2020. A subsequent
application to proceed in forma pauperis was filed on 9/24/2020. Also, on 9/24/2020, it appears
an amended complaint was filed. On 9/25/2020 the application to proceed in forma pauperis was

granted.
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 85118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883
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It was recently discovered through a Freedom of Information Act request to the San
Bernardino County Sheriff’s office that Plaintiff received at least $350,000 in settlement for her
claims against that agency for their officers’ directing of individuals, not the Defendants, to
retrieve dogs in the California desert that were in distress and in physical danger due to the
environmental conditions in the middle of summer. In light of that settlement, it would appear
that Plaintiff is no longer indigent and can afford Court costs and fees in this matter. Therefore, it
is requested that the Court reconsider its prior Order to allow Plaintiff to proceed in forma
pauperis.

I11.
CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, it is clear that Plaintiff cannot, as a matter of law, recover on
any of her causes of action, and therefore it is respectfully requested that Plaintiff’s Complaint be
dismissed.

DATED this 21st day of July, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/si (PaseqD. Gisk

CASEY D. GISH, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 006657

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Co-counsel for Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue

WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

o] Stana D. Weir

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9468

6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Co-counsel for Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 85118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Casey D. Gish , declare:

I am a resident of and employed in Clark County, Nevada. I am over the age of eighteen
(18) years and not a party to the action within. My business address is 5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.,
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118.

That I served the document described as DEFENDANTS' REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S
OPPOSITION ON DEFENDANTS’ COUNTER-MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S
COMPLAINT on the parties whose address appears below:

__VIA U.S. MAIL: by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage
thereon fully prepaid, in the United States Postal Service at Las Vegas, Nevada. I am “readily
familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence by mailing.
Under that practice, it would be deposited with the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with
postage fully prepaid at Las Vegas, Nevada in the ordinary course of business.

X __VIA ELECTRONIC SERVICE: in accordance with NRCP through the Odyssey File &
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CASEY D. GISH
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Serve electronic filing system. I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of electronically
serving documents.

VIA EMALIL: in accordance to the Consent of Service by Electronic Means on file herein.
Via email by transmitting through an email service maintained by the person on whom it is served
at the email address provided by that person. The copy of the document served by email bears a
notation of the date and time of transmission and the email address to which transmitted.

ALLA ZORIKOVA

1905 Wilcox Ave, #175

Los Angeles. CA 90068

P: (323) 209-5186

E: stevejohn19732017 @gmail.com
Plaintiff
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Executed on the 21st day of June, 2021.

/s] (PaceqD.

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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Electronically Filed
7/22/2021 12:20 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE COUEEI

EXHIBIT “1”

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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ERIC JOHNSON
DISTRICT JUDGE
DEPARTMENT XX

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED

12/4/2020 4:14 PM . .
Electronically Filed

12/04/2020 4,14 PM

ORDR CLERK OF THE COURT

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOVA, Case No. A-20-821249-C
Plaintiff, Dept. No. XX

VS.

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendants.

ORDER

COURT FINDS after review that on October 24, 2020, Plaintiff Zorikova filed an Ex Parte

Application for Temporary Restraining Order, after filing a Complaint on September 15, 2020:

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on September 25, 2020 an Order to Proceed

in Forma Pauperis was entered granting Plaintiff’s Application to Proceed in Forma Pauperis.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant Julie Pyle

filed a Demand for Security Costs.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant Tammy

Willet filed a Demand for Security Costs.

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 26, 2020, Defendant Vegas

Shepherd Rescue filed a Demand for Security Costs.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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ERIC JOHNSON
DISTRICT JUDGE
DEPARTMENT XX

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 29, 2020, Plaintiff filed a Motion
to Schedule Hearing on Plaintiff’s Ex-Parte Application for Temporary Restraining Order from
Custody of Plaintiff’s Dogs and for Order to Return Plaintiff’s Dogs and Plaintiff’s Declaration in

Support. Subsequently, a hearing was set on December 9, 2020 at 8:30 AM

COURT FURTHER FINDS after review that on October 31, 2020, Plaintiff filed an
Objection to Defendant’s Demand for Security Costs on the basis that the Order granting Plaintiff to
proceed in forma pauperis thereby waived court costs. However, security costs as prescribed by NRS

18.130 are statutory and are not waived.

THEREFORE, COURT ORDERS, after a review that the case cannot move forward until
each security for costs is posted. When security for costs is posted, a hearing can be set on
Plaintift’s Ex-Parte Application for Temporary Restraining Order from Custody of Plaintiff’s Dogs
and for Order to Return Plaintiff’s Dogs and Plaintiff’s Declaration in Support. Service will be
required on all parties. All hearings are done remotely through the Bluejeans application. When a

hearing is set, a link will be sent to all parties.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED the hearing on December 9, 2020 is VACATED.

DATED this day of December, 2020. Dated this 4th day of December, 2020

S (.

ERIC JOHNSON
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE
10B B32 44B3 40B1

Eric Johnson
District Court Judge
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s) CASE NO: A-20-821249-C
VS. DEPT. NO. Department 20

Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

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: 12/4/2020

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last
known addresses on 12/7/2020

Alla Zorikova 1905 wilcox ave, #175
los angeles, CA, 90068

Casey Gish Van Law Firm
Attn: Casey D. Gish
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV, 89118

424
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[ caciv 5 Gisn Casey Gish <casey@gishlawfirm.com>

Civil manner
1 message

olivia car <olivia.car@mail.ru> Fri, Dec 18, 2020 at 2:13 PM
Reply-To: olivia car <olivia.car@mail.ru>
To: Casey@gishlawfirm.com, bryanpease@gmail.com

Pease and Gish, as you now understand you and your conspirators ("clients") stole the dogs from a wrong person.

| even didn't bother as yet to gather all the evidences , experts opinions, best attorneys intervention etc.

| need you both to communicate one with another and to understand that it will be very beneficially for you to move
toward solving it all with me in CIVIL MANNER.

| am not allowing criminals to mess up with my business nor with my dogs.

Get your brains together and contact my very agressive in negotiations attorney (contact info will be provided to you upon
request (and no, this is NOT Mr Levine) ) with option via CIVIL MANNER resolution. Dogs must be found and returned in
any condition

Ms Zorikova
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[ caciv 5 Gisn Casey Gish <casey@gishlawfirm.com>

Nationality

1 message

olivia car <olivia.car@mail.ru> Fri, Dec 18, 2020 at 2:59 PM

Reply-To: olivia car <olivia.car@mail.ru>
To: Casey@gishlawfirm.com, bryanpease@gmail.com

| understand communists like you have some nationality issues, wondering what is yours? Jewish?? That's why hate for

Germans?
You both better stop hating others for any reason, mind your own business, stop destruction, look at Trump's values and

you will see that life is not so terrible ...
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385 N. Arrowhead Ave, First Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415 | Phone: (909) 884-4056 » Fax: (909) 387-8217
www.SBCounty.gov

SAN BERNARDINO Land Use Services Department

COUNTY Code Enforcement
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

ZINAIDA, DMITREEVA ETAL OR

TO: JEONG, OLIVIA NOTICE DATE: _10/13/2020
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 0502-085-75-0000 CASE #: C202002475
SITUS ADDRESS: 1335 TRUMP BLVD BARSTOW CA 92311

MAILING ADDRESS: _ |

THE INDICATED VIOLATION(S) OF THE INTERNATIONAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE CODE AND/OR THE SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY CODE WERE OBSERVED ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DURING AN INSPECTION
CONDUCTED ON 10/02/2020 :

O IPMC 302.8 - Motor Vehicles: No inoperative motor vehicle shall be parked, kept, or stored on any premises other than in a garage.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 108.1.4 - Unlawful Structures: An unlawful structure that was erected, altered, or occupied contrary to law.
[ Room Addition [ Garage Conversion [ Patio Cover (1 Decking O Carport [ Residence / Manufactured [ Shed-Cargo Container-Barn-Animal Enclosure
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 108.1.5(7) - Dangerous Structure on Premises: The building or structure is neglected, damaged, dilapidated, unsecured,
abandoned, or an attractive nuisance.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 102.2 - Maintenance: Structure or premises shall be maintained in good working order.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 302.7 - Accessory Structures: Accessory structures, including detached garages, fences and walls, shall be maintained,
structurally sound, and in good repair.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 308.1 - Garbage: Exterior and interior of property shall be free from any accumulation of rubbish or garbage.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 504.1 - Plumbing Systems and Fixtures: Plumbing fixtures shall be properly installed and maintained in working order.
Corrective Action:

[0 IPMC 506.1 - Sanitary Drainage: Plumbing fixtures shall be properly connected to either a public sewer system or an approved

private sewage disposal system.

Corrective Action:

O IPMC 602.2 - Heating Facilities: Dwellings shall be provided with heating facilities.

Corrective Action:

[ SBCC 41.2503 — Rental Dwelling Unit License Required: A license is required for the operation of each rental dwelling unit.
Corrective Action:

[0 SBCC 84.25.070 A & C — Occupancy/Camping: It is unlawful to temporarily or permanently occupy any vehicle or temporary structure.
Corrective Action:

[0 SBCC 84.04.090(h) - Animal Density Standards: The number of animals shall be within approved limits.

Corrective Action:

X SBCC 82.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant

Corrective Action;_Operating a kennel on a properly listed as vacant with no established Primary Use is not allowed.
Remove 2 sheds, personal items, vehicles, dogs and makeshift animal enclosures.

The indicated violations must be corrected within 30 days from the date of this notice. A re-inspection of this property to verify
compliance will be completed after 11/12/2020 Failure to correct the existing violation(s) may result in the
issuance of administrative citations and/or civil or criminal prosecution. A lien and a special assessment on the property tax
roll may also be placed against the subject property to recover any regulatory costs incurred by the County.

If you have questions regarding this notice please contact Code Enforcement at (909) 884-4056 or (760) 995-8140.

Notice received by: Standard Mail Code Enforcement Officer: G. Arroyo

010
CERT Page 1 of _1 May_03 2018
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08/31/2020: Referral received from T. Campos with veterinary services. Kennel operating on vacant
parcel, POs living in tents and make shift storage units built on the parcel. On 8/8/2020 SBCSD found
approx. 50 German Shepherds on the property, unclear how many dogs remain as of today. There
also a lot of discarded meat that is picks up daily from the Barstow butcher and uses to feed the dogs.
Per T. Campos PO has filed a lawsuit against the SBCSD. Photos taken by T. Campos saved to
office links. E. Aguero

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT

09/08/2020 Ella | c:!led and would like a call back to know how to go about getting a
kennel permit. P. Harris

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT

09/09/2020: Ella, | \vould like to schedule the initial inspection on the property. She also
stated that the meat on the property is used for composting. E. Aguero

FIELD INVESTIGATION

10/02/2020 Field investigation conducted at front fence with property owner Ella Zorikova. Ms.
Zorikova did not consent to the investigation and all pictures were taken from the public right of way.
Ms. Zorikova stated that she only stays on the property when dogs are present. There are 2 shed
located on the property with one being metal and one wood Due to no consent to enter property i
observed approximately 13 dogs present on the property in individual makeshift cages with tarp being
used to shade dogs. 2 Sports utility vehicles were parked at the entrance of the property. Unable to
determine if any disposed meat was present on the property.

Ms. Zorikova stated that she has attempted to obtain a kennel permit and | explained to her i was
there to investigate the Land use Violation since the property is listed as vacant with no primary use.
Ms. Zorikova stated she will attempt to get the kennel permit and if she cannot obtain permit she will
leave the property. | explained to Ms. Zorikova that she must talk to planning. | gave Ms. Zorikova my
business card and informed her | would be sending a notice. Ms. Zorikova provided me with an
address to send notice to and asked any future communication to be with her attorney. | replied that
is fine, but her attorney would need to contact Code enforcement and we will not reach out to them
and it is her responsibility to keep her attorney informed not ours. Ms. Zorikova understood. Notice
will be sent to address on file and also to address provided by Ms. Zorikova, |GGG

I G ATToyO

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Notice prepared on 10/07/2020 with a mail date of 10/13/2020. 30 day notice will be issued for the
following violation: SBCC 82.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant. Notice has been saved to office link
and email has been sent to operations for regular mailing. G. Arroyo

NOTICE OF VIOLATION - MAILING:

10/13/2020: Notice of Violation mailed regular status with pictures and scanned to case file. Mailed to:

I . Candelario

011

432



NOTICE OF VIOLATION - MAILING:

10/13/2020: Notice of Violation mailed regular status with pictures and scanned to case file. Mailed to:

I N Candelario
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Electronically Filed
8/14/2021 3:41 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUE!E
Alla Zorikova (ﬁd—ﬁ'

1905 Wilcox Av., #175
Los Angeles, CA 90068
3232095186
Olivia.car@mail.ru

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOVA, 1 A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF,
PLAUNTIFF’S EX PARTE Motion for

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS Sanctions for Defendant’s false

SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I representations to the Court, Memorandum of

THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE Points and Authorities and Declaration in

BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X, Support.
DEFENDANTS
Department 20
HEARING REQUESTED

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

Plaintiff requested multiple times Meet and Confer Conference and provided Defendants with
Notice of Motion for Sanction based on Defendant’s False Statements of Facts to the Court;

however, Defendants failed to respond in any manner.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES.

NRCP 11 (b) (1), (2), 3); (c) (1),(4)

STATEMENT OF FACTS

Defendants in their pleadings, opposition papers and motions are defrauding the Court by

KNOWNGLY stating false facts in their filed papers that are clearly false and undisputable.

Below Plaintiff provides not a full list of those false facts based on just a single Defendant’s

filings Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Motion for TRO:

1. In Defendant’s Opposition to Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Motion for TRO on page 3 line 25

Defendant states: “Plaintiff did not provide photos of her own” regarding proof of stolen
dog’s ownership, while in a reality, Plaintiff attached multiple pictures of herself with her
dogs that are displayed as stolen on Defendant’s Facebook page.

2. On page 4 of the same , line 9 to 27 Defendants are fully defrauding the Court with
paragraphs of clearly false, evasive and obviously designed to cover up the truth,
statements such as: a) On line 10 Defendants falsely states that Plaintiff stated she
houses 50 dogs in cages. Plaintiff had never stated so in none of her pleadings nor

motions not otherwise, because she never keeps nor kept dogs in cages. All dogs are
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walking free on huge acreage of her property or kept in roomy kennels with huge play
zone area.

b). On line 12 Defendant falsely and baselessly without any supporting evidences states
that Plaintiff was conducting business in San Bernardirno County since May 2018, which
is not true. C). On line 14 Defendants falsely states that Plaintiff is an established illegal
operator of puppy mills throughout of USA and her dogs are kept in inhumane
conditions. No one never “established” that Plaintiff is an “illegal operator” and operates
“puppy mill”. Plaintiff does not run an illegal businesses nor operates any “puppy mill”.
D). On line 18 Defendants falsely and baselessly state that Plaintiff raising her dogs in
inhumane and cruel conditions outside of Barstow, California, while claiming multiple
times that NONE of the Defendants have ever been on Plaintiff’s property and therefore
never observed, nor has personal knowledge of any conditions. However, what Defendant
has certain knowledge is that Plaintiff does not run any business from December of 2020
until current in San Bernardirno County, California, yet Defendants falsely states
otherwise.

. Further, on page 5 Defendants once again baselessly and falsely (while claiming they had
never been on Plaintiff’s property and never saw her or her dogs while on property) state
that there were no even dirt roads nor the Dogs had not have water, food, shelter in
contradiction to true and credible Animal Control Report (Exhibit 1).

. Further, on line 7 of the same Defendants (while attaching referred Notice of Violation as
Exhibit and therefore, with inability to claim “innocent mistake” Defendants falsely state

that “Notice of Violation was issued for operating kennel without permit” , while true
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fact is that the Notice of Violation was given for “ No Primary Use ” (Exhibit 2 )

regarding absence of residential construction on the property.

. Further, on line 20 Defendants refer to “breeder license” which are not required for

Plaintiff while not operating in San Bernardirno County.

On page 6 line 17, page 22 linel Defendants state that they “found from Freedom of

Information Act” settlement amount, which is falsehood based on the true fact that

settlement was confidential and amount of the same cannot be disclosed. Also

Defendants state wrong amount (they could not “find” the true one legally).

. Further, on line 20 Defendants falsely state that “Plaintiff sued various Defendants for

alleged theft in multiple countries in California”, while Defendants know that Plaintiff

filed lawsuit related in San Bernardirno County while San Diego’s lawsuit is against

Pease as for defamation and libel.

. Further on page 7 line 27 Defendants state that “Deputies visited home of Pyle”, while in
reality 3 different judges issued search warrants under which Deputies conducted a
search.

On page 11 line 9 Defendants falsely state that “litigation is ongoing regarding “false
arrest” cause of Plaintiff. There is no any ongoing litigation and the “arrest” case
#082001029 against plaintiff was turned down by Victorville’s District Attorney back in
2020 and closed.

. On page 16 line 12 to 16, page 18 line 3 Defendants falsely state that “it is
UNDESPUTED that Plaintiff is currently under criminal investigation” . While the true

UNDESPUTED fact is that “arrest” case #082001029 against plaintiff was turned down
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by Victorville’s District Attorney back in 2020 and closed, no any charges has been filed
against Plaintiff by District Attorney.

11. Further, on page 18 line 24 Defendants knowingly (by introducing the same referred
exhibit “Notice of Violations” ) falsely once again states that “Notice of Violation” is a
“Citation for operating an illegal kennel operation”, which is indisputably not true.

12. As we can clearly see, even while Plaintiff pointed above only to a single Defendant’s
filing “a Reply to Plaintiff’s Opposition”, Defendants are people who do not hesitate to

pour waterfall of falsehood on the Court and
WHEREFORE

Plaintiff respectfully asks this Court to issue Sanctions against Defendants in the amount of

$1000 and to strike their pleadings and another filed papers that Court will find appropriate.

Respectfully, %

08/14/2021
DECLARATION OF ALLA ZORIKOVA IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

Under penalty of perjury and law of Nevada I, Alla Zorikova, state that the foregoing is true and

correct to the best of my knowledge and based on personal knowledge declare the following:

1. Tam Plaintiff in this action
2. There were never any “inhumane conditions” on any of our property in regards to dogs

welfare.
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3. All Dogs always had food, water, shelter, were in excellent health, did not need any
medical attention and never been distressed.

4. “Arrest case “ in Victorville District’s Attorney Office #082001029 against me has been
turned down in 2020 and closed. NO any charges has never been filed by District
Attorney and all records of that arrest will be destroyed shortly.

5. Animal Control Officers on 3 different visits found all our dogs having water, shelter,
being in good health and not distressed.

6. Our top World German Shepherds are judged by world class judges and are top
bloodlines, confirmation and pedigree dogs. Each dog values from $15,000 up to
$500,000 and it is outrageous for defendants attempting to claim that these dogs are “not
having water nor food”. Our Dogs fed via very selective human grade organic meat diet,
puppies are fed from best of the best meat available for humans from Whole Foods
Market.

7. My Dogs kept free on hundreds acres of our private property or in state of art roomy
kennels with huge play zone attached to kennels, not in “cages”.

8. I am not running any business nor have any dogs in San Bernardirno County, CA nor in
Missouri.

9. Criminal investigation against thieves of my German Shepherds, case #082001074 in
Victorville’s District Attorney Office is still ongoing and special homicide unit
Detectives submitted their findings on thieves to District Attorney Office couple weeks

ago.

Alla Zorikova

08/14/2021
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Alla Zorikova, certify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 08/14/2021 to Casey Gish.
Alla Zorikova

08/14/2021

%
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Electronically Filed
811512021 3:46 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE CO
A ﬂa—-«-—-f
ASSIST/IPOLICE Priority Level 3 Total Amimals 20 Amimat Type. D¢

Af:nviryAddress: LOCKHART RD RED MOUNTAIN
Activity Comment:  0.67 a7 Wi DEP ALEXANDER. WILL DIRECT TO ADDRESS FOR ASSIST. LOG# BADZ2

A20.4 72252

Callgr |nformati;|:7 T - I

i 1RSVLD

‘ |

T‘W.‘M

Officer. POYS067  CHAVEZ Clerk: B4868 I
Cali Date 08/08:20 02:02 PM
New Date 08108120 02:07 PM
Dispaich Date. 08/08/20 02.30 PM
Working Date 0B/OB/Z0 04113 PM |
Complele Date: 08/08/20 04-21 PM
Memo:

08/17/20 Mysell and 0-84 MC win the Owner and her daughter. The owner grove us to a Goverment owned Spring where
they gel their waler. She then waiked us aroung the properly and showed us all the dogs who all had water anc shelter. She
stated she picks up left over meat from Barstow Countey Butener daily lor the dogs foad. The address to the property is 1370
Trump Rd, but it does not com 2up on the map yet | took pictures and put them in O-57 folder. H3045/0-85

8/8/20 0-67 arrived 1o the call and said all dogs had water and shade. 0-87 said all dogs were healthy and hormal He said
there were 50+ dogs on the PRty and they all had water and shade in their tages. 0-67 said the dog owner was qauing to be
arrested for 597 due to the Deputy's not viewing water and shade. | told 0-67 we weren't going 1o impound the dogs today |
told him to make sure the dogs have water and we will return on 8/9 10 ensyre the dogs stil have water and aren't in distress,
we hung up the phone. 0-67 called me back asking about under age pups on the ppty | asked 1o talk tc an Officer on the
PRYy. the phone was handed to a SGT. | was unable to get his name due to the fact he was $0 upset we wesen'timpounding
degs. | listened to him about how he is leaving and drdn't care what animal contrel does or doesn't do. | Lald 067 o post the
PRty and impound all under age pups that didn't have a mother, | called 0-67 back to make sure SO knew ACC wouldn't pay
for the cost of the dogs or any of the fees thatincur He put me on the phone with officer Parsons, | explained to her Sherriff
Opt will have to pay for all the cost of the dogs She went on arant about how she doesn't care she is only there lo uphold her
officer oath. | was able to explain to her we were not picking up 50+ dogs !od§y and we would return each day to water and
feed (o ensure none of them go into distress, until we make arrangements to impound all 50+ dogs. B4869

8/8/20 | M/C with $/0 and was able to see many dogs in plain vigw on property. The dogs were all large G.She_ps were in pins
with shade cloth. Ali the G sheps had shade and shelter all had litlle water. Nane of the dogs appear to be in msnress and all
appear to be healthy and normal, S/0 and dog owner gave the cogs water. There were 12 pups unknown which of the female
dogs was the mother, Per O-99f 0-80 the pups were o be impounded and the property is to be posted for 24 hr
abandonment. | posted the front gate, side gate, and fhe litte housefshack @ 16:20 for 48 G- Sheps per S/O they arrested
dog owner for 597 animals in distress. ...pic in O-67 folder. . c3865

Bisy irectj

N 52 ﬁtﬁfn"gﬂsatﬁ' {2 PrOPerty. My 15 norh to sy 58 west, S o v lake Pt vor aboul 5.8 mi. you wilthen L
it o o ill paved rd. at end of Paved rd go right for about 4.1 mi at the pole with blug ribben ga Ieft for 9.1 il

SNtor 0.8 mil then left at the red poje m Prop will be to your right.... c3863

08/08/20 | met with Dep Parson's ang
on the property. | counted at least 63
nextto Q67 advising abandonment #
over at Hoffman rg X Hoffman Rd an,
Dodge Ram 2500 or 3500 with a ma

we fed and watered the dogs. All of C-67 natices were still up ant the dogs were st
dogs but they were hiding in the dens so it was hard to get a full count. | posted 7 Ol
or the 50+ dogs and 1 chicken, When | was leaving Dep Parsons had someane pullg
d as | drove down Hofiman Rd to Harper Valley Lake rd and there was a lifted black
N and a woman in it followed by a larger white van with German shep stickers on it. 11
fo talk to them but they would Net speak with me and arave East on Hoffman RJ. | did not get the lic plate numbers for the

truck but_l did get a partia) plate on the van The first 3 letters were "AKG". | was unable to take pictures as my camera wa
cverheating and not working preperty H9045/0-85

0811720 ) took pictures ard noticed a significant amount of dogs were missing and the chicken was gone. 0-55/Stevens
counted 25 dogs on the property. we Impounded 1 dog that was stuck under fencing trying to get shade under a board, W
puling in Lt. Molina noticed goats on the North/East corneriside of the property line. | went to go check and there was a mi
Nigerian dwarf goat tied with a colar and chain to the ground as well as a Nublan/Alpine mix female goat who was also tier
down by a collar and chain, Neither gaat had foad water or shelter, We put both goats in the truck and gave them water, 24
dogs and 2 goats where impounded n total. Lt Molinz was then leaving the property and a white van with German shep
stickers and advertising of rescues pulled up. Lt Moling asked why they were there and the woman stated this was the first
time she was out here and Lt. Molina took down her lic plate which was "AKC GSD" and there was a phone number cn the

side of the van "909-297-6217". The wornan wauld net give any more information and drove away. Al pictures are in 0.67
folder. nS045/0-85

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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285 N. Arrawhead Ave, First Floor, San Bemardino, C& 92415 | Phane: (909} 884-4056 » Fax: (808) 387-8217

ElectronY4ify- Efpunty.gov
8/15/2021 3:52 PM

SAN RERNARDING Land USE SEl‘ViCBS Departmeﬂé"e“ D. Grierson

COUNTY Code Enforcement CLE? OF THE COUQ
i

NOTICE OF VIOLATI

ZINAIDA, DMITREEVA ETAL OR
TO: _JEONG, OLIVIA NOTICE DATE: _10/13/2020

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER: _0502-085-75-0000 CASE #: C202002475
SITUS ADDRESS: 1335 TRUMP BLVD BARSTOW CA 92311

MAILING ADDRESS: _

THE INDICATED VIOLATION{S) OF THE INTERNATIOMNAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE CODE AMD/IOR THE SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY CODE WERE OBSERVED CON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DURING AN INSPECTION
CONDUCTED ON 10/02/2020 :

1 IPMC 302.8 - Motor Vehicles: Mo inoperative molor vehicle shall be parked, kept, or stored on any premises other than in 2 garage.
Correctve Action:

1 IFMC 108.1 4 - Unlawful Structures: An unlawful structure that was erected, altered. or pocupied contrary to law.
] Rosm addition 1 Garage Gonvarsion T Patio Caver [ Deckng [ Carpart T Resanca | Manufactured _1 Shod-Cares Comamer-Bam-Animal Enclosure
Coarreclve Action:

T iPMC 108.1.5(7) - Dangeraus Structure on Premises: The building or structure is neglected, damaged, dilapidated, unsecured,
abandoned, or an atractive nuisance.
Corrective Action:

O IPMC 102.2 - Maintenance: Siructure or premises shall be maintained in good working order,

Correcirve Action:

O tPMC 302.7 - Accessory Structures: Accessory structures, including detached garages, fences and walls, shall be maintained,
structurally sound, and in good repair.

Corrective Action:

1 IPMC 308.1 - Garbage: Exterior and interior of praperty shall be free from any accumulation of rubbish ar garbage.

Corrective Action:

T iPMC 504.1 - Plumbing Systems and Fixturas! Plumbing fixtures shall be properly installed and maintained in working order,
Corrective Action:

1 IPMC 5061 - Sanitary Drainage: Plumbing fixtures shall ba properly connected to either a public sewer systern of an appraved
private sewage disposal system.

Corrective Action:

1 IPMC 802.2 - Heating Facilities: Dwellings shall be provided with heating faciiities.

Corrective Action:

i1 SBCC 41,2503 —~ Rental Dwelling Unit License Required; A license is required for he operation of each renlal dwelling unit,
Correctrve Action:

Tl SBCC 84.25.070 A & C - Occupancy/Camping: 1t is unlawiul to temporarily or permanenty occupy any vehicle or temperary structure,
Corrective Action:

0 SBCC 84.04.090(h} - Animal Density Standards: The number of animals shall be within appraved limits.

Corrective Action:

H S§B8CC B2.02.020(b) No Primary Use - Vacant

Correclive Action.  Operafing a konief ont @ property hsted s vacant with ng cstabiltstied Primacy Use s ot allowed,
Remaove 2 sheds, personad jtoms, vetneles, dogs and makestiift cpimal enclosures.

Ths indicated violations must be corrected within 30 days from the date of Lhis notice. A re-inspection of this propenty to verify
compliance will bs complsted after 11/12/2020 Failure lo correct the existing viclation{s) may result in the
issuance of administrative citations andfor civil or criminal proseculion. A lien and a special assessment on the property tax
roll may also be placed against the subject property to recaver any regulatory cosls incurred by the County.

If you have questions regarding this nolice please contact Code Enforcement at (909) 884-4056 or (760) 995-8140.

Motice received by: Standard Mail Code Enforcement Officer: G. Arroyo

CERT Case Number: A-20-821249-C Pagelof 1 . woue
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Electronically Filed
8/16/2021 9:32 AM
Steven D. Grierson
DISTRICT COURT CLERK OF THE coU
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA (ﬁ@‘—ﬁ ﬁ,,

Heesiesk

Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s) Case No.: A-20-821249-C
vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s) Department 20

NOTICE OF HEARING

Please be advised that the Plaintiff's Ex Parte Motion for Sanctions for Defendants
False Representations to the Court, Memorandum of Points and Authorities and
Declaration in Support in the above-entitled matter is set for hearing as follows:

Date: September 15, 2021
Time: 8:30 AM
Location: RJC Courtroom 12A

Regional Justice Center

200 Lewis Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89101
NOTE: Under NEFCR 9(d), if a party is not receiving electronic service through the
Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing System, the movant requesting a

hearing must serve this notice on the party by traditional means.

STEVEN D. GRIERSON, CEO/Clerk of the Court

By: /s/ Imelda Murrieta
Deputy Clerk of the Court

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that pursuant to Rule 9(b) of the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion
Rules a copy of this Notice of Hearing was electronically served to all registered users on
this case in the Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing System.

By: /s/ Imelda Murrieta
Deputy Clerk of the Court

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883
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Electronically Filed
8/16/2021 10:17 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CERT CLERK OF THE COUEE
CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. '

Nevada Bar No. 006657

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468

WEIR LAW GROUP, LL.C
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Artorneys for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOVA; CASE NO.A-20-821249-C
Plaintiff(s), DEPT. NO. XX

VS.

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ., co-counsel for Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and

Vegas Shepherd Rescue, hereby declares under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of

'The Complaint on file herein does not name attorney Casey D. Gish as a Defendant. Plaintiff unilaterally modified
the caption at some point to include him as a Defendant. Plaintiff’s later inclusion of attorney Casey D. Gish should
be stricken, and arguments for same are included in Defendants’ Counter-Motion to Dismiss filed concurrently
herein. However, should the court allow Plaintiff’s modified caption to stand, Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments
herein.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 85118
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

Phone (702) 583-5883
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Nevada that the following is true and correct:

That on August 16, 2021, a copy of the video surveillance in a USB device has been

deposited via UPS Next Day delivery service on the party whose address appears below:

ALLA ZORIKOVA

1905 Wilcox Ave, #175

Los Angeles. CA 90068

P: (323) 209-5186

E: stevejohn19732017 @gmail.com
Plaintiff

DATED this _16™ day of Augsut, 2021.

454

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s CaseyD. Gish

CASEY D. GISH, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 006657

5940 S. RainbowBlvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118

Casey @GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

Co-counsel for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue

WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

o] Stana D. Weir

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9468

6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Co-counsel for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com
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Electronically Filed
8/19/2021 6:36 AM
Steven D. Grierson

SUPP CLERK OF THE COUEE
CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. '

Nevada Bar No. 006657

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468

WEIR LAW GROUP, LL.C
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Artorneys for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOVA; CASE NO.A-20-821249-C
DEPT. NO. XX
Plaintiff(s),
VS. Hearing Date: 8/18/2021

Hearing Time:9:15 a.m.
JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ SUPPLEMENT TO REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-MOTION
TO DISMISS PLAINTIFEF’S COMPLAINT

COME NOW, Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, and

hereby provides the following SUPPLMENT to their REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-

'The Complaint on file herein does not name attorney Casey D. Gish as a Defendant. Plaintiff unilaterally modified
the caption at some point to include him as a Defendant. Plaintiff’s later inclusion of attorney Casey D. Gish should
be stricken, and arguments for same are included in Defendants’ Counter-Motion to Dismiss filed concurrently
herein. However, should the court allow Plaintiff’s modified caption to stand, Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments
herein.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com
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MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT.

Defendants hereby supply this Court with the following Supplement to their prior Reply to
Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendants’ Counter-Motion to Dismiss. Said Reply was filed on July
21, 2021. This supplement amends section II(L) “Reconsideration of In Forma Pauperis Order”
on page 21 and 22 of said Reply as follows:

L. Reconsideration of In Forma Pauperis Order.

Rule 60(b)(2) allows this Court to reconsider and correct any of its previous orders. In
this case, the Complaint was filed on 9/15/2020. An application to proceed in forma pauperis was
filed by Zorikova on 9/20/2020. The application was denied on 9/20/2020. A subsequent
application to proceed in forma pauperis was filed on 9/24/2020. Also, on 9/24/2020, it appears
an amended complaint was filed. On 9/25/2020 the application to proceed in forma pauperis was
granted.

It was recently discovered through a Freedom of Information Act request to the San
Bernardino County Sheriff’s office that Plaintiff received at least $325,000 in settlement for her
claims against that agency for their officers’ directing of individuals, not the Defendants, to
retrieve dogs in the California desert that were in distress and in physical danger due to the
environmental conditions in the middle of summer. In light of that settlement, it would appear
that Plaintiff is no longer indigent and can afford Court costs and fees in this matter.

"
"
"
"

"
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com
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Therefore, it is requested that the Court reconsider its prior Order to allow Plaintiff to
proceed in forma pauperis. A copy of the settlement agreement between Zorikova, her daughter
Olivia Jeong, and San Bernardino County dated, February 9, 2021, for the amount of $325,000 is
attached hereto as Exhibit A.

DATED this 19"day of August, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

Isi (PaceqD. Giish

CASEY D. GISH, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 006657

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118
Casey@GishLawFirm.com

(702) 583-5883 Telephone

(702) 483-4608 Facsimile

Co-counsel for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue

WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

o] Stana D. Weer

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 9468

6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(702) 509-4567 Telephone

Co-counsel for Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue
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Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@GishLawFirm.com

€«

= THE LAW OFFICE DF =

CASEY D. GISH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Casey D. Gish , declare:

I am a resident of and employed in Clark County, Nevada. I am over the age of eighteen
(18) years and not a party to the action within. My business address is 5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.,
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118.

That I served the document described as DEFENDANTS’ SUPPLEMENT TO REPLY
IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT on the
parties whose address appears below:

X VIA ELECTRONIC SERVICE: in accordance with NRCP through the Odyssey File &
Serve electronic filing system. I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of electronically
serving documents.

ALLA ZORIKOVA

1905 Wilcox Ave, #175

Los Angeles. CA 90068

P: (323) 209-5186

E: stevejohn19732017 @gmail.com
Plaintiff

Executed on the 19™ day of August, 2021.

Is/ CaceeD. Gisk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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