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(1) mistake, inadvertence, surprise or excusable neglect;

(3) fraud (whether previously called intrinsic or extrinsic), misrepresentation, or
misconduct by an opposing party;

(6) any other reason that justifies relief.”
A. Plaintiff’s MotionFor Relief is Duplicative and Should Be Denied
Should the court consider its order for dismissal one that is final, Plaintiff filed her first
motion for relief pursuant to these same statutes prior to its entry, on August 23, 2021. This
motion is still pending. Thus, at the time Plaintiff filed the instant motion, there was no order
denying the relief requested in that motion that could form the basis for reconsideration. As such,
this motion is duplicative and should be denied.

B. Alternatively, Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside Should Be Denied On The
Merits

The district court has wide discretion in deciding whether to grant or deny a motion to set

aside a judgment under NRCP 60(b). See, e.g.,Union Petrochemical Co. v. Scott, 96 Nev. 337,

609 P.2d 323 (1980). Here, the Court took over a half day of live testimony, evidence and
argument from Plaintiff, Plaintiff’s daughter, and Defendants regarding the issue of service of
process. The court provided its own well-reasoned and thought out 9-page order in support of its
findings that Plaintiff abused the judicial process by presenting false and misleading testimony,
and having prepared and filed false and misleading documents with the Court. (See Order
attached hereto as Exhibit 1, at pp. 5: 1-3). Any additional testimony and evidence used to set
aside this Court’s order is likely to be false and misleading as well.

As discussed above, the “fraud” Plaintiff claims in support of this new motion for the
same relief as the pending motion is, somewhat the same as the last motion (bribery of the Judge,
for which Plaintiff has filed a judicial complaint), untrue guesses on Plaintiff’s part

(endorsements, and legal funding); and claims that are not germane to the outcome of the case.
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Plaintiff also reiterates all the ways in which she should win (again). However, Plaintiff does not
point to a single fact or a shred of evidence of fraud but instead alludes that everything and
everyone is out to get her. It is clear that what is important: additional testimony or evidence on
those topics - do not change the fact thatPlaintiff failed to effectuate service of process under the
Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure and was found to have abused the process vis-a-vis her
evidence, her testimony and her daughter, Olivia Jeong’s testimony.

1. The Court Was Well Within Its Right To Dismiss Plaintiff’s Case for

Abuse ofProcess, and Presenting False and Misleading Testimony
and Evidence

NRCP 41(b) states:

Involuntary Dismissal: Effect. If the plaintiff fails to comply with these rules or a court

order, a defendant may move to dismiss the action or any claim against the defendant.

Unless the dismissal order or an applicable statute provides otherwise, a dismissal under

Rule 41(b) and any dismissal not under this rule — except one for lack of jurisdiction,

improper venue, or failure to join a party under Rule 19 — operates as an adjudication on

the merits.

In Plaintiff’s pending motion for the same relief as she seeks in the instant motion under
the same statutes, Plaintiff copy/pasted the 2016 Nevada Practice Manual that was posted on the
law firm of Holland & Hart’s website wherein she provides that NRCP 41(b) dismissal does not
specifically mention lesser sanctions as an alternative dismissal. See Motion at pp. 15 (there are

no numerical lines or paragraph numbers contained in the motion to provide a specific

citation.)See also Henderson v. Duncan, 779 F.2d 1421, 1424 (9th Cir. 1986).

As the Court herein noted, “[a]s a general proposition, the trial court has the inherent
power to dismiss a plaintiff's action to protect the integrity of the judicial process and to sanction
a party’s failure to comply with the rules of procedure or any order of the court. See NRCP 41(b).
Cf. Meeker v. Rizley, 324 F.2d 269, 271 (10th Cir. 1963).See Order at pp. 5: 3-7.

Defendants agreed with Plaintiff in that motion and Defendants again advanced that
argument to the extent the court considers this duplicative motion. Plaintiff offers no argument as

6
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to why she believesshe was not required to present testimony or evidence that were not false and

misleading and our research reveals no authority that would allow Plaintiff to do that.

1.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiff’s Motion For

Relief From Final Order, be denied.

DATED this 28th day of September, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s/ (PaceqD. Gisk
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o] Stana D. Weir

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
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Co-counsel for DefendantsJulie Pyle, Tamniy
Willet, &Vegas Shepherd Rescue




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

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’ OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM FINAL ORDER 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.

VIA EMAIL: 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

Executed on the 28th day of September, 2021.

[s/ (PaceqD. Gisk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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ORDR

ALLA ZORIKOVA;

Plaintiff(s),
Vs.

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
9/2/2021 12:10 PM

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO.A-20-821249-C
DEPT. NO. XX

Hearing Date: 8/18/2021
Hearing Time: 9:15 am.

ORDER

Electronically Filed
09/02/2021 12:09 P]

CLERK OF THE COURT

THIS MATTER having come on for hearing on the 18" day of August, 2021 at 9:15 a.m.

before the HONORABLE ERIC JOHNSON; Plaintiff ALLA ZORIKOVA appearing Pro Se;

Defendants, JULIE PYLE and VEGAS SHEPHERD RESCUE appearing in person and by and

through their counsel, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH, and

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ. of WEIR LAW GROUP; Defendant TAMMY WILLET, appearing by

and through her counsel, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. of THE LAW OFFICES OF CASEY D. GISH,

and SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ. of WEIR LAW GROUP; the Court having set an evidentiary hearing

to consider whether Plaintiff properly effected service of the summons and complaints under Rules

4 and 4.2 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure. The Court having considered the papers and

pleadings on file, the oral arguments of counsel, testimony of witnesses, and evidence entered

therein, makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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1) The Complaint is dismissed as to Defendants, Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet and Casey
Gish! because service was not proper under NRCP 4.2(a) as to the individuals. Service was not
made personally, or to the individuals’ dwellings or abodes, or to any agent authorized to accept
service of process. The location of alleged service was a mail drop area of a business located at
2620 Regatta Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada.

2) The Complaint is dismissed as to Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue because service
was not proper under NRCP 4.2(c). Service was not made on the registered agent, an officer or
director, or any other agent authorized to receive process.

3) The Complaint is likewise dismissed as to Defendants because the affidavits of service
were not timely filed pursuant to NRCP 4(d). Plaintiff claims to have effectuated service of process
on October 5, 2020; and again on October 9, 2020. However, Plaintiff did not file any affidavits
of service until June 8, 2021 which was well past the due date imposed by NRCP 4(d), requiring
affidavits of service to be filed within the time for filing an answer or responsive pleading.

4) At the evidentiary hearing on August 18, 2021, the Court sought to determine if service
of the summons and complaint on Defendants was accomplished by Plaintiff’s daughter, Olivia
Jeong, as claimed by Plaintiff and indicated in her June 8, 2021 affidavits of service. Defendants
contended that to the extent any service was attempted, it was done by Plaintiff herself, an
unqualified person under NRCP 4(c)(3).

Plaintiff called Ms Jeong as a witness. Ms. Jeong testified that she served packages of
materials for Plaintiff at 2620 Regatta Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada on October 5 and October 9,

2020. When pressed how she came to Las Vegas from her home in Barstow, California, to deliver

1Mr. Gish was not named as a Defendant in Plaintiff’s Complaint filed on September 15, 2020 or
in the Complaint filed on September 24, 2020. However, at some point, Plaintiff unilaterally
altered the caption to include him as a Defendant.

2
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the packets on the two different dates, Ms. Jeong stated she paid an unknown middle age male to
take her from Barstow in a truck to the 2620 Regatta Drive address. The Court finds Ms. Jeong’s
testimony to be not credible and Plaintiff knowingly proffered this false testimony to the Court.
The Court reaches this conclusion based on Ms. Jeong’s demeanor, her refusal and/or inability to
answer basic questions, her long delays in responding to basic questions, and her inconsistent and
often evasive answers and other responses. Her testimony was also not consistent with the
testimony of Julie Pyle, which is discussed below and which the Court finds credible.

5) Plaintiff also testified at the hearing. She claimed while she delivered a package of
materials on October 6, 2020 to 2620 Regatta Drive, including the summons and the complaint,
she had sent her daughter into the address on both October 5 and October 9, 2020 to formally
affect service of the documents. The Court does not find Plaintiff’s testimony to be credible and
believes Plaintiff testified falsely at the hearing. The Court’s conclusion is based, in part, upon
the Plaintiff’s statements in her pleadings and papers, the testimony presented at the hearing, the
demeanor of the Plaintiff’s in presenting her testimony at the hearing and her evasive and
contradictory answers. Her testimony was not consistent with the testimony of Julie Pyle, which
is discussed below and which the Court finds credible. During her testimony, Plaintiff also gave
answers regarding her alleged inability to remember her current business/residence address, or
even the county in Texas in which her current business/residence is situated. She then later
admitted to the Court these were false answers and she was actually trying to conceal the location
of her current business/residence in Texas because she did not want to reveal that location to the
Defendants due to supposed safety concerns and ongoing litigation in other jurisdictions.

6) Defendants called Julie Pyle, who is a director of Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue.
Ms. Pyle testified that she picks up the mail for Vegas Shepherd Rescue from its mail drop at 2620

Regatta Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada. She explained she and Tammy Willet are the only two
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individuals authorized to pick up the mail and effectively it is only her as Ms. Willet lives out of
state. Ms. Pyle testified Ms. Willet called her on October 6, 2020, and indicated she had received
a call from the receptionist at 2620 Regatta Drive who told her an individual who identified herself
as “Alla” had left a packet of legal materials with the receptionist. Ms. Willet asked Ms. Pyle to
pick up the packet. Ms. Pyle went to the address and received the packet which she presented in
Court and was admitted as an exhibit. She testified that she was not contacted on either October
5 or October 9 about Ms. Jeong’s supposed service of the summons and complaint on those dates.
She stated the only packet of litigation materials she picked up at the 2620 Regatta Drive address
was the one packet she picked up October 6 which was left by someone named “Alla.” She did
not receive the packets Ms. Jeong supposedly delivered to 2620 Regatta Drive on October 5 and
October 9, 2020.

7) Defendants introduced a video of the lobby area at the 2620 Regatta Drive address into
evidence. It showed a woman entering the lobby on October 6, 2020, speaking with the
receptionist and leaving a packet of papers which were later picked up by Ms. Pyle. Plaintiff
admitted in her testimony the woman in the video was her.

8) Based on the evidence presented, the Court concludes the only effort at service of the
summons and complaint at the 2620 Regatta Drive address was accomplished by Plaintiff herself
on October 6, 2020. Ms. Jeong did not ride in a truck driven by an unknown middle age male
from Barstow, California on October 5 and October 9, 2020 to the 2620 Regatta Drive address in
Las Vegas, Nevada and deliver two separate packets of legal documents. The Court finds Plaintiff
and Ms. Jeong presented false testimony at the hearing to attempt to establish service of the
summons and complaint on defendants. The complaint is dismissed as to Defendants as any
service of the summons and complaint which was attempted, was done by Plaintiff, an unqualified

person under NRCP 4(c)(3).
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9) Plaintiff has abused the judicial process, including having presented false and
misleading testimony to the Court, and having prepared and filed false and misleading documents
with the Court. As a general proposition, the trial court has the inherent power to dismiss a
plaintiff's action to protect the integrity of the judicial process and to sanction a party’s failure to
comply with the rules of procedure or any order of the court. See NRCP 41(b). Cf. Meeker v.
Rizley, 324 F.2d 269, 271 (10th Cir. 1963). The Court finds Plaintiff’s false testimony and
presenting of false testimony at the August 18, 2021 hearing was willful and in bad faith, and not
from any confusion or inability to comply with the rules concerning service of summons and
complaint. Plaintiff may have been confused in October 2020 as a pro per party as to how to
properly effect service. However, when Plaintiff discovered her personal service of process was
not proper, she did not attempt to correct her actions under the rules or refile her complaint.
Instead, Plaintiff decided to falsely represent she had properly served the defendants, claiming her
daughter served the papers and then filing false affidavits of service with the Court. Plaintiff gave
false testimony at the hearing and drew her daughter into her improper conduct by calling the
daughter to give false testimony. See Batson v. Neal Spelce Associates, 765 F.2d 511, 514 (5th
Cir.1985)

The Court has considered whether a less drastic sanction than dismissal with prejudice may
be appropriate. In the instant matter, to simply dismiss the case without prejudice and allowing
the Plaintiff to refile would virtually allow the plaintiff to get away with giving false testimony
under oath without a meaningful penalty. /d. While Plaintiff possibly could be cross-examined
at trial on her false testimony at the hearing, it would require extensive development of a collateral
matter to the litigation. Additionally, to the extent such cross-examination or impeachment would
be proper, such examination would already be available to Defendants and Plaintiff would suffer

no additional penalty. See Pierce v. Heritage Properties, Inc., 688 So0.2d 1385, 1390 (Miss. 1997).
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As discussed below, the Court is also sanctioning Plaintiff for attorney fees and costs Defendants
incurred in preparing the portion of their motion to dismiss concerning service by an unqualified
person and in preparing and presenting the hearing. The Court considered whether this monetary
sanction alone would be a sufficient penalty for Plaintiff’s presentation of false testimony. The
Court believes at this early stage of the litigation, the fees and costs would not be great enough to
sufficiently sanction Plaintiff and discourage her and others from similar conduct. The Court is
also concerned as to Defendants’ ability to collect such fees and costs from Plaintiff.

The Court has considered whether Plaintiff’s conduct caused Defendants to suffer any
prejudice as to their preparation for trial if Plaintiff was allowed to refile her complaint. While
Plaintiff’s conduct has not impacted Defendants’ ability to develop the merits of the case if it was
to ultimately go to trial, Plaintiff’s conduct was substantially prejudicial to Defendants as it sought
to cause defendants to defend a lawsuit not properly served upon them. Additionally, as noted
above, Plaintiff is acting as her own attorney and is not blameless. While she may not have
understood the procedure for proper service of process, she understood she was providing false
testimony to dupe the Court and the parties into believing that she properly served the summons
and complaint. Plaintiff did not act negligently, but willfully and in bad faith. See Batson, 765
F.2d at 514. The Court finds dismissal with prejudice is appropriate in the instant case not just to
penalize Plaintiff whose conduct “warrants such a sanction, but to deter those who might be
tempted to engage in such conduct in the absence of a deterrent.” Nat'l Hockey League v. Metro.
Hockey Club, Inc., 427 U.S. 639, 643 (1976).

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, this Court’s dismissal of Plaintiff’s
Complaint against Defendants is with prejudice as a sanction for Plaintiff’s abuse of the judicial

process.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ counsel,
Casey D. Gish, Esq. and Shana D. Weir, Esq., shall be awarded attorney’s fees for having to
unnecessarily litigate the propriety of Plaintiff’s service of the summons and complaint.
Defendant’s counsel shall be awarded reasonable fees and cost for the preparation of the portion
of the motion to dismiss and reply concerning improper service of summons by an unqualified
person and for their preparation for, and attendance at, the hearing on August 18,
2021. Defendants’ Counsel shall submit billings and a memorandum regarding the factors
required under Brunzell v. Golden Gate Nat. Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 346, 455 P.2d 31, 31 (1969), by
August 27, 2021. Plaintiff shall file any responsive pleading by September 10, 2021. Defendants
shall file any reply thereto by September 17, 2021.

IT IS FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the remaining motions set for
hearing on August 18, 2021, to wit 1) Plaintiff’s Motion for Default Judgment, 2) 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, and 3) Plaintiff’s Motion
for Leave of Court to Amend Complaint by Adding Defendants, are denied as moot.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion for

Sanctions set for hearing on September 15, 2021, shall be vacated.

/11

/11
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants shall file a
supplement to their Motion to Dismiss by August 19, 2021, to include a copy of the settlement
agreement between Plaintiff, Ms. Jeong, and San Berardino County in the amount of $325,000
that supports Defendants’ argument to decertify Plaintiff’s In Forma Pauperis status. Plaintiff shall

file any responsive pleading by August 27, 2021.

Dated this __day of _ , 2021 Dated this 2nd day of September, 2021

5 Gl

DISTRICT CO,UkT JUDGE

EAB 33D 383C 575F
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: 9/2/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru

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 9/3/2021

Casey Gish Van Law Firm
Attn: Casey D. Gish
5940 S. Rainbow Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV, 89118
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Electronically Filed
9/28/2021 8:34 AM
Steven D. Grierson

OPPS 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

Attorneys for Defendants
Julie 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 I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFE’S MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL

COME NOW, Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, through
their attorney of record, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ., of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH and

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ., of WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC, hereby opposes Plaintiff’s Motion for a

'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. Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments herein.

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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New Trial. This Opposition is supported by the attached Points and Authorities, the pleadings and

papers on file herein, and any argument allowed by the court.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L
FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

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 on October 5, 2020 and again on October 9, 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. Plaintiff allegedly filed bonds in or
around April 20212

On October 24, 2020, Plaintiff filed an Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining
Order from Custody of Plaintiff’s Dogs and for Order to Return Plaintiff’s Dogs. On June 18, 2021,
Defendants filed an Opposition to Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining
Order; and Counter-Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint pursuant to NRCP 12(b). On June 28,
2021, Plaintiff filed her Opposition to the Counter-Motion to Dismiss. On July 21, 2021,

Defendants filed their Reply in support of their Motion to Dismiss.

2 The docket does not reflect the date of filing of the bonds.

2
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On August 18, 2021, the Court conducted an evidentiary hearing on the issue of service of
process of Plaintiff’s Complaint. The Court granted Defendant’s Counter-Motion to Dismiss,
finding service of process was ineffective, and dismissed Plaintiff’s Complaint with prejudice for
abuse of process in this matter.

Prior to the September 2, 2021 Order being filed, on August 23, 2021, Plaintiff filed a
Motion to Set Aside Order To Dismiss With Prejudice. The Motion itself essentially reiterates
Plaintiff’s position that the summons and Complaint were properly served on all Defendants.
Because Plaintiff does not like the outcome of the Motion to Dismiss, she alleges that Judge Johnson
has been bribed by counsel and/or influenced by donations from “animal rights activists,” and she
intends to sue all Defendants for the same causes of action in Texas.?

On September 12, 2021, Plaintiff filed a Motion for Relief from Final Order under NRCP
60 and a Motion for New Trial. The following is Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for
New Trial.

For the reasons discussed herein, Plaintiff’s Motion for New Trial is without merit; and
therefore, must be denied.

IL.
ARGUMENT

1. Plaintiff’s Motion must be Denied because it does not contain a Memorandum of
Points and Authorities.

Plaintiff’s Motion is comprised of a laundry list of spurious and unsupported factual and
legal conclusions concerning the character of this Court and counsel for the defense. NRCP 13(2)

requires that all Motion be supported by a Memorandum of Points and Authorities. The absence of

3 Plaintiff’s proposed claims will be barred res judicata and Defendants will seek fees and costs associated
with defending those claims as well.
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a supporting Memorandum of Points and Authorities is to be construed by the Court as an admission
that the motion is not meritorious and cause for its denial or as a waiver of all grounds not so
supported. For example, Plaintiff makes multiple allegations regarding the conduct of counsel for
the Defendants, Casey D. Gish, at the August 18, 2021 hearing, but does not provide a copy of the
transcript of the hearing or even cite to particular portions of the transcript of the hearing. Plaintiff’s
failure to even provide a copy of, or citations to, the transcript of the August 18, 2021 hearing
dooms her Motion to Failure. Based upon the Plaintiff’s failure to support her Motion for a New
Trial with an adequate Memorandum of Points and Authorities under NRCP 13(2), the Motion
should be denied.

2. NRCP 59(a), subsections (A)(B)(F)(G) have no application to the subject litigation

because no trial was had in this matter, rather the case was dismissed as a result of
Defendants” Motion to Dismiss being granted.

Plaintiff’s Motion has bare citations, with no supporting or valid argument or analysis, to
NRCP 59(a), subsections (A), (B), (F), and (G). NRCP 59(a) provides as follows:

(a) In General.
(1) Grounds for New Trial. The court may, on motion, grant a new trial on all
or some of the issues — and to any party — for any of the following causes or
grounds materially affecting the substantial rights of the moving party:
(A) irregularity in the proceedings of the court, jury, master, or adverse party or in
any order of the court or master, or any abuse of discretion by which either party
was prevented from having a fair trial,
(B) misconduct of the jury or prevailing party;
(C) accident or surprise that ordinary prudence could not have guarded against;
(D) newly discovered evidence material for the party making the motion that the
party could not, with reasonable diligence, have discovered and produced at the
trial;
(E) manifest disregard by the jury of the instructions of the court;
(F) excessive damages appearing to have been given under the influence of passion
or prejudice; or
(G) error in law occurring at the trial and objected to by the party making the
motion.

There was no trial in this matter, therefore NRCP 59(a) has no application here. Despite all

of her supposedly superior legal training from the greatest law schools and universities in Europe,
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and despite her supposed prior legal work with the greatest legal minds in Europe, Plaintiff does
not know the difference between a hearing and a trial. If she did, she would know that NRCP 59(a)
does not apply at this stage in the proceedings. In addition, and despite all of her incredible legal
knowledge, education, and training with the greatest European legal thinkers of our time, Plaintiff
does not know that she has to support her legal conclusions with a basic level of analysis and
argument. Plaintiff’s Motion and its bare, and conclusory, citations to NRCP 59(a), subparts (A),
(B), (F), and (G), do not state any legal basis or reasoning for why said rule should apply to a motion
hearing, instead of to an actual trial as per the clear language and intent of the rule.

3. Plaintiff>s Motion Cites to an Alleged Investigation that has No Relevance to the
Subject Matter.

Plaintiff’s Motion repeatedly cites to discredited claims by convicted felon Michael
Gilardi many years ago. Not only were these claims by Gilardi discredited many years ago,
Gilardi himself acknowledged that his initial claims regarding Judge Eric Johnson were false. In
fact, Plaintiff’s Motion acknowledges that Gilardi’s claims were unfounded and false. Plaintiff’s
Motion at Page 3, line 1. Even if Gilardi’s claims were true, which Gilardi himself says they are
not true, they have no relevance whatsoever with the subject litigation. NRS 48.015 provides
that "relevant evidence" means evidence having any tendency to make the existence of any fact
that is of consequence to the determination of the action more or less probable than it would be
without the evidence. The Plaintiff’s unsupported and scurrilous allegations against this Court
are not only irrelevant as per NRS 48.015, they don’t even rise to the level of “evidence”, rather
they are a series of unrelated, and discredited rumors, linked together by Plaintiff’s paranoia and
obvious mental instability.

4. Plaintiff’s allegations that attorney Gish threatened her are without merit.

Plaintiff’s Motion alleges that attorney Gish threatened her with attorney’s fees and abuse
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of process. Again, Plaintiff’s allegations are unsubstantiated and lack any evidentiary support
whatsoever. Attorney Gish has never once spoken with Plaintiff outside of the August 18, 2021
evidentiary hearing. Despite repeated and ongoing threatening emails from Plaintiff to attorney
Gish, a very small portion of which have been produced to this Court, including allegations from
Plaintiff that attorney Gish is part of a Jewish conspiracy against the German people, attorney
Gish has never responded to said emails because they indicate to Attorney Gish that Plaintiff has
serious mental illness and lacks a firm grasp on reality.

S. Plaintiff Claims Attorney Gish Admitted that he Received $100,000 in Donations
for the Legal Work he and Attorney Weir Performed on Behalf of Defendants.

Plaintiff’s claim that attorney Gish stated during the August 18, 2021 hearing that he and
Attorney Weir received $100,000 in donations for the legal work performed by attorney Gish
and Weir in this matter is without any merit whatsoever. Plaintiff fails to support her claim with
a copy of the transcript of the hearing. The reason she fails to support her claim with a copy of
the transcript is because it did not happen. In fact, if Plaintiff had bothered to provide a copy of
the transcript of the August 18, 2021 hearing, the transcript would clearly demonstrate that
attorney Gish stated that he, and attorney Weir, had donated in excess of $100,000 in legal fees
to the Defendants in the defense of this matter. However, Plaintiff failed to provide a copy of the
transcript and her unsupported allegations are lies with no merit and her Motion should be
denied.

6. Plaintiff Claims that Defendants’ Counsel Should Only be Entitled to $150.00
Per Hour for the Work Done on Behalf of Defendants.

Plaintiff claims that the work done by Defendants’ counsel on behalf of Defendants is
only worth $150.00/hour, that the going rate for legal work in Las Vegas is $150.00/hour, and
that attorney Gish spent less than 1/10 of the claimed hours working on this matter. As usual,

Plaintiff’s allegations are ridiculous, foolish, without any legal or factual support, and based
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upon pure speculation. The hours claimed by both attorney Gish and attorney Weir were in fact
worked and incurred. They were incurred and necessitated due to Plaintiff’s failure to follow the
most basic rules of civil procedure, and due to Plaintiff’s attempted fraud on this Court and her
abuse of process which was clear and obvious. Plaintiff’s claim lacks any citation to any legal
authority. This is a complex matter and the $150.00/hour rate is applicable to insurance defense
counsel in a simple car accident case, and has no application whatsoever to this matter. In this
matter, counsel for the defense expended significant time and resources defending Plaintiff’s
claims, and the defense of the matter was sophisticated, specialized, and warranted, requiring
specialized knowledge of defense counsel which warrants a rate of $500.00/hour. $500.00/hour
is the actual rate that counsel for the defense would have charged for this legal work had they
chosen to. $500.00/hour is the rate that Plaintiff is responsible to compensate Defendants’
counsel due to her improper behavior, bad faith, and abuse of process in this matter.

Plaintiff’s Motion also claims that attorney Gish stated during the August 18, 2021
hearing that he had received $100,000 in donations in this matter toward the incurred costs and
fees in this matter. Yet again, Plaintiff is lying and misrepresenting to this Court what actually
occurred. Plaintiff’s allegation of $100,000 in donations is not supported by a copy of the
transcript of the proceeding, nor even a citation to the record. And the reason it is not, is because
the allegation is yet another one of Plaintiff’s lies and misrepresentations to this Court. What
was clearly stated during the August 18, 2021 hearing was that attorneys Gish and Weir had
donated over $100,000 of legal fees/costs to their clients in defending against Plaintiff’s claims.

7. Plaintiff claims this Court is engaging in Malicious Prosecution.

Plaintiff claims that by finding Plaintiff abused the judicial process in this matter by
submitting false and misleading testimony and evidence, the Court is engaging in Malicious

Prosecution. This is yet another confused and unsupported allegation of Plaintiff. With all of
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her supposed legal training and experience with the greatest legal minds Europe has to offer, and
after taking math classes at California universities, Plaintiff should know that Malicious
Prosecution pursuant to NRS 199.310 has nothing to do with this civil matter.

8. Plaintiff claims the Court has discriminated against her by referring to her as a
“Pro Per”.

In support of her confusing allegation of discrimination by this Court, Plaintiff provides
no legal precedence or authorities that establish that referring to a person that is representing
themselves in Court as “Pro Per” is discriminatory language or that “Pro Per” is some sort of
protected class. With all of Plaintiff’s extensive legal training from the greatest lawyers in
Europe and her math classes from esteemed California universities, she should know that all
parties to a lawsuit, whether represented by counsel or not, are required to follow the laws of the
State of Nevada and the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure. Failure to do so, can and will, result
in consequences, even if a party is a Pro Per such as Plaintiff.

9. Plaintiff’s Motion misapprehends the plain meaning and requirements of NRCP

4 and improperly attempts to re-litigate the legal issues which were previously
decided by this Court.

Plaintiff’s Motion attempts to re-litigate issues already decided by this Court at the
August 18, 2021 hearing in this matter and the resulting order of dismissal. Such arguments are
procedurally improper within the context of the subject Motion and are not properly supported
legally or factually by Plaintiff.

10. Plaintiff claims false statements by Defense counsel.

Plaintiff’s Motion seeks a New Trial under NRCP 59(a) because of supposed misconduct
by defense counsel during the August 18, 2021 hearing. Yet, Plaintiff does not cite to the
transcript of the hearing, nor does she quote any specific statements made by defense counsel,
she merely regurgitates vague, baseless, and conclusory allegations of lying to which Defendants

cannot respond.
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11. Plaintiff argues Dismissal With Prejudice is only proper when a case has been
heard “on the merits”.

NRCP 41(b) states:

Involuntary Dismissal: Effect. If the plaintiff fails to comply with these rules or a
court order, a defendant may move to dismiss the action or any claim against the
defendant. Unless the dismissal order or an applicable statute provides otherwise, a
dismissal under Rule 41(b) and any dismissal not under this rule — except one for lack of
jurisdiction, improper venue, or failure to join a party under Rule 19 — operates as an
adjudication on the merits.

NRCP 41(b) dismissal does not specifically mention lesser sanctions as an alternative to

dismissal. See also Henderson v. Duncan, 779 F.2d 1421, 1424 (9" Cir. 1986).

As this Court herein noted, “[a]s a general proposition, the trial court has the inherent
power to dismiss a plaintiff's action to protect the integrity of the judicial process and to sanction
a party’s failure to comply with the rules of procedure or any order of the court. See NRCP
41(b). Cf. Meeker v. Rizley, 324 F.2d 269, 271 (10th Cir. 1963). See Order dated September 2,
2021 at pp. 5: 3-7. Here, not only did Plaintiff fail to follow the rules of civil procedure, she
failed to follow the most basic rules of fundamental fairness, honesty and integrity which are the
underpinnings of the adversarial American judicial system. Her conduct in this matter, by her
presentation of blatantly obvious perjurious testimony, filing of false documents with the Court,
and her refusal to follow the most basic of the rules of civil procedure constituted an attempted
Fraud on the Court. This type of behavior by a litigant, especially one who claims to be an
attorney from one of the best law schools in Europe, trained by the greatest European legal
practitioners of the modern era, and someone who has taken Math classes and Computer Science
classes at esteemed California universities, cannot and should not be permitted by any Court
because such conduct undermines the entire judicial process and the undermines the integrity of

the judicial system as a whole.
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When such egregious behavior takes place by a party, especially one that has supposedly
2 || had legal training from one of the best law schools in Europe, the Courts must issue sanctions

3 || which not only punish the behavior of the party, but serve to deter others in the future from

engaging in such conduct. Plaintiffs’ conduct in attempting to commit a Fraud on this Court by
5

presenting perjurious testimony and filing falsified documents was not only sanctionable, it was
6
7 criminal. NRCP 41(b) dismissal does not specifically mention or require lesser sanctions as an

8 || alternative to dismissal and therefore, dismissal with prejudice was not only proper, it was

Fax (702) 483-4608

essential.
10 . . . . . . .
12. The instant Motion attempts to improperly argue Plaintiff’s prior Motion for a

11 Temporary Restraining Order.
é 12 Plaintiff’s Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order was previously denied as moot by
E 13 :
< this Court due to the granting of Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss. This was the proper ruling
= 14
g 5 from a legal standpoint and a judicial economy standpoint. Once this Court determined that
En
S 16 || Plaintiff was not entitled to maintain her action due to improper service, it follows logically that
£

17 || she is not entitled to a Temporary Restraining Order which would necessarily be based upon the

ab

I
=2 1811 existence of the Complaint itself. However, once the Complaint was dismissed, there was no
5
2 19
-9 legal basis upon which a Temporary Restraining Order could issue. Therefore, the Motion for a
< 20
)1 Temporary Restraining Order was properly denied as being moot. Plaintiff’s attempt to argue

22 || that prior motion within the context of the instant motion is improper and has no merit.
23
24
25
26
27

28
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II1.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiff”s Motion for a New

Trial be denied.

DATED this 27th day of September, 2021.

1"
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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 A NEW TRIAL 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.

VIA EMAIL: 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

Executed on the 27th day of September, 2021.

/s] (CacegD. W

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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Alla Zorikova
1908 Wilcox Av, 175

Los Angeles, CA 90068

232095186

Olivia.car@mail. u

EIGHT JUDICTAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, 20-821249-C
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION MOTION TO
PLAINTIFF,

RESCHEDULE HEARING and Declaration in

Support
JULIEPYLE, TAVIMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES [
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, ANDROE ~ Departaent 20
BUSINESS ENTITIES [ THROUGHX,
HEARING REQUESTED
DEFENDANTS

COMES NOW Plaintff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. Hearing for September 29 of 2021 for the Plaintff's Motion to Set Aside was schedule for

am.

2. At 9am on 09:29/21 Plaintiff had received email from Ms Cavilo with rescheduled time for

this hearing as to 12:30pm on 092921

3. Plaintiff also received another email (Both attacked as Exhibit 1) from the same address with

‘hearing scheduled to be at 1030am.

4. Plainif attempted to joing meetings via phone call oa bol tines 2s to 10:30am and 1230pm

on 092021

5. However, at bothe times Plaintif received messages"wait for moderatos to start the meeting”,

which had never started.

6. Plai this C blocked her fr ipating in this hearing.

7. Plaintiff has reaosns to believe that this COurt is obstructing the process for Plaintif and

therefore, violates he sights for hearing

“WHEREFORE, Plaiatff asks this Cout to reschechie the Hearing for Plaintiffs Motion to Set

Aside and to provide fir access for P{lainif to paricipate in Hearing via phone call
Sincerely,

Alla Zorkova

09292021

4

PLAINTIFF ZORIKOVA'S DECLARATION [N SUPPORT OF THIS MOTION FOR

RESCHEDULING

L. Alla Zosikova, under penalty of perjury and to the best of my knowiedge aad under faw of
state of Nevada declare the folowing:

1. Hearing for September 29 of 2021 fo the Plaintif's Motion to Set Aside was schedule for
9am.

2. At 92m on 0929721 Plainti had received emai from Ms Cavillo with reschedled time for
this heating as to 1230pm on 09:29:21

3. Plaintiff zlso received another el (Both attached as Exhibit 1) from the same address with
‘hearing scheduled to be at 10:30am.

4. Plaintff aitempted to joing meetings via phone call on both times 2sto 10:30am and 1230pm

000929221

5. However, at bothe tim ait for moderator to start the meeting’,

which had never started.

<

« CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L, Alla Zorikova, cerify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 0912972021 to Casey Gish

through Court’s electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

09292021

s
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Electronically Filed
9/30/2021 11:24 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COU,
1| wou Kb b Msned

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 HEARING

7 | JULIE PYLE, et al.,

8 Defendant.

9

10 NOTICE OF HEARING

11 Please be advised that the Motion to Set Aside has been rescheduled to

12 October 6, 2021 at 9:00 a.m.
13 DATED September 30, 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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Electronically Filed
9/30/2021 12:10 PM
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 Motion to Reschedule Hearing in the above-
entitled matter is set for hearing as follows:
Date: November 03, 2021
Time: 9:00 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/ 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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Alla Zorikova

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

Olivia.car@mail.ru

Electronically Filed
10/6/2021 3:13 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERz OF THE COUE!E
r

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

- A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RECUSAL
and Memorandum of Law

Pursuant NEVADA CODE TITLE 1 STATE
JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

NRS 1.230, 1.235 (1)(5)(a)(b)

Department 20

HEARING REQUESTED

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. Plaintiff had filed with this Court and CC to Chief/Presiding Judge Affidavit of

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Prejudice in September of 2021.

2. Copy of'the Affidavit has been also emailed to Chief Judge. However, (exploiting
my free speech right) , based on my reserach and general appearance of Presiding
Judge for this Court, I do not have neither confidence, nor trust that that person
will act in accordance with USA Constitution, his oath taken for this office or
otherwise. It's a shame that public (including me) lost trust in cabal, who occupied
many judges sits and acts NOT in interests of public nor justice, though this Court
might have assumption that Nevada is China now and public, who dares to state
their free opinions not in favor of rulers (while they supposed to be servants of
public, paid by public and elected by public) must be jailed or ignored ( I heard
about this real experience in Soviet Union and now in China). Unfortunatelly for
this Court, I have supporting my statements evidences, which are available for one

to read in this case, especially in my post judgment motions.

3. During Hearing on October 06 of 2021 it apparently was clear and by Judge
Johnson's statements that he did not look through the Docket, did not read
Plaintiff's post judgment motions, did not look through filed by Plaintiff evidences
to the heard at that date Plaintiff's Motion that he rulled on and therefore, had not

been in knowledge of filed "Aftidavit of Prejudice" by Plaintiff.

4. There is no "Motion for Recusal" required under rule NEVADA CODE TITLE 1

STATE JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT NRS 1.230, 1.235 (1)(5)(a)(b)

5. Instead the rule clearly states that Judge must immediatelly transfer case to

722



another department of the Court and Judge must file Answer, which Judge

Johnson failed to file.

MEMORANDUM OF LAW
NRS 1.230, 1.235 (1)(5)(a)(b)

WHEREFORE, Plaintff respectfully asks this Court to grant this Motion and to remove

Judge Johnson volunturaly (in accordance with Nevada Rules) via recusal or otherwise

from this case.
Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021

e

e CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 10/06/2021 to Casey

Gish through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021
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Electronically Filed
10/6/2021 3:13 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUE!E
Alla Zorikova W'

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

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, : A-20-821249-C
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR SANCTIONS
PLAINTIFF,
Department 20
JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
HEARING REQUESTED

SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE

BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. On September 02 of 2021 Court entered order, in which Defendant was ordered to
provide Court with Copy of his "found via Freadom of Information Act" Plaintiff's

CONFIDENTIAL settlement with San Bernardirno County.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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2. Astoday, Oct 06 of 2021, Defendant failed to provide Court with that settlement.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks this Court to apply monetary or other Sanctions for not

compliance with the Court's order

Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021

e CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that | had emailed the copy of the same on 10/06/2021 to Casey

Gish through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021
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Electronically Filed
10/6/2021 3:13 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUE!E
Alla Zorikova (ﬁd—‘é'

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

Olivia.car@mail.ru

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, cA-20-821249-C
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO PROVIDE
PLAINTIFF,
STATEMENT OF FACTS
Department 20
JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
HEARING REQUESTED

THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE

BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. In final judgment/order and during Hearing on October 06 of 2021, Judge Johnson

baselesly stated that the judgement was rendered based on Plaintiff's false statements.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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2. However, Court failed to provide (while requested multiple times by Plaintiff) what
particular statements Court refers to and what supporting evidences of "false statements"

Court has.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully asks this Court for "Statement of Facts" supporting
Judge Johnson's serious allegations as to some "false statements" Plaintiff provided to the Court
on August 25 of 2021 hearing during her testiminy under the oath and for supporting those

"facts" evidences.

Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021

e

+ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 10/06/2021 to Casey Gish

through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021

#
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ERIC JOHNSON
DEPARTMENT XX

DISTRICT JUDG

Electronically Filed
10/07/2021 2,25 PM

CLERK OF THE COURT
AFFT
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.

JUDGE ERIC JOHNSON’S ANSWER TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RECUSAL
STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK ; SS:

ERIC JOHNSON, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. I was appointed to the office of District Court Judge, Department XX, Eighth Judicial
District Court, in and for Clark County, Nevada, in May 2015. 1 have served in that capacity since
that time, after winning my retention election in 2016 and reelection in 2020.

2. As District Court Judge, one of my duties is to hear and decide issues within civil
actions filed by litigants within Clark County, Nevada. Civil actions are assigned by the Court
Clerk, at random, to the various district court judges within the Civil-Criminal Division of the
Eighth Judicial District Court. One of the actions or cases assigned to me is the instant matter.

3. I received notice of Zorikova’s Motion to Disqualify Judge Eric Johnson on October

6, 2021. The Motion and its related affidavit were not served on me personally or on Court staff as
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ERIC JOHNSON
DEPARTMENT XX

DISTRICT JUDG

required by NRS 1.235. However, in consideration of Plaintiff’s pro se status, I am responding to it.
I have reviewed the contents of Zorikova’s motion and affidavit, and respond as set forth below.

4. In preparing my Affidavit, I also have reviewed NRS 1.230, which statutorily sets
forth the grounds for disqualifying district court judges from acting in a legal action or proceeding.
In this case, I have not entertained actual bias or prejudice for or against any of the parties to this
action. See NRS 1.230(1). As pertinent to this matter, I have not entertained or shown either a
prejudice against or bias in favor of Alla Zorikova, Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd
Rescue. I am not a party or in any way interested in the aforementioned action or proceeding. See
NRS 1.230(2)(a). 1 am not related to any party to the aforementioned litigation by consanguinity or
affinity within the third degree. See NRS 1.230(2)(b). I have never acted as counsel or attorney for
any of the parties in this particular action or proceeding now being heard by me. See NRS
1.230(2)(c). I am not related to any attorney representing any of the parties in this case. See NRS
1.230(2)(d). Succinctly put, I do not have any conflict of interest in hearing this matter and deciding
the issues presented.

5. Zorikova asserts my decision to dismiss her complaint for improper service and with
prejudice for providing false testimony under oath during the evidentiary hearing on the motion
demonstrates bias in favor of animal rights activists, such as the Defendants in the instant case. She
further contends I am prejudiced toward “Russian/German Female, Trump Supporter, Dog Breeder,
Pro Se Plaintiff Alla Zorikova.” Plaintiff is not specific as to the underlying bases for her
conclusions. She does note I was “endorsed by animal rights activists group” in my elections and
asserts I consulted defendants’ attorney, Casey Gish, “multiple times if it is ok with for one or
another issue.” As to Plaintiff’s first issue, I was endorsed in my elections by Nevada Political
Action for Animals. I applied for the endorsement in my retention election in 2016, and was given

the endorsement without application or any contact by me in my 2020 reelection. I have not had any
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ERIC JOHNSON
DEPARTMENT XX

DISTRICT JUDG

personal contact with Mr. Gish regarding the matter outside of the courtroom and have no personal
or professional relation with him beyond this current case. I note Plaintiff frequently refers to me in
her affidavit as Judge Foster. Judge Bryan Foster was the judge for her lawsuit in 2020 in the
Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino (CIVDS 2017383). Consequently, the
affidavit at least to some degree appears to be the reworking of a document seeking disqualification
of the judge in that matter. Mr. Gish apparently represented a defendant in that matter and Plaintiff
may be referring to the other matter in regard to the Court having conversations with Mr. Gish.

6. Nevada Political Action for Animals is not a party to this matter. I have never been
endorsed, as far as I am aware, by Defendant Vegas Shepherds Rescue. Even if a party to the action
had endorsed me, I would not be required to disqualify myself from the action, but would have an
ethical obligation to continue to sit on the matter as long as I could be fair to both sides. Canon
4.1B(5) provides “[a] candidate for elective judicial office may . . . seek, accept, or use
endorsements from any person or organization other than a partisan political organization.” The
Nevada Supreme Court has held a judge should not disqualify himself from hearing a matter simply
because he has received a significant campaign contribution from one of the parties or their
attorneys. In City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency v. District Court, 116 Nev. 640,
5 P.3d 1059 (2000), the high Court issued a writ of mandamus directing a judge to preside over a
case where he had recused himself based on receiving campaign contributions in the amounts of
$1500 to $2000 from some of the parties. The Court held that “[i]n the context of campaign
contributions, we have recognized that a contribution to a presiding judge by a party or an attorney
does not ordinarily constitute grounds for disqualifications.” Id. at 644. The Standing Committee
on Judicial Ethics and Election Practices in Opinion JE02-001 found a judge should not recuse
himself because an attorney has contributed to his campaign and endorsed the judge’s candidacy.

While these decisions are not specifically on point, their analysis in this instance is applicable as
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ERIC JOHNSON
DEPARTMENT XX

DISTRICT JUDG

they demonstrate in comparable circumstances the simple act of endorsement by an enity such as
Nevada Political Action for Animals is not a basis to disqualify a judge. Under the circumstances
presented, I believe it would not be appropriate for met to recuse myself under City of Las Vegas
Downtown Redevelopment Agency and Judicial Ethics Opinion JE02-001.

7. Plaintiff primarily seems upset with my handling of the evidentiary hearing
concerning Defendants’ motion to dismiss for improper service and my dismissal of her complaint
with prejudice. I will not enter into a discourse with Plaintiff as to her issues with my ruling as
“rulings and actions of a judge during the course of official judicial proceedings do not establish
legally cognizable grounds for disqualification.” Matter of Dunleavy, 104 Nev. 784, 790, 769 P.2d
1271, 1275 (1988)(citing United States v. Board of Sch. Com'rs, Indianapolis, Ind., 503 F.2d 68, 81
(7th Cir. 1974). As the Nevada Supreme Court has explained:

The personal bias necessary to disqualify must “stem from an extrajudicial source and

result in an opinion on the merits on some basis other than what the judge learned

from his participation in the case.” United States v. Beneke, 449 F.2d 1259, 1260-61

(8th Cir. 1971) citing United States v. Grinnell Corp., 384 U.S. 563, 583, 86 S.Ct.

1698, 1710, 16 L.Ed.2d 778 (1966). To permit an allegation of bias, partially founded

upon a justice's performance of his constitutionally mandated responsibilities, to

disqualify that justice from discharging those duties would nullify the court's

authority and permit manipulation of justice, as well as the court. See State v. Rome,

235 Kan. 642, 685 P.2d 290, 295-96 (1984); see also Tynan v. United States, 376

F.2d 761 (D.C.Cir. 1967), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 845, 88 S.Ct. 95, 19 L.Ed.2d 111.

Matter of Dunleavy, 104 Nev. at 790, 769 P.2d at 1275.

8. I have not acted with any bias in favor of or against any party to this action. 1 have
reviewed the litigation in this matter, including my decisions, and believe I have made correct and
appropriate decisions to the best of my ability considering the appropriate interests of the parties. In
making my decisions, [ have not disregarded Plaintiff’s legal arguments or her contention she and

her daughter did not provide false testimony under oath at the evidentiary hearing. Plaintiff has

indicated she intends to appeal my decision and if the Supreme Court finds my analysis on any point
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ERIC JOHNSON
DISTRICT JUDG
DEPARTMENT XX

is incorrect and reverses and remands, I intend to act quickly to apply the high Court’s decision and
move forward with the litigation and any related issues. See Sonner v. State, 112 Nev. 1328, 1335,
930 P.2d 707, 712 (1996), on reh'g in part, 114 Nev. 321, 955 P.2d 673 (1998)(“this court has
always accorded substantial weight to a judge's determination that he can fairly and impartially
preside over a case”).

9. In my view, I have not committed an appearance of impropriety subject to recusal. 1
am not and have not been bias to any party to this action. I have been assigned the instant matter for
almost a year. Consequently, I see no reason why the matter should be reassigned.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated this 7th day of October, 2021

Executed on Z.,; QZWL

(date) (si gz(ature)

NRS § 53.045 019 8B1 2CB7 A03B
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 Answer 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: 10/7/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru
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Electronically Filed
10/8/2021 8:31 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 Motion for Recusal of Judge and Memorandum
of Law Pursuant Nevada Code Title 1 State Judicial Department; Plaintiff’s Motion for
Sanctions, and Plaintiff’s Motion to Provide Statement of Facts in the above-entitled matter
are set for hearing as follows:

Date: November 17, 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/ Marie Kramer
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/ Marie Kramer
Deputy Clerk of the Court

Case Number: A-20-821249-C

736




Electronically Filed
10/12/2021 12:51 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUE!E
Alla Zorikova (ﬁd—‘é'

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

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, c A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO JUDGE
PLAINTIFF,
JOHNSON'S REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S
AFFIDAVIT OF PREJUDICE

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
Department 20
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE

BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. Please note that Judge Johnson through all his reply refers to Plaintiff as "Zorikova"
while to opposing counsel Gish as "Mr. Gish" or "Casey Gish" only. Gish, who lied and

lied in front of the same judge through all hearing and pleadings (see Zorikova's Motion

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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for Sanctions for False Statements supported by undeniable evidences). This alone

exposes NOT equal treatment of Plaintiff vs Defendant and its counsels.

American People have right to be heard by Judges, who had not been twice investigated
for public corruption allegations. This is outrageous to serve as judge while being
involved in corruption (unfortunatelly it appears that results of investigation have been

sealed based on "Veterans in Politics" source).

In final judgment/order and during Hearing on October 06 of 2021, Judge Johnson

baselesly stated that the judgement was rendered based on Plaintiff's "false statements".

. However, Court failed to provide (while requested multiple times by Plaintiff) what
particular statements Court refers to as "false" and what supporting evidences of "false
statements" Court has. In its judgment Judge Johnson fails to provide any supporting
evidences of Plaintiff's "false statements" and instead refers to "Court's findings of
falsity" based on Plaintiff's demeanour. It's ridiculuos. Fair, impartial, judging pursuant
to legal statutes Court must have something more than "demeanour" to enter its

judgment.

In Judgment's paragraph #5 Judge Johnson falsely states that Plaintiff "later she admitted
to the Court that those were false answers" reffering to Plaintiff's inability to state her
Texas address. Absolutely no, Plaintiff had never stated "later" that. Plaintiff still do not
know her Texas ranch's address as she does not need to remember it based on different
mailing address. Texas ranch's address is never used, was just assigned in August of 2021
and Plaintiff did not look at the email she received from the office who assigned the

address. Plaintiff mentioned during hearing that Gish in CA precluded from inquiring her
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address (in discovery as Plaintiff was notified by her attorney), however, it has nothing to

do with her inability to know/remember her just assigned address.

. Further, in that judgment Judge Johnson baselessly speculates on "why and how Plaintiff
planned on serving Defendant", which has one word: OUTRAGEQOUS. We are not in
kindergarten to rely on "demeanour”, shacking heads, blinking eyes and other ridiculous
"signs" that neither reflected on transcripts nor otherwise can be relied on. This is USA
Court, where unbiased, impartial, compitent, respected (base on spotless reputation)
Judge rules based on FACTS and LAW. Plaintiff filed on December 08 of 2020 similar
Affidavits of Service signed by Olivia Jeong in case with the same causes of actions
decided by Judge Nancy Alf, which contradicts Judge Johnson's speculations and does
not support his false theory of Plaintiff's plan that he baselessly proposes in his

judgement.

. Plaintiff stated multiple times that she is very well familiar with serving court's
documents on defendants and in her previous dozens of cases she used sherriffs, USA

Marshals, professional servers.

. Furthermore, pursuant to NRCP 18 attorney's fees can be awarded based on contractural
agreements and other (none of which is applies to this case) circumstances, awarding

attorney's fees against NRCP 18 is once again exposes bias of Johnson toward Plaintiff.

In his paragraph 3 of the reply to Affidavit Johnson states that:" I received notice of
Zorikova's Motion to Disqualify Judge Eric Johnson on October 6". NO Motion for
disqualification of Judge has been ever provided by plaintiff Zorikova to Johnson.

Moreover, during hearing on October 06 of 2021, Zorikova clearly stated that NO Motion
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10

11.

12.

13.

14.

for Disqualification filed, but instead Affidavit of Prejudice filed and it is very different.
Why Johnson asserts fasehood here?

Johnson's reply is under the oath, therefore, it's clearly perjury, not just "falsehood".

. Plaintiff Zorikova's Affidavit of Prejudice alone has been filed with the Court previously

of October 6 of 2021, copy was emailed to Presiding Judge, certified mail with copy of
the Affidavit was mailed to Department 20 on October 7 of 2021 and copy was emailed

again to Department 20 and Department 7 to Chief/Presiding Judge.

Motion to Recuse was filed on October 7 of 2021.

Replying to Johnson's pafragrah 4, rule 1.230 (1) prohibits participation of judge in
proceedings where he entertains bias or prejudice toward one of the party. Plaintiff filed
Affidavit of Prejudice and have constitutional right to be heard in front of unbiased judge.
Legal definition of "bias" presumes statements made against of those that would be made

by any reasonable person.

Furthermore, rule 1.230(2)(a) implies to judges who has interest in outcome of the case.

Johnson was endorsed by Animal Rights Activists group "Nevada Political Action for
Animals". Opposing counsel Weir stated during hearing on August 25 of 2021 that she is
and represents animal right activists and second opposing counsel Gish is in close tight
with arrested multiple times animal rights actist Bryan Pease (facts of Pease's illegal
activity against animal's owners can be found at http://humanrightsvsanimalrights.org) .
Gisg represents Pease in several lawsuits filed by Zorikova in California as well as Gish

togather with Pease filed lawsuit against county of San Bernardirno for searching
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Zorikova's dogs alledgedly thives houses. Obviously, Johnson must be receiving

contributon from animal rights activists Nevada Political Action for Animals.

In paragraph #6 of his reply Judge johnson states, quote:" Nevada Political Action for
Animals is not a party to this matter". Plaintiff Zorikova has never stated that Nevada
Political Action for Animals is a party to this matter and therefore, such the Court Judge's

response is misleading and inappropriate.

Further, in the same paragraph #6 Johnson states that, quote:" I have never been endorsed
by Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue". Again, Plaintiff Zorikova has never asserted that
Judge Johnson been endorsed by Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue and therefore, it is
once again, misleasding and inappropriate for Johnson to provide such a reply instead of

providing truthful answers on allegations in Plainti"s Affidavit of Prejudice.

Plaintiff Zorikova in her Affidavit of Prejudice (which is NOT Motion for
Disqualification) asserts rule 1.235 by which Judge must recuse immediatelly after

Affidavit filed, no any additional motion to be filed is necessary.

However, Judge Johnson clearly disregards procedural rules and failed to recuse himself
and instead is applying fees and costs against the Plaintiff in order to stop her from

rightful actions to receive fair hearing in this Court.

Johnson baselessly states that Zorikova revoking the same Affidavit filed by her against
California's Judge Foster, which is NOT true. I had never filed such Affidavits in my
entire life. And if any small appearence of bias or prejudice was pointed out by Zorikova
in previous her lawsuits toward appointed to case judges, that judge was immediatelly

recusing himself, noone yet was replying with opposition and STANDING HARD in
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20.

21.

22.

23.

order to rule on the case. Again, only this fact alone exposing that something is going on
here when judge "does not let go a bite" so hard that even ready to be suid and

investigated for the priveledge of "let's ME rule on this case", which is unheard of.

Zorikova did NOT provide any false statements under the ocath. She filed Motion for
Factual Statements that biased Judge Johnson will deny, because without lying he can not

find those alledged "false statements".

And in order to avoid appearance of impropriety Canon 2 provides that a judge shall
avoid improprtiety and the appearance of impropriety in all of the judge's activities".

A judge has a duty to "preside to the conclusion of all proceedings , in the absence of
some statute, rule of court, ethical standart, or other compelling reason to the contrary",
Ham v. District Court, 93 Nev.409, 415, 566 P.2d 420, 424(1977)

NCIJC Canon 3 B()(1)("A Judge shall hearand decide matters assigned to the Judge
except those in which disqualification is required")

In PETA vs Bobby Berosini, Ltd 111 Nev.431, 436 (1995)held that NJCJ Canon 2 was
not only guide for for the conduct of judges but also provided substantial grounds for

judicial disqualification.

In reffered by Judge Johnsons cases there were NO Affidavits of Prejudice filed, and
therefore, reasons for not recusal in those cases are inappropriate in connection with this

case.

In his Order to Dismiss Judge Johnson states in first 3 paragraphs reason for dismissal as
to not proper service. While under penalty of perjury in his answer he states that

dismissal was on grounds of "false statements"
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24. Again, Motion for Factual Statements have been filed. Plaintiff requests this Court to
state ALL and EVERY alledged "false statements" by Plaintiff while under the oath
during hearing on August 18the of 2021 and supporting evidences of "falsity". We have
Juries to decide rightfullness of judge Johnson's actions in case he will be suid

notwithstanding his "immunity".

25. Judge Johnson failed to address in his reply alledged by Plaintiff (source was provided)
Johnson's investigation of patronning strip club in Las Vegas in public corruption case

and his failure to address this fact in his application for Judge's sit.

26. Plaintiff has rights to be heard by impartial and unbiased judge and does not understand
how person who twice was investigated in connection with corruption case can serve as

judge.

27. If USA allows such Judges and its "based on demeanour and speculations" frivolous
biased judgments to exist, I have nothing to do in this Country. I moved from Russia and
did not sign to live in lawless umconstitutional "former socialist's Soviet Union" called
now USA. No, thank you. Let you, your children and others to enjoy built by you
corruption, fraud and uncountability for wrong actions, while such lier as Gish (proven
via clear and convincing evidences in plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions for False
Statements) comes up with baseless allegations of fake assertion of "false statements" by
Plaintiff, which is nothing more than badly planned and not supported by evidences

attempt to falsely FRAME Plaintiff.

28. Plaintiff will stand up for justice no matter what for yourself and for other people.
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Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/11/2021

e

+ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 10/11/2021 to Casey Gish

through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/11/2021

(e
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5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118
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Electronically Filed
10/12/2021 7:32 PM
Steven D. Grierson

MEMO 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

Attorneys 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 I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

Pursuant to NRS 18.005, NRS 18.010, NAR 17(B), NRS 17.130 and Albios v. Horizon
Communities, Inc., 122 Nev. 409, 132 P.3d 1022 (2006), Defendants' hereby submits their
Memorandum of Costs, Disbursements, and Interest incurred as a result of Plaintiff’s Motion To

Set Aside as follows:

'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.

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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1. Clerk’s Fees/Filing Fees (Exhibit A)..............................coo, $3.50
2. Reporter’s Fees for Depositions including Transcripts and Video

CONTETENCE SEIVICES ..o e $0.00
3. Juror’s Fees/Jury Demand Fee .................................................... $0.00
A WINESS FeeS. . oo $0.00
5. Expert Witness Fees ...........................ococ i $0.00
6. Interpreter’s Fees..............o i, $0.00
7. Process Server’S FEES ....oooovvioie i 80000
8. Official Reporter’s Fees......................ooi i $0.00
0. Bond CoOStS. ..o $0.00
10, Balliff Fees. ..o $0.00
L1 FacSimuile. . ... .o $0.00
12. Photocopies (statutory rate of 0.60 per page per NRS 18.005(12) and

NRS 18.010 allow a prevailing party to recover “reasonable copy costs.”

NRS 629.061(2) allows for a reasonable charge of .60 cents per page for

copying costs for medical records. This is also the copy charge rate that

the Clark County Discovery Commissioner allows to be recovered for

copying charges for medical records.)

This includes pleading documents and exhibits, correspondence, reports

and documents sent via emails and attachments)

L PGS, .ttt e e $10.80
13. Long Distance Calls....................ooiii $0.00
T4, POSTAGE. .. ... $0.00
LS. TravVEl. . $0.00
16. Costs/Fees Pursuant to NRS 19.0335 ... oo, $0.00
17. Computerized Legal Research Fees............................................... $0.00
18. Any Other Expenses Necessary to the Subject Action......................... $0.00

TOTAL COSTS: $14.30
2
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VERIFICATION

Under penalty of perjury, the foregoing cost items are correct and have been necessarily

incurred as a result of Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside in the action or proceeding pursuant to NRS

18.020, NRS 18.010(1), Las Vegas Fetish & Fantasy Halloween Ball, Inc. v. Ahern Rentals, Inc.,

124 Nev. 272, 278, 182 P.3d 764, 768 (2008), and Village Builders 96 v. U.S. Labs, 121 Nev. 261,

276-277, 112 P.3d 1082, 1092 (2005).

DATED this 12th day of October, 2021.
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THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s/ CaseqD. 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. Weer

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




Fax (702) 483-4608

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@ GishLawFirm.com
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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’ MEMORANDUM OF COSTS
AND DISBURSEMENTS 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 & Serve
electronic filing system. I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of electronically serving
documents.
VIA EMAIL: 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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17025 483-4608 Facsimule

PSTTANA DUOMWERIR ESQ,
Newvada Bar No. 9408

) | {7027 509-4567 Telephone

| Atteorneys tor Detondants

| ALLA ZORTRKOV A: CASE NOQUA-Z0-%21249-00

JUTIE PYTE. TAMMY WILLETL, VEGAS
"SHEPHERD RESCULE AND DOES T

Electronically Filed
10/12/2021 10:04 PM
Steven D. Grierson

: CLERK OF THE COUR
er C%AJ P S
CASEY D GISH. ESQ. '

Nevada Bar No. 006657

THFE. 1AW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH
3940 S, Rainkow Bivd

Las Vegas, NV ROTTS

CascyuGishl awTinmn.com

1702) SR3-5883 Telephane

WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC
6220 Stevensan Way
Las Vegas. NV 89120

Sulie Pile. Tamm Filler, & Fegas Shepherd Reveue
DISTRICT COURF

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Plainlifi{s]. DIPT. NO. XX

Yu

TIHROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES T THROUGIH X,

Duefendantrsy.

DEFENDANTS' APPLICATION FOR FEFES, COSTS, |
AND DISBURSEMENLS AS A RESULT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO SEL ASIDE

COMI NOW. Desendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Wollet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, through !

their attorney ol record, CASEY Do GISH, TSQ. of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH and

‘The Compla‘nl un Fle hereir docs not aams attomey Casey I3 Gish as & Defendert Plein:Tanilazenally madified the |
Coptivn 2l some poit w0 inlode him as o Delendact. Me Gish iacorporates the arpumenis heeeio.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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; SHANA D WEIR, ESQ.. of WEIR LAW GROU P, LLC. hereby requests for an award efattomey's
+i| fees and costs pursuant to NRS 18.005. NRS 18.010, NRS 18.020, NRS {7130 and NRCP 68
i 1 curred as a result of Plaini{Ts Mation 10 Set Aside. This application is supported by the xilached
11 Points und Authoritics, Defendants’ Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements. the pleadings and
: 4 papurs an tiie hereing and any argument allowed by the court.
.; NOTICE OF MOTION
8 Please take notice that che following DEFENDANTS APPLICATION FOR FRES.
N 't COSTS. AND DISBURSEMEN[S AS A RESULT OF PLAINTIFE'S MOTION TOSET
" ASIDE. 1s hereby set for hearing on the dav of L2027 at the hour of
o
. before the Honorable Frc Johnson. Disicict Court Judge. Department XN
= MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
H L
. INTRODUCTION
16 !
. Plsinrfl, Alla Zorikove, filed her Complaint against Defendants on September 15, 2026,
4y | 2lieging causes of action for 11 ket under NRS 41,580, 23 ¢ivil canspiracy, 31 trespass, 1) fraud:
14 l! S\ intentional infiction of cmotional disizess: znd 6 property damage. ‘The general basis of her
] Campiaint is that she owns 30 Germon Shepherds. of which she clazms 23 were stolen from her on
: August § or ¥, 2020 while she and her davghter, Olivia Jeong, were in jail in Sun Bernardino ‘.
a
. |; Coumy. Califorma for felony agimal cruelty to those dogs. Plamtll allegedly cfieciuated service
~o | of prociess on Defendants on October 3, 2020, October 6, 2020, and October 9, 2020, This case
25 | was stayed oo December 4. 2020 after Defendants timety fied Demands for Secunty of Costs due
20 1 1o Plaini{? being a California resident owside this Court's Jurisdiction.
MY
2
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i Devore Animal Shelter in San Bernurding County, Califormia, on August 12, 2020 {See Complaimnt

o file heretn. pp. 3. 2175 She also claims that the other 25 dogs are i1 the possession of Veuas Pet

Defendunt Vegas Shepherd Rescuc is @ Nevadu non-profit rescue group dedicated W
rescuing homeless, abundoned. and abused dogs. Defendants Tammy Willet and Julie Pyle arc the

Presidens anc Direeior of Viegus Shepherd Rascue.

In the Complaint, Ms. Zorikova claims that 25 of her missing dogs were retrieved from .

Rescuc Prozect and or lurnie Gregory (See Camplaint on tile herzin, pp. 4. 7210, Neither Vewas Pet

Rzscue Projest nor Jamie Gregory are defendants in this action.” Laler, she ciaims shat 7 of the 23

German Shepherds ure displuyed on Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s Facchook page (See Complaint on
flic herein, at pp. 4. =241

T support ot her claim that Defendants kerein stole her dogs, she arrached photn which she
alicges are sereen shots of 3 deps 1Exhibits 4-8 ure identified as Beacon. Berkley, Cypress, Lodt.
amd Malibu), trom a Facebaok page for Defendant. (Sew kX Parte Motion, ab utiachments $-5). Ity
unclens where the photo o2 the dog depreted in attachment 3 came from, or whu that dog is. as the
phota does not identify 1t as being from Vegus Shepherd Rescuc’s Facchook page. (s unclcar‘
whether the dog in armachmens 9 is deplicative of other dogys ot 4 dillerent dog. as the nama 15 rot

idetzificd therein. Ske does not ailege the age, sox. names, dates of birth, microvhip information. ot

otherwise demonstrate any proaf of ownership or sugzest why she believes the dogs depicted

Exhibits 3-9 ure hers. She has provided no photos of her own, the namex she gave those dogs,

discussion or ovidence recarding the identity of the remainder of the 16 dogs she ulleges were stolen

|
" dentifving chamacteristics, their ages. sex, date of birth or micruchip infornation. There s nol

by Defendants, excopt there is also a reference w a dog called Baker w one parugraph ofher Motion.

U Vemgs Per Roseue Projeet and Jamue Gremery save Iweer sed in another sotion tha las beer dismissed by fudge

Narey AT Tor Plainmfts failure th pess e regquirsd seousity bonds demanded hy te Detendants  thar aise. ez uding
Dcfendant, Cuasev [ Gashr 18 ase Noo A-2B820701.00
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L See Molion, at pp. 6 6-10. In sum. Plaint 1 has provided no evidence of identity or ownership ol |

2 | the doys in Exaibirs 3.9 (which constitutes § idennfied dogs). plus Boker {pumber 61 and no
| evidence at all of the remummy 19 dogs,
Delendants are not in possession ol dogs Paintiff claims are bers because they have ali been
s
't adopted out nearly a yewr apo and were spayedineutered i compliance witk Clark County cniminal »
N
2 ) #rd el nrdinances.
' iv
R .
' FACTUALE BACKGROUND
S Al . _
S A. THE ARREST
1
B - Accordime o the California Sevretary of $1ate. Piainill owns and operates a protection dogs
- 12 § k i p

21| training business in Los Angeles, CA. However. as Plaintiff indicates in her Mation. she aclaalls
14 || houses upwards of S0 dogs W cages i the middle of the desert on vacamt unimproved land.
= < 51| approximatziv 28 miles outside ol Hinkley, CA. Sev Motion on tiie herem. atpp. 2, 713 According

16 | to property records. Piaintifl hus owned this land since May 17, 20150 and likely his been illepaliy |

© 7 7|l conducting her business at this locasion sirce that time. Clearly, Plaintitf 1s an cstablished iilegat §

(s operator of puppy miils throvgaout the Urited States, and hor dows are kept i iniumane and crued

Wy C
vl o iwj| conditions (3t she govs 1o groat lengths W corecal trom the purchasers of her dogs. Her websitels)

s | portray ber dogs as being bred and raised in luxurious surroundings in Los Arngeles, when m Jacl
t s o = B 5

o1 | they are raised in hormitic, crael, and mhymane condinons i the California desert outside of
I

A |F Ramstoy, Califomia,

=1 Plaintitf and hor daughter were arrested for felumy animal eruclty on August 8, 2020 when

-2 | San Remardino Sheriff deputies became aware of approximatey 30=dogy hemg housed on
- I

B . - - . . . . ]
a5 | unimproved land in cagss in the middle ofthe desert apmroximately 2 hours outside of Barstow, 1o

a5 || the middle of the summer. The location of the property wherein the dogs were found was extremely |
' \
= | remote, approximarely 24 miles into the middic of the desert, north of Hinkley. Calitumia (which

~ s outside of Burstow). on complotely vacent. and unimproned, desert land. There were no dirt

roads, na meming water, no housing siruciures. ot cleetricity. There are ne acighbons or towns for
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mi.es. The dogs did not have any permanen: housing or shelter from the exueme clements of the
hlistering desert heat, fvod or water. whivh is 2 vielation of Californta law apd San Bernarding
County code. |

Pursuant 4 a pubiic revords request. and only after Plainnff™s arrest. Plainnfl attempted w
inguire about and file Tar a kenne! permit, which way enable to be granted to her beviuse kennel
permits are not allowed on vacant unimproved [anc Sar: Bernardino issued her a violation notice .
an October 13, 20210 for aperating 4 kenacl without a permit. The phowss depicted in those records
show the condition ol the property on August K. 2020, when Plainusf was aresed.

As the property was totally vacant and unimproved with eny a small makeshift shunly or
shed that was fillhy with parhage and raw rotang meal everywhore. The shed had no 1oilet, sioK. |
chower or bed. Theretore, PlaintiiT could ot possinly eot Live there and Hkely teaves the dogs tied
up and aloac for long periods of fime, without food, waler or humen interaction/comparionship

fwhich is llegal under Caiifornia law and under San Bemandine ordinances). The dogs most were!

ikely eapused to predutory cnimals duc o inadequate feneing around the property and lack ol

sheller.

\s, Zorikova and Ms. Jeong represent themselves to be breeders of "protection doga” whose |
company  is hased  out of Tos  Angeies: and whose dogs  we wamed o b
(51, e T e T ), BTSN shals 0¥ the wepsite are attached as Bxhibat
6. Neither Ms. Zorikeva, nor M3, Jeong. and or VonMearkGral CGerman Shepherds has a breeder
Leense, which i a viezation of the Calitarnia Puppy Mill Ban under Cal:fornia Heulth and Safety

Code Sec, 1223545 and s alse a prohibited deceptive and untuir busmess under the Califormia

ceal Remedies Act, Civil Cosle Sec. 1730 of sey. Furthermore, pursuant 1o Sar Bermardino County

| Code. it is “Tecal 1 have more than § dogs on the property without 2 breeder license or kennel
b g I b

permil. Ms, Zorikova's property contaired over 70 Jugs.

My, Zorkova and Ms. Jeong rernain under investigation for felony animai cruely m

" alifornia according o the San Bernardima County Disinct Attomey's Oflice.
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officials. ncuding but not limited to Deputy Parsons. about removing and or rescuing dogs lrom

I o L . . ) . .
Plaindffs properts.  Deferdants were ro it any way. shape or form, associated with the San

Culilomia government offtvials iy the subieet of mulbiple Jawsuits by Ms. Zorikina against the

B. THE ALLEGED *THEFT™
Plaintiff claims (hat Pelzndants went on her praperty and stole her dogs al some point
hetween Aumust § and 10, 2020, while she was incarcerated on telony animal cruelty charges m

San Bernardine County. California. Towever. Defendanis have never. ever, been on Plantiff's

property. to steal her dogy or otherwise. In fact, for the last & years, D fendant Tummy Willet has®
ot lived @ the Siate of Nevada, She was nat in the State of Nevada or the State of Califorma in ali
of 2020, Defendant Julie Pule lives in the State of Nevada: however. she was nol in the Statc of

Caltforntg &t any point in Aueust J020,
v i

At no time were Defendants contacted v San Bernarding County Sherifts of government

Hemardine County Gos 2rament Ottt

%7 reguest for removal of dogs Iromn PlawtfY s property.
Plaintif®s claims are s i~lefeating, in that ske ackrowiedzes that law erforcemnent ofticials :

told people {who are not Delendants] to go on the property and remaove cogs. This directive by

Skenll's department in Ssn Bemardino Cannny and San Diego Cownty. California, a portion of
which recently sertied to Ms. Zorikova and her daughter Olivia Jeong for $3235.000. Planuil has
alvo susd varions people in multiple counties w Califomia, including rescuc groups there, tor the '

alteged thelt and rerurn of hor 25 dogs.

C. VEGAS SHEPHERD RESCUFE

As o nscur proup. Vegas Shepherd Rescue’s singular purpose is 10 take in ot found. -

\

abused, ahandoned andior surrendersd dogs  primanly Gerroan Shepherd Dogs as the rame

implies: ohtain necessary medical attentiot. including spay and acuter as required by Nevada Clark

County law, and adept ther out. Vegas Shepherd Roscue ulso takes shephcrd:a in {rom kil shebrers
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and adopts therm out. Vegas Shepherd Rescue rescues and places upwands of a hundred dogs a vear,

* approximarcly $5% of which are German Shephere Dogs. Vegas Shepherd Rescue has performed

this service as 4 non-profit corperation that cxists entirely on donaiiuns vnce its inception in 2012

When Defendants come inlo possession of any dog. they tmmediately cheek o see it there s a-

microchip. When they obtain veterinary vare. which they do for cach dog that comes Inla thetr

possession, the veterinarian also checks o see 1f there 15 2 microchip.

[Painif? alleges her dogy are all microchipped. {See Complaing pp. -+ =20, Delendants are |
rol and have never heen in possession of any dogs that have 2 micrachip restenad o Ms,
Zorikova, Ms. Jeong. znd-or Ven Nark Gral' German Shepherds. Begause PlaintfY hay alleged that
“taieves remove micraclins:” and for hrevity's sake, Defendants have never remoeved or direeted
e removal of 2 dog’s microchin. Defendants” selerinarians have likewise rever removed a
microchip {and Detferdants are unsure if that 3s even legal for velemnarians to Co sl

I+ appears that Plaint il simply sumbled zpon a German Shepherd rescus group’s Facebonk
and decided. withous proof, to claim varlous dogs us hers, She actaally has no tdeu what dogs are

hers, Puppy mudls arc like that. Take the case ot Beacor. for example (Plaiiti’s Exhibit 4100

- Defundans came 1w posiession of Beacon, on July § 2020, a full month before Plairull was

arrested and  1ull month belore uny of the facis that arc the subject of Plaionif» claims. Beacon

was found by 4 lrucker running alongstde the bighway. The tracker brought Beacon o Defendants.

v

Beacon kad been shot i tac face and required extensive medical care before being adapted. Beacon

wis not microchipped,
Afeer Plaintift and her duughter were arrested for fiony animal cruclty by San Beroardinag

County Sherifl s deputics, Plaintill tifed a police repot for thefi against vartous pevpic. including

" fulie Pyvlz. In response, San Bemardien County Sherift™s deputios yisted M, Pyle at her Las Vegas
3 1 > P b =

wame in corly September 2020, There. the deputics and Ms. Pyie talked for 40 minutcs. The Sherist
N n 3

-4
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b anc Sepiember of 2020, with the last dog bemng acopted vn or about September 15, 2020, wocks

" helore Plaintiff served her Complaint on Detendants,

" September 6, 2021, Deferdants filed their Opposition ta PLAntTs Motion 10 Set Aside.

- Plainsi T ffed a Motion to Reschedule the hearing on her Motion to Set Aside. Plaintitt’s Mation

eonterence link and had no probiem logging inwo the video conlerence for the heannyg. it is also

1o appeas tor thelr respective heanngs via 1he Court's video conlerence link. Despite the fact taat

determined Ms, Pyle was not in posscssion of any ol Plaintiff's German Shepherds, Lhe SheniTdid
not find any rewson Lo enter the residenee of Mx. Pyle.

As a practical malter Baker, Berkley, Cypress. Lodl. and Malibu were adopted in Augist

'

D. DEFENDANTS MOTION TO SITT ASIDE

On Avgust 23, 2021, Plaintiff £led a Moton to Ser Aside the Cowrt’s August IR, 2021
24

Minuze Order dismissing her Complaint With Prejudice. Plaintiff requested that the Court conduct '

Ca hearing on acr Mofion w Set Asice. As a result the Court set @ heanny on the scbiect Maotion for

September 24, 2021, Subsequent to the filing of Plainttl's Motion to Set Aside. the formal urder

of Dismissal Witk Prejudice of Plaimifi™s Complaint was entered on Scptember 2. 20210 On
On September 29, 2021 Defendants. througk: their counsel. Casey 1. Gish and Shana Weir,
appearsd for the dulv noticed hearing. Plaintif? tailed to appear. The Couns verhaily dented the

Motion amid granted fees and costs to Delendarts. Scveral hours atter the conctusion of the Heanrg, |

1o Reschedule ¢lafmed that she was not able W og orto the hearing via the Court’s video conference

link. it is cowd thal counsel for Deferdanls appearcd for the hearing via the Court’s video

nated <hat there were maltiple other hearings that moming on the Court’s docket and thers were

multiple attomeys on Gie video conference for ather casss and other heanngs all of whom were ablc

course. tor the Delendunts. and a myriad of other attomeyvs [or uther cases on the Court’s dacket

that day, had ne problems signing on to the Court’s video conference hink, the Count granted -
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. PliniiN s Mation to Reschedule the Heanng on aer Motion to Set Aside. The new heanng on

» i Plaintiff"s Motion o Ser Astde was scheduled by the Court for October 6, 2021,
i
: On Octoher 6. 2021, the Cours condue:ed the rescheduled hearing on Plaintft's Mation o
Sut Aside. Plaintff appeared via the Court’s video conterence link. this time apparently with no
-l
connection issues. Defendants appeared via their counscl of record, Casev DL Gish. Atter heanng |
AL
1 smrument on the Metion, the Court denied Plamaff’s Motwon 1o Set Asidc, The Court also granted
& || Delendanis™ request for foos and costs incurred as # resul: of detending and appearing for bosh of
Y11 the hearings on Plainiff s Muotion to Sct Aside.
1w o ) . ,
Prior to the order being iled. on August 23, 2021 Plaintiff filed the instant Morton o Sel
I

-1

o 1| inadecuate service of provess, of which the Court ook no evidence or testmony [see Mation al pp.

i

’. Aside Order T'o Dismiss With Prejudice. The motion ikelf essentially reterates Plaint:fY s pasition
that the suremons and Complaint were propetly served on all Defendants. Bueause Plainaff does

|

not like the auteome of the Muotior to Dismiss. she alleges that Judge Johason has been bribed by 1
counsel and or intluenced by donations from “animal rights activiste.” and she intemds o sue all
Defendants for the same causes of action in Texas.” And finailv, Plamut¥ provides a statement of

tracdulert staiements ste olams were made by counsel that are not germang to i finding of

11-14. which arc summarized as follows; 13 o evidence of owaership of dogs: 2} housing dogs in

cages): 31 illegal business conduet: 3y property conditions: 33 smmal neglect; 6y County violations:

1 71 busiress licensing: ) sestiernent with San Bernardino: 97 other law suits: 101 search warrants;
113 Pluinuifs arrest; 121 Pl s erimical myvestigation: and 131 Counly vielations.

For reasans discussed herein, the motion s without merit; and therefore, must be dinied.

i e Rarred ros fudacats and Derendants well sk tees and custs awaxtaled

with deiending thust claims as well.

FIMale b s prooesed s
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On October 12, 2021, Delendants filed their Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements
L incurred as 3 result of Plaintilf's Motion to Set Aside and the instant Application for Arorneys
Tees, Costs. and Disbursements. 4 copy of the Pefendants’ Memorandum of Costs and

Dispursements Incurred as @ Reswlt of Plainsinf’s Motion to Sct Aside 1x aliached herein uy Exhini

II.
T.EGAL ARGUMENT

A. DEFENDANTS ARE ENTITLED TO AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES

Pursuant o NRS TE.G10{2i0), the court may make an allowance for atlomey s foos “when
the prevailing party has not recoverad more than $20.000.00." Thus, while the district court has
virtnally no discretion to deay a fue award to a2 prevailing partv. the count has discretion 1o
determining the amount of sard awzrd. which s tempeied only by reason and faimess.” Universite
af Nevada, Lav Fevus v, Tarkenion, 110 Nev, 381.590-5391 870 P.2d 115CH: 8B 19930

Accordingly. in Nevada, this “analysis may bogin with any method retionaliy destened to
cacwiate @ resonahie amount. including those based on a “lodestar” amaount or & contingeney lee.™

Shierte y. Seazer Homes Hoidmgy Corp.. 121 Nev. 837 864, 124 P3¢ 230, 18 19 {20053, taiting

CTTertnt v. Humana ealth Ins. rJ.{'.\"er,udc':, 105 Nev, SEO. 590, TR1 P.2d 762, Thd {1989, Lealuow v,

Beneficial California, Ine., K1 Cal.App.4% 19,97 Cal, Rprr. 24 797, 821 ¢2000) and Glendora Com.

| Redevek Aaeney v Remeter. 185 Cal App 2d 465, 202 Cal Rpir. 389019841

B. THE ATTORMNEYS' FEES REQUESTED ARE REASONABLE UNDER
NEVADA LAW

In Nevadi, the court must also consider the factors lard out m Rrunzell v Golden Gate

' Naiong] Benk 95 Nev, 350349, 155 P.2d 3T (19691 = determining a reasonable award of
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| Supreme Couri. He was then uppoinied s he Law Clerh 10 the Honorable David Hufl. State of

attorney s foos, See Shuetre, 121 Nev. at 805, In daing so, Ihe award will be reasenable “as long us

the Court provides sufticient reasoning and findings i suppont of its ultimate determination,” fd.

The Nevadu Supreme Court claritied the lour Brunzell tactors in Sehouweiler v, Yancey Ca.,
101 Nev, $27.712 020 THA 19837 ay foliows:

{11 the qualities of the advovater his ability. his training, cducation, cxperience.
professional standing and skl

{23 the character of lhe work to be done: its dilficulty, its inlricucy, 15 importance, ume
and shill required, the responsibiiity mposad end e orominence and character of

the parties where they aftect the importanes of the htlgation:

13 the work actualiv performed by the lawyer: the skill, tme and aiention given Lo the
work: and

} the resuit whether the attormney was successiul and what benefits were dertved.

-

(6] Nev, at 533-834. 712 P.2d m 790,

Here, as detailed below, all four ol the Brenzell faclors are sdlistied.

First. Defendanss wers represemed by attorney CASEY [ GISITand SHANA WEIR. Mr|
Giish has been 4 practicing atwrney 10 the State of Novada and Califormia for over 22 years with no
| zecord of discipling 1n cither state. Ms. Weir has been 2 praciicing allamey In the State of Nevada
forover 18 years with na record of discipline.

Mr. Gish begar his legal career in Nevada m 1997 when he served as an oxtern to the Nevada
I Novada, Tnird Judicia: District Court, from 1998 ro [999. Prier to opening THE AW OFFICT
OF CASEY 1. GISH in 20615 as the £rm's managing member. CASIY 1. GISH triedmuitiple jury
mrials and bench trials in Las Vepas, Reno, Orange County, and Los Angeles County  He has
litigated cascs throughout Novada and Califormia in both slate count and federal court. He has won
Frultiple appeals o the Nevada Sapreme Court. and was suceessful in a published opinion from the

Nevada Suprerze Court (F ey v Easiern Courtvgrd Associgies. 24 [*.3g 2 (Nev, 200010 His
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itrms such as Sprinyel & Fink. and Parker, Nelsor & Associaes, Prior to opening her own firm.

cascs have ranged from small cases to cascs in cxcess of $90 multion dolars. He has previously and
currently worked for Law [inns such as Parker. Nelson & Associates; Cisneros & Associates: and .
Cisneros & Mariag, cie. All of these Linms are well known i the Tas Yegas lepal community with
a reputation for experienced and profvssional attorneys.

While workinyg lo: Cisneros & Marius, Mr, Gish was the handling attamey for all of the

firm's varerinary malpractice cases &od represented veternnarians in more than [ trials. all of which
resuited inoa verdict in favor of his chents. Just prior to opening his own 1irm. Mr. Gish was the
serior trial attorney for awe (21 vears al the frm of Formis and Associztes. Mr, Gish has also been

appointed as an Arbitrator on hundreds ol cases for the Clark County Mandatory Arhitration

Priogram.

Prior te apeting THE WETR TAW GROLU P in 2019, the firm™s managing memaer SHANA

WTIR. has tried multiple jury trizis and beneh trials throughowt the State of Nevada, Tler cases
have ranged from small cases 1o the 2 largest class action cases 1 <he history of the State of Nevada

with muitiple billions of dollars in potential damages at issae. She has proviausly warked for law

sha was the supervising pariees at Parker. Nelzon & Associates. All of These fimms are well known
in the Las Vegas logal communily with a reputation for expericnced and professional attomeys.
Bath Mr, Gish amd M, Weiz arg well saown in the Las Vogas communily {0r practicing in

the prea ol animal rigats and for donating their tme @nd sesources i antmal cruelty cases. Duc fo

sheir gxienaive expericnes tn this wrea vt 2w, shov have hoth hecome oxperts i their ficlds of

aravtice. Based upon thetr expertise, experience, and specialized kaowicdge of ammal cruciny

b

Canes, 2 rate of $A0G Rour i Sustified in tais mater. o addition, the number ot hours spert by

Ceanmsel for tae Defundants - preparing the Opmesition 1o Plalett™s Muotion o Set Asude wnd

uppeasing at e tao Learings on the Matian are reasoneble. ho amount of alloeney tme meperel
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Fiusl to prepars LI2ss papers was siondficant. and the amount OF aramey time roquired o rescarch |

Al and seview e fmcts and clocuments underlving and supporiing Pose papers wax gven mare

SxfeTNINV G,

Second. unimal cruchty cases are very specialized and difTienit by nature. They are tactually
s
and legally intensive. While thene may be more techiically complex mattess, animal cruelty cascs
“

- |, elearly require attention fo detail and an understanding ol the presentation of defenses o complex

51| veterirary cvidence 1n order to establish damages and defenses. Anima; cruelty cases often times

reguire several dillerent vewerinary disciplines und logal disciplines to umderstand amd present 0 |
m . . ) B .
| enabic a clatmant or & defendant w achieve the bast results. Counsel s undegrstandinyg ol the varnious
Al
issues thal wre necded fo successfuliy present. or defend. a casc supports the conciusion that the
(ARE ; .

- || attorney’s fees were camted and are fair and reasonable. Attwe end of the day, Dofendants” attomeys

15| ditizently and successtully represented them in this case through the Motion to 5ot Aside, achicving

s - . - . . N - - . - - - - - . eerey
U5 1) dismissal of Plaintiffs caims aficr an extensive o tdentiary hearing and the denial of Plamtitt's
i

H notian to St Aside after two hoarines on the subiect motion were conducted !
7
e Third counscl's skill. time, and ztteasion given this case were above average. The

1o | preparation was thorongh and compiete. Counsel for Piaintitl spent numerous hours reviewing
Cvoluminous hlings from Pluntff. reviewing dosuments. reviewing potential testimony znd

potential discovery. drafting and repeatedly cevising the Defendants” Opposition to Plamtll™s

' Mation w9 Set Aside. mecting with clicnts. conducting teleconferences with ¢liems. and preparing
L. 1} this case for 1he two hearings on Plamlit’s Motion o Set Aside. Considering the amount of Lime

1< | und effort exerted by Defendants” counsel. and both aitomeys’ vonsiderable expertise 1o this area

2] or practics, the tees are clearly substantated. Based upon thuir exponise, experienee. amd

a
| spevizized knowiedes of ammal Crusiy Tascs. @ mue of $300 hour s mstified o this mater. o
AL |

sddivicn, the namber of hours spert b coumsel oz the Defendants 10 prepasing the Delendants

L)
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Oppos:nan o Plaintift™s Maotion o Se Aside and preparation tor and attendance at two separate
hearings on the Motion, were reasonable, warranted, and jesbited. The amousat of aliorney tioe
required to prepare thess papors was semificant, and e amount of anorney ume roguired w
sesepsch and review the focts and dewurients underlving and supporting thosc papers was CVCR more
exlensive. Therelore, Detfondants reguest tha all ol their attorneys™ tees incurred by sach of their
counsel pertaining o the Oppasition o Plaiat s Maotion w Set Adide and pertanuag 1o appearing

at hwo separate hearines on the Metion, in the wotal amount of fours (04,5 hours biiled by Gish -

3.2 hours htled by Wetry at the rate of S500 by, tor the ota] amount of 3 8300080 {87 250 00 nile

Py Giste - STLADOL BiTed by Weiry, be awarded 1o Defendants from Plainn®, Pleaee wee Gish,

f‘.‘:‘."'lu',"?i..' viatemen) gddched fereto gy TExRibe B aad Weir 0D no Sravemcnr anac hod horera ay

CEhibin

Tourth. the resull speaks [or itseill The favorabic award of demal of PlamtiflTs Motien to
Set Aside s attmiburabic 1o substantial part o the dibigence, determinalion. hard work. expertisc.
and skitl of Defendarss’ counsel. who doveloped, litigated, and obtained (his tavosahle result
Delendants achies ed the obrective they sought, denial of Plaitiff' s Motion 1o Sot Astde. Although

the Court has the tinal decrsion on the mater, counsa respectfully submits the quality of s work

prodluct retiects the hiours spent on the casc.

C. DEFENDANTS' COSTS ARE RECOVERABLE AS A MATTER OF RIGHT |
LUmier NRS 18010, a prevailing party claiming costs can serve and file a \erified
memorandum ol costs belore entry o judament. Las Fegas Ferish & Fantasy Talloveeen Ball, Ine. |
s, Abern Remials, Ire, 124 Ney 372278 182 134 764, 708 (2D0R). A prevatling party s required
o 2le a verifled memorandum of costs within 5 days after eniry of juddgment. or such jurther time
as the court or judze may aaant, staing under oath that the cost items are correct and “have been

necessarily incurred in the zetion or proceeding.” Millage Builders 961 LS Labs, 121 Nev, 261,
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i of Costs and Disbursemenss on October 12, 2021 a copy of which 1s ultached hercto as “Fxhihit |

E AT

276-277, 112 P.3d 1082, 1092 (2005), Defendants timcly submitied their veritied Memorandum

Puraant o NRS 18020, Defendants are entitled to an award of costs. Pumsuant 1o NRS
15 (K15, Delendant’s recoverable costs and disharsements as a result of Plainvfs Motion to Sct

Anide are $14.30. Please see Plamtil™s Wemorandum of Cosis and Disbursements wltached hereto

Joas hxishn 407

D. PLAINTIFF'S COS1 BONDS ALLEGEDLY DEPOSITED WITH THE COURT
Ax this Cours knows, the issue of whether Plaietitt deposited out-of-state secueity of costs

honds was heavily contested in this matter. Plainuff claims to have posted $1.54) i sceunty with

this Cours pursuant to NRS 18,130, but it is undisputed that Plaint(Mnever filed the required Natice !
of Posting of the Bond as per NRS [8.130010 In the event Plainhit did acmally post S1.53Hbin
security with this Court, and in the event this Application is Grunted. Defendants respectfully
request that the posted sceurity funds be immediately released o Detendants’ counsel tor
disburscment.
1.
CONCLUSION
Based upon the foregoiny, Delendants respectfully request that therr Application for Fees,

Costs, and Dishursements be GRANTED in the amount ol $14.30 for costs disbursernents, and

SR.830 lur attomey's foos for a total amount of $8,.864.30. 1 i lurther requested that any secunty

be immediaiely released by the Court to counsel tor the Defendants.

I
|
furds that were deposized by PluimiiTwith this Cours for seeurily of costs pursuant to NRS 18130, ‘
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DATED this 12th dav of October, 2021,

15

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

s/ CaseyD. Gisk

CASEY . GISIL [:8Q.

Novada Bar No. Q06657

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV RQ11R
CaseyigOshLawFirm.com

Coconnsed Jur Detendants Julie Pvle, Tammy
Fiiler, & Fegus Shepherd Keseur

WEIR LLAW GROUP, LLC

{o] Shana D. Weer

SITANA D WEILR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 91465

6220 Stevenson Way

[as Vegas. NV 89120

Co~counsed inr Devendants Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willel, & Veguy Shephord Rescu
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" COSTS. AND DISBURSEMENTS RESULTING FROM PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO SET

|| _X_VIA FLECTRONIC SERVICT:in accordance with NRUP through the Odyssey File & Senve

- Via email by transmitting through an email service maintined by the person on whaom i is served

CERTIFTCATE OF SERVICE

L _Casey D Gish 0 L declare

{am a resident ol and employed in Clark County. Nevada, Tam over the age of vighteen
i 18) vears and not a party w the action within, My husiness address is 3940 S, Rainbow Blvd.. s
Vesas, Nevada SO1IS.

that [ served he document deseribed as DEFENDANTS® APPLICATION FOR FEES,

ASIDE on the parties whose address gppuars below:

_VIA LS MATL: by placing a true copy thereot enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage
thereon fully prenaid. ‘n the United Sttes Postal Serviee ai Tas Vegas, Nevada, [am “readily
familiar with the 1inn's pracrice of collection and processing correspondenes by matiing. Lnder
that pructice, ;2 would be depasited with the US, Pustal Service o2 thal wamne day with postage

fully prupaid at Las Vegas. Nevaca i the ordinary course of business.

clectrenic $iling svstem. | um “rendily famaliar™ with the frm's prachue of electronically serving
documents.

VIA EMAIL: in accordance to the Consent of Service by Electronic Means on file herein.

at the email address provided by that person. The copy of the document senved by email bears !
notation of the date and time of transmission and the smail address 1o which transmstted.

ALLAZORIKOVA

1903 Wilcon Ave, #1753

Los Arzeles, CA 900G

Poi223) 25186

E: stevejohn 973201770 gmail com
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Flainitf

Executed on the 1 2th dav of October, 2021,

- .
/s/ (CaseqT. gwé
An emplovee of |HE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D, GISH
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i {702y SBI-IRK3 Telephane

Electronically Filed
10/1212021 7:32 PM
Steven D. Grierson

| MEMO CLERK OF THE COU, |
| CASEY D. GISH, FSQ. , ﬂaw

- Nevada Bar No. 006637

U THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D.GISH
2940 S, Rainbow Blvd

las Vegas, NV 89118

Caseyd GishLawFimm.eom

{702) 4834608 Fucsimile

SHANA . WEIR. ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 946X

WEIR LAW GROUP,.LLC
A220 Stevenson Way
J Las Vegas, NV 89120
(T02y 8094567 Telephone
Aitornevy for Detendanistulic Pole. Tammy
Willer, & Veway Shepherd Resene
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY.NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOV A CASE NO A--R21249-C
Plaintiffisy, | DEPT.NO.XX .,
VS, |
JULIC PYLE. TAMMY WILLET. VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOLS I
T THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND RGE :
CBUSINESS ENTITIES [ THROUGH X, ’
. Delendant{s).
DEFENDANTS® MEMORANDUM OF COSTS AND DISBURSE MENTS
Purscant o NRS 18005 NRS 18010, NAR 1TiBL NRS 7150 and Albios v. Horizon
Communities Ire.. 122 Nev, 409, 132 P.3d 1022 (20096, Delendams’ herehy submits thow
| Memorandum of Costs, Dishurserents. and [nterest incurred as a result of Painuff's Moton Ta
1 Set Aside as follows:
Ui Compuaint vn fle herein doc oot muze azamey Cesey T €ish as 3 Detendin. Plaintiff umaalerally moditicd the
£2pTI0n 2t ome point o irsude bum s s Defendant '
1
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CAERY Ttk
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fi

e

1. Clerk’s Fees Filing Fees (Exhibit Ay S5

SOLGD

S04

2. Reporter’s Fees for Depositions including Iranseripts and Video
CoNTErenEe SCIVIOTS ovviv it oo b e erreea e
3 Juror's Fees Jury Demand Fee oo S0.00
B TR o=t P PP
S, Dxpert WINESS FROS oot ir i e e

B IMIRIPICTOT S oS, i e

e IRy e T e o S

.- 80,00

SO0
S$0.00

8. Offieia] Reporer s Fows oo e $0.00
O ROTE 08 oo e e e MIRE D
T Balliff F oS e e S0.00
 Faesimmile S S6.00
12, Phowacapies (statutory rate of {060 per pape per NRS [8.005¢11) and

NRS {8 010 allow aprevaiing party to recoser “reasonable copy costs,”
NRS (29.0612) allows lor a reasanable charge of 60 cents per page for
cupving costs for medical records. This 15 also the copy charge rate that
the Clark County Discovery Commissioner allows o be 1 ceoverad for
copying charges for rnedscal records.

This inciudes picading documnents and exhibis, correspondence, reports
4n¢ dovimenss sent via emails ard atlachments)

B T T TR TR TERTR
13, Lomp Distance Calls. oo e

1A, Casta'Feos Marsuant 1o NRS 100335 s

17, Computerized Logal Research Fees e
18 Any Other Expenses Necessary to the Subject Action.

TOTAL COSTS:

o

S10.80
$0.00

$0.00

8000

SO.(H)
$0.40
S(1.00
$14.30
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{1R.020, NRS KOO0, Las Fegas Fetish & Famasy Halloween Ball, Inc. v Ahern Rentals, Inc.,

P 124 New, 2720278182 12.3d T64, 768 (20081, and Fifluge Suditders Y6 v, U8 Labs, 121 Nev, 261,

VERIFICATION

Under penalty of perjury, the foregoing cost items are correct and have been necessarnily |

incurred as & resull of Plaintiff's Motion to Set Aside in the action or proceeding pursuant to NRS

ITE-27F, 152 LA [U82, 109202005,

i« bl

DATED this [2th day of October, 20271,

THE LAW QFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s/ @miay 2. g&é

CASEY DL GISH, ESQ.

Novada Bar Na, 006637

S04 8, Ramnbow Bhvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118

Ciseyg (nshlawkim.com

Co-counsel for Dé.:fé‘):duuh Julie Prie. Tammy
Willcr, o Vegas Shepherd Resclue

WEIR LAW GROUP. LLC
o] Shana T. Weer

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No, 2468

A220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

Co-cannsel for Defendants Julie Pole. Tammy
Willer., & Vegas Shepherd Rescue

)
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i Casey D, Gish

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

. declare:

I am @ resident of and emploved in Clark County, Nevada, T am ever the age of cighteen

{181 years and not a party o the

Vegas, Nevada 39118,

That | somvod the document deseribed 2s DEFENDANTS MEMORANDUM OF COSTS

AND DISBURSEMENTS on the partics whese address appears below:

VIA TS MAILL: by placing

thereon fuily propaid. in the Lnited States Postul Service at Las Vegas, Nevada, Fam “readily

sarniliar” with the fim's praviice of collection and processing correspondence by mailing. Under

that practicy, 11 would e depos
fully poopanid at Las Vegas, Nov

X_VIA ELECTRONIC SERV

electronic filing systerm [ “reedity familiac™ with the firm’s ractive of electronically serving

Juvnmenis.

VIA EMAILL: in accordance to the Consent of Service by Llectronie Means on {ile herein.
Via cmail by ransmitung through an email serviee maintwined by the person on whom itss served

1
at the cmail address provided by that person. The copy of the document served by email boars a

ALLA ZORIKOVA
1905 Wilcox Ave. #1735
Los Angeies. (A VDGR
I (3235 209-31%6

whon within, My business address is 5940 S, Rainbow Blvd, Las

4 true copy thercol enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage

ted with the ULS. Postal Service un that same day with postuge
ada in the vrdinary course ut business,

JICE! in accordance wils NRCP through the Odyvssey File & Sarve

! notation of ke date and time of transmession and the emac] address to which transmirted.

E: stoveiohni97320 1Ty gmail com

Nainrift

I~
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I.xecutcd on the 12th dav of October, 2021,

o

s/ CaseyD. Gésk

Ar employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF -
CASEY D. GISH
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CASEY D. GISH

October 12, 2021

INVOICE NUMBER: 002

Client: Vegas Shepherd Rescuc/Pyle/Willet
Matter: Alla Zorikova

"DATE ' ' TASK TIME AMOUNT
o ) _ __!5500!?“! v
| 082421  Review and analyze Plaintiff's Motion tv Sel Aside 2.6 $1,350

including exhibits. Rescarch Nevada and Federal

statulory law, Nevada and Federal case law, Nevada |

court rules, including local rutes regarding Motions

to Set Aside and Molions to Reconsider under NRCP
0903721 Conduct Legal research regarding Motion to Sct 1.8 4900
: Aside including NRCP 6D and under Nevada

statutary law and Nevada case-law

09,01/21  Draft/revise Opposition 1o Plaintitf's MotiontoSel 49  $2,450
As_.lm_ ) ) l —

49,287/21  Prepare for hearing on: Plaintifl’s Motion to Set 2.2 $1.100

09/29/21  Attend 17 Hearing on Plaintits Motien to Sel Aside 5 5250 )

049/29/21  Review and analyve Plaintiff's Motion to Reschedule
Hearing on Motion to Set Avide .
04/29721 Review and analyze Clerk's notice for Reschedaled | .4 450
hearing on Plaintiff’s Motion to Reschedule earing |
~on Motion to Set Aside i

—

350

10/05/21 " Prepare lor Rescheduled Ht‘mm" on Plaintiff's ‘9 - %450
: Modon to Set Aside
_10/06721 - Attend 2 Ticaring on Plaint.ff’s Matien to Set Aside 1.4 + $700
_TOTAL: g | 14.5 $7.250
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Sounu D, Wer, Esg.
ISk

LAW GROUPLLC e

Nwetr | wpulnwearapaoien

Stevemanr Was
Sin N ARl 0

S LSRT

DATE: 10122
INVOICE NUMBER: 002

Clienl: Vegas Shepherd Rescue PylerWillet
Matter: Alla Zorikova

[DATE ' TASK ' TIME: AMOUNY
_ _ {3300 1)
082421 Reviewed and analyzed Plainuff's mution 1o 5t asiide, il $330

‘ | including exhibits and notice of hoanng: _
090421 i“inalize opposition ta Plaintitl™s motion o set aside

7 - S350
092921 Ancnded hearing on Plaintiff's motion (o set aside. -3 8250 ~
09 29 21 Drafted and revised proposed order denying motion to set .7 $330
aside.

PDID021 - Reviewed and analvved Phaintff's molion/roquast for 1 30
o New Moanng. )
092621 Reviewed and anaiyzed Clerk s notice for re-learing s 350 _
Total ' _ _ 3.2 [ $1.600
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Electronically Filed
10/19/2021 9:14 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUE!E
Alla Zorikova (ﬁd—‘é'

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

Olivia.car@mail.ru

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, c A-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF’S OBJECTIONS TO
PLAINTIFF,
DEFENDANT FEES AND COSTS
Exhibit "A" attached

JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
Department 20
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES 1
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE

BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. Defendant filed Application for fees and costs on October.

2. None of the statutes listed by Defendant permit Attorney's Fees.

3. Furthermore, Defendant fails to provide any court cases nor specify statute's content that

would allow attorney fees be applied for this case.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Moreover, Casey Gish is attorney in this case and represents Julie Pyle. However,
nowhere Gish reffers to statement of Ms Pyle nor to her actions and writes his baseless
not supported with evidences narrative as from Gish himself, which does not make sence
at all. Gish is neither witness nor has (as he claims) personal knowledge about case's facts

otherwise.

Gish refers to irrelevant to attorney fees for this case statutes: 18.005, where costs
defined, 18.010 award of attorneys fees states that compensation of an attorney fees for
his services governed by agreement or allowance is authorized by specific statute, which
can not be applied to this case. There were no agreement between Plaintiff and Defendant
regarding any attorney's fees nor Defendant listed statute that authorizes his attorney fees

in this case.

Further, Defendant refers to again inapplicable NRS 18.020 in which attorney fees
awarded in cases related to real estate and private properties, which is, again, not relevant

to this lawsuit as Defendant did not brought action to recover real property in this lawsuit.

Further, Gish baselessly reffered statute 17.130 titled "Computation of Amount of
Judgment, Interest" . Defendant must be forgotten that he is Defendant and NO monetary
judgment was entered in his favor that he can computate interest of. Or he counts on the
factthat Judge Johnson will not read his listed statutes as it was heard before that Judge

Johnson often is not reading filed documents before he rules on it during hearing.

Furthermore, Defendant baselessly refers to NRSP 68 which is statute regarding

execution of monetary judgment.

Furthermore, rate as of $500/hr as attorney fees is unheard off in Las Vegas.
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10. In Defendant's "Legal Arguments" section Gish states that (p.10) Section 18.010(2)(a)
states that "when the prevailing party has not recovered more than $20,000", which is
clearly refers to jusdgment asked and recovered from lawsuit. However, Defendant is not
the one who comes to the Courts to "recover" and therefore, no "recovery" term is

applicable here as to Defendant.

11. Further, Defendant cites case University of Nevada vs Tarkanian and misleads the Court
in that that in reality Tarkanian was DENIED his claim for attorney fees as damages
under the state law and only obtained his attorney's fees under 42 U.S.C. 1998 (1980)
(awarded to as a prevailing party in civil rights lawsuit, where, again, attorney fees are
prescribed by statute) based on the allowence of fees under that particullar statute.
moreover, Appellate Court for that case reversed the award of attorney's fees.
Furthermore, appellate Court vacated award of attorneys fees against NCAA in that case.

University of Nevada vs Tarkanian 879 P.2d 1180 (1994) 110 Nev. 581.

12. In his Paragraph "B" of "Legal Argument" Defendant refers to case Brunzel vs Golden
Gate National Bank, which is irrellevant based on the fact that in that case after trial Bank
has been awarded $5,000 attorney's fees based on the signed contractural agreement
between Defendant and Plaintiff which presumed attorney fees in case of legal dispute.
Bank did not have fees schedule nor records of attorney's hours of work and therefore,
Court made that 1,2,3,4 prescribed elements on how to define time used for attorney's
work done. However, Gish in his request for attorney fees is referring to these 1,2,3,4
points as to "methods on how to determine if attorney shall be awarded attorney fees at
the first place. Gish provides false interpretation of cited cases, which are irrelevant to the

current case.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

In his "Factual Background " section (not called "Opinions" or otherwise Gish again,
KNOWNGLY and maliciously over and over costructs his lies regarding "dogs in cages",
"under investigation", while that case was turned down by district attorney in 2020 and
closed. Further, Gish again and again lies and lies, not only without supporting evidences

but with clear contradicting his lies evidences that this case full of.

Furthermore, instead of listing case law, and applying statutes that would "authorize his
attornys fees" he for uknown reason and inappropriatery spekulates about "arrest", "theft"

and other his theories that are only theories without any grounds nor reasoning.

This case is full of facts and evidences that support Plaitiff's allegations, while lier Gish
building his speculations on deception and false allegations. Gish fails to provide a single

refence to evidences/facts to support his lies.

For Court to understand true face and motives of "Animal Rights Activists/Extremists"
masked by "puppy's mills defendants": FBI had big investigations taken place decade ago
under FBI Special Agent John E Lewis. (Exhibit A) It was clearly defined how "animal
rights activists" (to which Casey Gish has close tights to through arrested for the same
"animal rights activist" Bryan Pease and Shana Weir (joined attorney for this case, "by
accident" joint at the same time when endorsed by Animal Rights Activists Group and
investigated previously for corruption with allegations of patroning Las Vegas Strip Club,
Judge (refusing to recuse himself) Eric Jhnson "suddenly" turned this case upside down
and come up with evidentiary hearing in attempt to frame Plaintiff instead of awarding

her injunctions relief. The Enimal Terrorism Statute (AET) set forth in Title 18 U.S.C.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Section 43, providers a clear framework for individuals, involved in Animal Rights

Extremism.

As written in AET, the statute prohibits travelling in commerce that cause disruption of
animal enterprises (which dog breeder are), or causing physical disruption through

stealing, damaging or causing loss of property used by animal enterprises.

Plaintiff, who was falsly arrested by being falsely accused by alledgedly animal rights
activists (animal rights activists were recognized as terrorists by FBI attacked violently
all Southern California), Plaintiff had losses over $1,000,000. Criminal case against
thieves who stole her dogs is under review in Victorville District Attorney Office (police

report # 082001074).

Plaintiff is filing second motion for Sanctions for defendant for providing false
statements to the Court once again, those statements are material and ALL has clear
evidences of falsity, such as defendant lues again that "Plaintiff had 70 dogs in cages
(while none of dogs were in cages), Plaintiff's arrest case "is still under investigation",
while case was turned down in 2020 and closed, no charges have been filed by District

Attorney.

Defendant elected deception and lies as its way for defense for this lawsuit, and
unfortunatelly, accused of public corruption judge Johnson can be easy manipulated and

blackmailed in order to cover up Defendant's clear misconduct.

I will make everything possible that lier Gish would be held accountable especially for
attorney's misconduct and stopped his distructive activity toward american businesses

and people.
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WHEREFORE, I ask this Court to deny Defendants attorney's fees and costs.
Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/18/2021

e

» CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that I had emailed the copy of the same on 10/19/2021 to Casey Gish

through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/16/2021

A
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never know when your house, your car even, might go
boom... Or maybe it will be a shot in the dark... We will
now be doubling the size of every device we make. Today
it is 10 pounds, tomorrow 20... until your buildings are
nothing more than rubble. It is time for this war to truly
have two sides. No more will all the killing be done by the
oppressors, now the oppressed will strike back.” It should
be noted that the FBI Joint Terrorism Task Force in San
Francisco has identified and charged known activist Daniel
Andreas San Diego, who is currently a fugitive from
justice, in connection with these bombings. While no
deaths or injuries have resulted from this threat or the
blasts at Chiron and Shaklee, it demonstrates a new
willingness on the part of some in the movement to
abandon the traditional and publicly stated code of
nonviolence in favor of more confrontational and
aggressive tactics designed to threaten and intimidate
legitimate companies into abandoning entire projects or
contracts.

Despite these ominous trends, by far the most destructive
practice of the ALF/ELF to date is arson. The ALF/ELF
extremists consistently use improvised incendiary devices
equipped with crude but effective timing mechanisms.
These incendiary devices are often constructed based
upon instructions found on the ALF/ELF websites. The
ALF/ELF criminal incidents often involve pre-activity
surveillance and well-planned operations. Activists are
believed to engage in significant intelligence gathering
against potential targets, including the review of
industry/trade publications and other open source
information, photographic/video surveillance of potential
targets, obtaining proprietary or confidential information
about intended victim companies through theft or from
sympathetic insiders, and posting details about potential
targets on the Internet for other extremists to use as they
see fit.

In addition to the upswing in violent rhetoric and tactics
observed from animal rights extremists in recent years,
new trends have emerged in the eco-terrorist movement.
These trends include a greater frequency of attacks in
more populated areas, as seen in Southern California,
Michigan and elsewhere, and the increased targeting of

PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT “A "
“FBI SPECIAL AGENT
JOHN E LEWIS INVESTIGATION OF ANIMAL
RIGHTS EXTREMISTS FOLLOW UP”
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|| their attorney of record. CASEY D, GISH, ESQ.. of 11111 1. AW OFFICE OF CASEY 1. GISH and

- TRe Complant v file aerein oes not neme aromey Casen 1. Oish as a Detendant. Plalatit” inilnerally modtficd the

Electronically Filed
10/20/2021 7:00 PM
Steven D. Grierson

OPPS CLERK OF THE COU
CASLY D). GISH. FSQ). (ﬁﬂ_,ﬁ ﬁjm

:i Novada Bar No. 006657
THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY . GISH

3940 5. Rainbow Bivd.
Las Vepas. NV 89118
Casey o GishLawFirm.com
{7023 383-5883 Telephone
(7023 483-4608 Facsimile

SHANA D. WEIR. 1:SQ.

. Nevada Bar No. 9468
' WEIR LAW GROUP, LI.C

6220 Stevenson Way
Las Vegas, NV 89120
(702 309-4367 Telephone

Anornevy tor Defendants
Judie Pyle Tammy 8illel & Vegas Shepherd Rescue

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY,NEVADA
ALLA ZORIKOV AL . CASIEINOLAS20-821239-C

¥

Plaimilis), ‘ DEPT. NO. XX
|

TULIE YL, TAMMY WILLEL. VEGAS
NHEPHERD RESCU T AND DOES ]
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROLE
RUSINESS ENTITIHES T THROUGH X.

Decfendanti<).

DEFENDANTS' OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' MOTION FOR SANCTIONS: AND
COUNTERMOTION FOR SANCTIONS

COMIENOW, Delendants' Tulie Pyle, Tammy Wiliel, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, through |

caprion at some point 1o include him as a Defeadant. Ma Gisk toorporisies the arpuments hereln

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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SHANA DU WEIR, ISQ.. of WEIR LAW GROUT. LLC, and hereby opposes Plaintifl™s Motion

For Sanctions: and hies their Countermotion for Sanctions. 1'his Opposition and Countermotion are

supporicd by the arached IPoints and Auathorities, the pleadings and papers on file herein, and any

argument allowed by the Court

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
L.

Factual Background

Plaintiff. Alla Zorikova, filed her Complaint against Defendants on Seprember 15, 2020,

slicging causes of action for: 1) thett under NRS 13841 25 civil conxpiracy, 37 (respass, 4) fraud;

Sy intentional milicion of emotional distress: and 6) property damage. I'he general basis of her -

Complaint is that she owns S0 German Shepherds, of which she claims 25 were stolen from her on |

s August 8 or 9. 2020 while she amd her daughier, Qlivia Jeong, were in jail in San Bernardino

County. Caliternia for elony animal crueley to those dogs. Plaintiff allepedly effectuated service

of process on Defendants nn October 3, 2020 and again on October 9, 2020, This case was staved

va December 4, 2024 after Defendants timely filed Demands tor Security of Cosis due w0 Plainult

being a Calilomia resident outsice this Court’s Jurisdiction. Plaintift allegediv tiled bonds in or
- i
around Apnl 2021.-

On October 24, 2020, Plaintit! filed an Ex Parte Application for Temporarny Restraining

Order from Custdy of Plaimifts Dogs and for Order to Return Plaintifl's Dogs,  Defendants |

onposed 1he motion and Gled o countermotion to dismiss.

On August °8, 2021, the Cowrt conducted an evidentiary hearing on the 1ssue of service of

process of Plamuit's Complaint. The Court granted Defendant’s Counter-Maotton to Dismiss.

" The docket does not retlact the date of liling ot the bonds.

2
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finding service ol process was ineffective, and dismisscd Plaintit?’s Complaint with prejudice for
|

abusc 0f process in this matter (see order filed September 2, 2021, anached hercto us Exfubis A).

The Court’s September 2. 2021, order states: *17 18 FURTHER ORDERED. ADJUDCGED
AND DICREED that Defendants shall fite a supptement to their Motien Lo Dismiss by August 19,

2021 to include a copy of the settlement between Plaintiff. Plaintiitf"s daughter Olivia Jeon. and

San Bemardine Counts in the ameuant of $325,000 thut supports Defendants” argument W decertity |

Plaintifs In Forma Pauperis status. PlaintifY shall file any respensive pleading by August 27,

E2021.7 {See Oeder on Ble herein, at pp. 8 1-6. Exiibie A

Plaintift s instunt Motion aliepes that Defendants luiled to comiply with this order: and
therelore she xeeks sanctions [without any poirts and autharities, case Jaw, of slatutory support for

sarme). However, that is inaccuraie. In compliance with this Court’s onder, on August [9, 2021

* Defendant :iled its Supplement which included the setilemen: anreement petwoen Plaininlll her

duughter Olivia leong, ané San Bemurdino County. as Exhibit "A” w the Supplement. The
Suppiement. and its supporting exhihits. is attached hercto as Exiibit 2. The proof of service
showing tha: Plaintiil vpened the e-serve envelope is attuched hereto as Exhidir C

PlaintitY has brought the instarg motion in had faith and knowingly misrepresented facts to
this Court, On October 13, 2021, Defendants brought this matter to Plaintili’s attention and asked
that she withdraw the instant motion or Detendants would scek sanctions against her (sec Exhibi

D vi u letter from The Law Oflice ol Casey 1. Gish asking Delendant to withdraw her Motion).

Plaint:¥ did reecive and open the letter from The Law Office of Casey D. Gish as evidenced hy the

attached proo! that Plaintiff opened the e-serve envelope for the lotter attached heretn as £xkidir E.

Plaintift fuiled to respond or vacale her motion. As 2 result. Defendants seek sanetions. and
attneneys” fees and costs for having w defend yot another baseless motion. Shouid Plainti(Teontinue

1o file bascless und Ivolous mations. Defendantys witl seek to deem her & vexatious litigant.
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meritorious and cause [or its denial or as u waiver of all grounds not so supported.  Plaintitts

1I.

POINTS AND AUTHORTIES

1. Plaintiffs Motion must be Denicd because it does not contain a Memorandum of
Points and Authorities

Plaintiffs Muotion is comprised of one talse allegation that Defendants tuifed ta comply
with a Court order that they actually id comply with, and no tepal statutes, case law, or analvsis

as to how or why she is entitled to sanctions, NRC? 132} requires that all Motion be supported

by @ Memorandum of Points and Authorities. ['he absence of a supporting Memorandum of

Points und Authorities is to be construad By the Court as an admission that the mation is not

motion lacks uny authority whatsoever in her requess for sunctions, likely becauss she is

compleiely aware it is made on a wtally false basis. Based upon the Pluintitfs failure fo support

her Motion tor a New Trial with an adequate Memorandum of Pairts and Awthoritics under
NRCP 13(2) the Motion should be denied.

2. Defendants are Entitled To Sanctions und Their Attorney s Fees and Costs to
Defend A Frivolous and Baseless Motion That Plaintiff Refused To V acale
I'pon Notice of the Same

Plaintiff’s mation vielates NRCP | 1{b) representations to the Court, which states:

3y presenung to the court a pleading, written maotion. or other paper — whether by
sipning, liling. submitting, or later advocating it an attorney or uneepresented
party certifies that to the best of the person’s knowleldge. information. and be liet
formed atier an inquiry reasonable under the circumstances:

(1) 1S ot being presented for any improper purpose, such ax 10 harass,
Cause unnecessary Lelay, or needlessly inercase the cost ol litigation:

{23 the claims. defonses. and other legal contentions are warrunted by
existing law or by a nontriveious argument for extending, modifving. or

reversing existing law or for establishing new law;

4
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{3) the facnaal contentions have evidentiary support or, il specifically so
tdentitfied, will likely have evidentiary suppost aller a reasonahle
opportunity for further investigation or discovery; and

(2} the denials of facmeal contenlions are warranted on the ovidence or. if°
specificaliy <o itdentifled. are reasonubly based on beliel or a lack of

information,

IMere, PlamntifY is well awure that Defendanis timely complied with the order of the court

to produce the settlement ayreement, wiven that she opened the eservice document. Therelore, the
instant motion and all ol her other baseless motions are simply intended for purposes of

harassmenl, delay. and 1o increase the costs of litigation because she hnows Defendants are nat

"being paid. 1t she tuiled to read the picuding she opened via e-service. that is her tault, She lacks

, total factual and fewal suppart for her Cluim that Defondants fuiled to comply with this Court's

OrLer,

NRCOP et contemplates sunctions for a party "s condues in this exact 1y pe ol scenario,

i1 In General. 11, after notice und g reasonable opportunity to respond. the
court determines that Rule 1hHb) has been violated. the court mav impose an
appropriate sanctivn on any attorney. law {irm, or party thar vielated the tule or s
responsible for the violation. Absent exceptional eircumstunces. a law firm must he
held jointly responsible for & vielation committed by its partner. associate, or
craplovee.

i2) Motion for Sanctions. A\ maotion for sunciions must be made separatcly
from any other motion and must deseribe the specitic conduct that allepediv
vielales Rule 11{h1 The motion must be served under Rule 5. but it must not be
filed or be presented to the court if the challenged paper, ciaim. defense, contention.
or denial 15 withdrawn or appropriately corrected within 21 davs after service or
within another time ke court sets. If warmunted, the court may award to the
presailing party the reasonable expenses, including attorney (ees. incurred for
proscning or oppasing the motion.

{4} Nature of a Sanction. A sunction imposed under this rule must be [imited
tr what sulliecs to deter repetition of the conduct or comparahic conduct by others
similarly situated. The sanction may include nonmonetary directives: an order
pay a penaity Imto court: or. if imposed on motion and warranied for effective
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deterrence. an order directing pavment to the movant of part or ull ol the reasonable
attorney fees and other expenses dircety resulting from the violation.

Here. Plaintiff brought a completely baseless motion tor sunctions against Delendants for
failure to comply with a court order that Defendants actually complied with. Prior to filing
Plainull’s mouon for sanctions. Plaintiff did not contac: Defendants to nonty Detendants she
would be secking sanctions for failure to comply with the Court’s order. Had she done so. she
would have heen informed that Detendants hud actually complicd with the Court’s order (o
produce the settlement anreement. She sipned her motion and represented to the Court that i1 waxs
made o good laith. Plantitt s motion vielates NRCP rules for obtaining sanctions: and
Defendants are entitied o sanciions as @ resul?, Further, vpen notice of Defendunts” compliance
and that Defandants sworald seek sanctions it she did not vacate her haseless motion, Plaintidid
nothing. causing Detendants to have 1w deferd vet another haseless and frivadous maton. Plaintit?
contnues 10 1o sieh metions beeause she knows Defendants” counsel is working pro bono

efendants theredore raquest that Plaintift he sanctioned for the same. and that
Defendants be awarded their time and effort as and for attorney’s fees and costs in addition to any
sanctions imposcd. Toward that end. Defondants have spent $7.00 for court costs and 5.3 hours to
revicew the motion, draft correspondence and dratft the instant opposition (32, 730). Detendants

aini seeh aflomey s fees Yor prepaning for, and stiending the hearting on the instuant motion.
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CONCLUSION

Based upon the forcgoing. Defendunts respectfully request that Plaintifls Moton for

Sanctions be denizd: and Defendants™ countermotion he grunted.

DATED this 2ith day o October, 2021,

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

CASEY D. GISH, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. (HI6657

39400 8. Rainhow BIvd

Lus Vegas, NV 89118
CasevaiGishlawlimm.com

Co-connse! for Defendants Julic Prie, Tammy
Willet, &¥epas Shepherd Reseur

WFEIR AW GROUP, LLC
o] Stana D. Weir

STHANA D WEIR ESQ,

Nevada Bar No. 9408

6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas. NV 89120

Co-cornsel for Defendanes Julie e, Tammy
Willer, &iVegas Shepherd Rescue
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ Cascv D. Gish . deciare:

! am a resident of and emplovaed in Clark County. Nevada. [ am over the age ol eighteen
{181 years and not a party to the action within, My business address is 3940 S, Rainbow Blvd.. Las
Vepas, Nevada 89118,

That | served the document desenibed us DEFENDANTST OPPOSITION TO

PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION FOR SANCTIONS; AND COUNTERMOTION  FOR

. SANCTIONS on the partics whose address appears below:

X VIA ULECTRONIC SERVICE: in accordance with NRCP throuph the Odyssey File & Serve
clectronic filing system. | am “readily Lamiliar™ with the firm’s practice of clectronically serving
docinments.

ALLA ZORIKOVA

TS Wilcox Ave, #1735

Tos Angeles. CA SDUGE

P: 3235 206-5186

b steve)ohnl 973201 Ta gmail.com
Pluintilf

Lxgeuted on the 20th dav of Ociober, 2021,

s/ (CacegD. Gésk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICH OF
CASEY D. GISH
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S JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS

i therern, maxes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

ke 4 A B M s et b

9/2/2021 1210 PM

Slectrantcally Viled

L TR AT
/ »
ORDR CLTRY CF THT RRURT
; DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY,NEVADA
- ALLA ZORIKOVA; CASE NO.A-20-821249-C
DEPT. NO. XX
Plainti{}i),
Vs Hesning Dhate; 87182021
Heanng Time: 9:15 a.m.

SIEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES |
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUATS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITICS 1 THROUGH X,

Detendantis).

ORDER

THIS MATTER having come or tor hearing on the [8% Guy of August, 2021 at 9:15 a.m.

before the HONORABIT TRIC JOHNSON: Plaiatitt ALLA ZORIKOVA appearing Pro $e:

| Delendunts, JULTE PYLE and VIXGAS SHEPHERD RESCUE appearing in person and by and
|
‘ through therr counsel. CASEY 1D GISH, 1:SQ. o THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISII, and
SHANA D, WTIR, ESQ. of WEIR LAW GROUTD: Detendant TAMMY WILLET, appearing by

and through her coussei, CASEY D. GISIL ESQ. of TTIE LAW OIVICES OF CASEY D GISH.

and SHANA D WEIR, ESQ. of WEIR LAW GROUP: the Court having set an evidentiary hearing

i to consider whether Plaintiff properly eflected service ol the summons and complaints under Rules
|
t

i 4 and 4.2 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure. The Court having considered the papers and

plvadings on file, the oral arguments of counsel, testimony of witnesses, and ¢vidence cntered

P>
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1y The Complaint is dismissed as to Defendants, Julie Pyle, Tammy Wiilet and Casey
Gish' because service was not proper under NRCOP 4.2{a) as to the individuals. Service was not
made personally, or 1o the individuals” dwellings or abodes, or to any agent authorized Lo accept
service of process. The location of allesed service was a mail drop area ol a business located at
2620 Rugatty Drive, Las Vepas, Nevada.

2y The Complaint is dismissed as to Detendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue because service
was not proper under NRCP 4.2{¢). Service was not made on the registered agent, an otticer or
director. or any other agen: authorized 1o recetve process.

3) The Complaint is likewise dismissed as to Defendunts hecause the atfidavits of senvice
were not zimely filed pursuant to NRCP #(d ). Pluintitt claims to have cffectuated service of process
on Octaber 5. 2028 and again on October %, 2020, [lowever, Plaintff did not file any atfidavits
of serviee until June §, 2021 which was well past the due date imposed by NRCP #(d). requiring
alldavats of service to be filed within the time tor {iling an answer or responstve pleading.

31 At the ovidentiary hearing on August [N, 2021, the Court soughs to determine if service
ot the summons and complain: on Delfzndants was accomplished by Plaintit?™s daughzer, Olivia
Joong, as claimed by Plantift and indicated in her June &, 2021 amidavits of service. Defendunts
contended that to the extent any service was attempted, ¢ was done by Plaintiff herselil an
ungqualificd person under NRCP die)i3).

PlaintiiY called Ms Jeong as a witness, M. Jeone testificd that she served packages of

L materials for Plaintiff at 2620 Regatia Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada on Qctober S and Octaber 9.

2020, When pressed bow she came to Las Veaas trom her home in Banitow, Califormia. to deliver

Mr. Gish was not named as a Defendant in Plaintff’s Complaint tiled on September 15, 2020 or
in the Complaint Hiled on Septembocer 24, 2020, However, at somce point, Plaintf¥ unilaterally
altered the caption to include him as a Defendant.

2
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the pachets on the two differen: dates, Ms. Jeong stated she paid an unknown middle age male to
take her from Rarstow 10 a truck to the 2620 Regara Drive address. The Court tinds Ms. Jeong's
testimony to be not credible and Plaintifl knowingly proffered this false testimony to the Court.
The Court reaches this conclusion based on Ms. Jeong's demeanor. her refusal and:or inability to
answer baste questions, her long delays in responding (o busic questions, and her inconsistent and
often evasive answers and other responses.  Her testimony was also not consistent with the
testimony o) Julic Pyvle, which 1s discussed below and which the Court finds credible.

5) PiantitY also testitied at the beanng, She claimed while she dehivered a package of
matenals on October & 2020 to 2621 Rewutta Drive, including the summaons and the complaint,
she had sent her daughter tnto the address on both October § and October 9, 2020 o formally
allect service ol the documents.  The Court docs not find Plamntiff's testtmony to be cradible and
believes Pluintit) testitied falsely a1 the hearng, The Court’s concluston s based, in part. upon
the Plaintiff's statemerts in her pleadings and papers, the testunony presented at the hearing, the
demuanor of the Plammtiff's in presenting her testimony at the hearing and her evasive and
contradictory answers. FHer testimony was a0t consistent with the testimony of Julie Pyle, which
18 discussed below and which the Court inds ¢redible, Dunng her twestimony, Plamnaff also gave
answers rezarding her alleged inability to remember her curment business Tesidence address, or
cven the county in Texas in which her current business/rasidence is situated.  She then later
admutted to the Court these were false answers and she was actually trying to conceal the [ocation
oi hor current business tesidenec in Texas because she did not want o reveal that location to the
Delendants due to supposed safety conoemns nd ongoing hitiganon in other funsdictions.

6) Delendants called Julie Pyle, who is a director of Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue.
Ms. Pyvle testificd that she pieks up the mail for Vegas Shepherd Rescue from its mail drop at 2620

-

Regatta Dove. Las Vegas, Nevada. Sne explained she and {ammy Willet are the only two
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individuals suthonized o pick up the mait and elfectively it is only her as Ms. Willet lives out of
state. Ms, Pyle tesutied Ms. Willet catled her on October 6, 2020, und indicated she had received
a call from the receptionist at 2620 Regatta Drive who told her an individual who identified hersel
as "Alla™ had Ieft a packet of Jegal materials with the receptionist. Ms. Willet usked Ms. Pyle o
pick up the packet. Ms. 'yle went to the address and received the packet which she presented in
Court and was admitted as an exhibit. She textilied that she was not contacted on either October
3 or Oviober 9 about Ms. Jeong's supposed service of the summons and complaint on those dates,

She stated the only packet of Titigation materials she picked up at the 2620 Regatta Drive address

~was the one pucket she picked up October 6 which was left by someone named “Alla,” She did

ot receive the packets Ms. Jeong supposediy delivered to 2620 Regatia Drive on October § and
October 9. 2020,

7) Detendarss introduced a video ot the lobby arca at the 26200 Reyatta Drive address into

evidence. It showed 2 woman entering the lobhy on October 6. 2020, speaking with the

receptionist and leaving a packet of papers which were later picked up by Ms. Pyie. Plaintiif
admiited in et testimony the woman in the video was her,

) Based on the evidency prosentec. the Court concludes she onfy eflort at service of the
summons and vomplaint at the 2620 Regatta Drive address was accomplished by Plaintiff hersclf

on October 6, 2020, Ms. Jeong did nol ride in a truck driven by an unknown middle age male

_ from Barstow, Califomnia on October 5 and October 9. 2020 to the 2620 Regatta Drive address in

Las Vegas, Nevada and deliver two separate packels of legal documents. The Court finds Plaintir?
and Ms. Jeong presented Yalse testimony at the hesring to agtempt to establish service of the
summmons and complairt on defendants.  The complaint iy Gismissed as to Defendants as any

service o the summons and compiaint which was attempted. was done by Plaintifl, an unqualified

' parson under NROP 4¢3
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91 Plamtiil has abused the judicial process, including having presented lalse and
misleading testimony to the Court, and having prepared and filed fulsc and misleading documents
with the Court.  As a general proposition, the trial court has the inherent power to dismiss a
plamnff's action to protect the intwgrity of the judicial process and 1o sanction a panty's failure o
comply with the rules of provadure or any order of the court. See NRCP 41iby. CF Mecker v
Rizfew, 324 T.20 209, 270 {10th Cir. 19631 The Count finds Plaintiff's false testimaony and
presenting ol lalse testimony at the August 18, 2027 hearing was willful and in bad faith, and not
from any confusion or inability 10 comply with the rules concerning service of summons and
complaint.  Plaintift may have beer confused in October 2020 as a peo per party as 1 how 10
properly cifeet service. However, when Pluintit] discovered her personal scrvice of process was
Ao proper, she did not attempt to correct her actions under the reles or refile her complaint.,

Instead. Plaintity decided to falsely represent she had properly served the defendants, claiming her

| daughter served the papers and then [iing talse atlidavits of service with the Court. PlaintY gave

fulse testimony at the acaring and drew her daughier into her improper conduct by cailing the
daushter to give lalse testimony.  Sec Barson v Neald Spelce Associares, 768 T 24§11, 314 (5th
Cir 1985

The Courthas constdered whother @ less drastic sanction than dismissal with prejudice may
bc appropriate. In the instant matter, W simply dismiss the casc withou: prejudice and allowing,
the Plainuff to refile would virtually allow the plaintit] to get away with giving falsc testimony
urder oath withous a mcaningtul penalty. i While Plaintilf possibly could be cross-examined
attmal on her lalse testimony at the hearing. 1t would require extensive development of a collateral
matter i 1he hitigation. Additionally, to the extent such cross-cxanunation or impeach:nent would
be proper. such examination would already be available (o Defendants and Plaintiff would suffer

no additional penalty. Sea Plerce v Herfrage Properties, [ne., 688 So.2d 1385, 1390 (Miss. 1997,
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As discussed below, the Court is also sanctioning Plaintif{ for attorney fees and costs Defendants
incurred in preparing 1he portion of their monion to dismiss concerning service by an unqualitied
person and in preparing and presenting the hearing. The Court considered whether this monctany
sanction alone would be a sufticient penalty for Plaintiff's presentation ol false testimony. The
Cournt believes at this early stage ol the litigation, the foes and costs would not be great enough to
sufficiently sanction Plaintiff and discourage her and others from stmilar conduct. The Court is
also concerned as 10 Defendants® ability to coltect such feey and custs from Plaintift

The Court has vonsidered whether Plainaff™s conduet caused Delendants to suffer any
prajudice as to thelr preparation for trial i Plaintiff was allowed to refile her complaint. While
PlaintiN”s conduct has not impacted Detendants” ubility to develop the ments of the case if it was
to ultimately o toinal, Plaintiff's conduct was substantially prejudicial to Defeadants as it sought

to cause deferdants to defend a lawsult not property served upon them.  Additionaily, as noted

“above, Plamntiff s acting as her onen attorney and iy not blameless.  While she may not have

undenstond 19¢ procedure for proper service of process, she understood she was provicing falsc

*testimaony to dupe the Court ard the partics into believing that she properly served the summons

and complaint. Plaintifl did not sct acglizendy, but willfully and in bad faith. See Buisnn, 763
F.2dat 514, Fhe Court hinds dismissal with prejudice is appropriate in the instant case not just to
penalize Plamnnef whose conduct “warrants such a sunction, but to deter those who might be
wmpted to engage in such conduct i the absence ol a deterremt.”™ Nyt Hockey League v. Meiro,
Tlockey Club Ine (427 U8, 639643 (19761

IT IS ORDERED. ADJUDGED AND DECREED, this Court™s dismissal of Plainiffs
Complaint against Defendants 15 with prejudice us a sanction for Plaintiff's abuse of the rud:cral

ProCess.

u
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I IS FURTHER ORDERTD, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ counsel,
Cascy D. Gish, Esq. and Shana ). Weir, Usq.. shall be awarded attoroey’s fees for having o
unnecessanly htigate the propricty of Plaintft™s service of the summons and complaml.
Dutendant's counscl shall be awarded reasonable fees and cast for the preparation of the portion
of the motion to dismiss and reply concerning improper service of summons by an unqualified
person and  for their preparstion for, and  atendsnce at, the heanng on August 1§
2021, Devendants” Counsel shall submit hillings and a memorandum reganding the lactons

required urder Brunzell v, Golden Gute Nal Bunh, 83 Nev, 345, 346, 453 P.2d 31, 31 (1969), by

tad

aTon

August 27, 2021 Plaintff shall fiic any responsive pleading by September 10, 2021, Detendants
stadl Nle any reply thereto by September L7, 2021,

PSS FURTHER ADJUDGED ANTY DECRTERD that the rematning motions sel lor
heanng on August 15, 2021, 1o wit 1) Plamttfs Motion for Default Judgment 23 Planttts L
Parie Application for Temporury Rustruining Order From Custody of Plaintifl™s Dogs und for
Order to Return PlaintITs Dogs and Plartitl™s Deviuration in Support, and 31 Plaintilfs Motion
for Leave of Coun o Amend Complamt by Adding Detendanis, are denied as moot.

ITISFURITHER ORDERED, ADIUDGED AND DECREED that Plamtitf's Motion for

Sanctions sct for hearing on September 13, 2021, shall be vacated.
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IT ISFURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants shall file a

~

| supplement to their Motton to Dismiss by August 19, 2021, w include a copy of the settlement

agreement beiween Plaintiff, Ms. Jeong, and San Bernardino County in the amount of S335,000
that supporis Defendants” argument to decerzify Plaintift™s [n Forma Pauperis status. Plaintif} shall

file any responsive pleading by August 27,2021,

Dawed this  dayof __ 2021 Dated this 2nd day of Septembar, 2021
- S
&
g e ;’er_‘-f._.,:u_h_

DISTRICT COMRT JUDGE

EAB 33D 383C 575F
Eric Johnson
District Court Judge
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Alla Zorikova. Plamtiffis) CASE NO: A-20-821244.C
Vs, DEPT. NO. Deparment 20

Julic Pyle, Defendanti s)

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

' Cours, Thy Forepeiny Onder was served via the court’s electronic eFile system 1o all
recipients regisicred for e-Serviee on the shove entitied case as listed below:

Service Dute; 9 22021

- Casey (ish, Bsg. cascy gishlawtinm.com
Shana Weir sweimaveiriaw group.com
Alla Zorikovi stevejohn 1973201 T gmatl.com
Alla Zonkova olivia.carigmail.ru

If indicated below. 4 copy ol the above mentioned filings were alse served by mail
Pyvia United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last
xnown addresses on 9-3.72024

Cascy Gish Van Law Firm
Atn: Casey 1. Ciish
3940 5. Rainbow Blvd,
lLas Vegas, NV, X9L1%
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'THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

Il SHANA D. WEIR. ESQ.

| { Cusey @ GishLawFirm.com
F702 583-5883 Telephone
ST 483-4608 Facsimile

| hervin,

Electronically Filed
8/19/2021 6:36 AM
Steven D. Grierson

SUrp CLERK OF THE COU
CASFEY D. GISH. ESQ. . ﬂ ‘*‘“’P

Nevada Bar No. 006657

§940 §. Rainbow Rivd
Las Vepus, NV 89118

Nevada Bur No. 946%

WEIR LAW GROUP. LLC
6220 Sievenson Way

Lus Vegas, NV X912}

5702 500-4367 Telephone

Attornesy for Deferdantsdulie Prle. Tamoey
Witler, &Vewas Shepherd Rescoue

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY,NEYADA
ALLA ZORIKOV A i CASE NO.A-20-821240-C
' DEPT. NO, XX
Plaintiffis:. !
Vs, Hearing Date: 8182021
- Heanng Time:®:15 am.
JTULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VILGAS |
SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES T
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS. AND RO
BUSINESS ENTTTIES | THROUGH X,

Defendantisy.

DEFENDANTS' SUTPPLEMENT TO REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-MOT10N
TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT

COME NOW. Defendants' Julie Pyle. Tummy Willel, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, and

hereby provides the [ollowing SUPPLMENT to their REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-'

'The Complainl on file berein does tr marne altomey Casey D, Gash as @ Detondant. Plaintiff usilatendly sadities
the vaplion ul some point o inchide Bumas s Defendaer Planidl?s Lager inclusion of aftoracy Cassy T Gink shuuly
b sirivhen. amd argrments for ame are wcluded iy Delendants” Counter-Maotion 1o Dismiss filed concurzentdy
herein, Hewerer, should the court sllnw Plarlfl's modified capnion to stand, Mr. Gish icorgsdies the aoruments
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that Plaintitlis no longer indigent arad war aflord Court costs and leex in this matier,

- Plantitt™s Opposition to Detendanis’ Counter-Motion 1o Dismiss. Said Reply was filed on July

Foraniad,

MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT.

Defendants hereby supply this Court with the following Supplement to their prior Reply (o

212021, This supplement amends section 1L “Reconsideration of In Formna Puuperis Order™ |
ot page 21 and 22 of said Reply as [oHows:

1. Reconsideration of In Forma Pauperis Ocder.

Rule 60ib]i2) allows this Conrt 10 reconsider and correct any of it previous orders. I

this cuse. the Complaint was led on $1S/20200 An application to proceed in forma PUUPSIs Wi
filed by Zorikosva o 92002020, The upplication wus denied on 902020200 A auhseQaent
apalicution o proceed in formae pauperis was tled on W242020, Alwa, on 2402000 i apprenrs

s cmended complaint was filed. On 9252020 the application 1o proveed in forma pauperis wis

It wis recently discovered through o Treedom of Information Al teouest 10 the Sar: |
Bermirdino Courty Sherit s oftice that Plaintil? received at least 8325000 i settloment for her !
claimy against that ugency for tactr officers” directing of individeals. mt the Defendants. 1o
refrieve doys in the Celiforein sdesert thut were ie disiress und in physical danger due 1o the

enVIronIIente concitions in the midéle of sammer. In light of that seitlement. it would appesr
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Allached hereto as Txhibat AL

DATED this 1950y of Angust, 2021,

Theretore, 1t 1y requested thar the Cournt reconsider its prior Onder 0 gllow Plaiciilt 1o
p procecd in torima pauperis. A vopy ol the scttlement agreement between Zorikova, her daughier |

Otlivia Jeong. and Sun Bemardino County dated. February 9, 2021, for the amount of $325.000 i«

TIHE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

Is/ (CaceqD. Gist

CASEY D, GISH. ESQ.

Nevuda Bar Noo (06657

3640 S. Ruinbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV X918

Casey @ GashlawFirm.com

(702t 383-5883 Tclephone

17021 4834608 Facsimile

Co-counxel for Detendanisduiie Pyle, Tamp
Wiilet, &Vegas Skepirerd Rescue

WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

Ld[ Stana D. Wein

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.

Nevuda RBar No. 9468

6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120

(7020 SI-156T Telephone

Co cownsed for Defendanes Julte Pyle, Jammy
Willer, &Vegas Shepierd Rescue
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L Casey 1D Gish - deelare:

Fam a resident of and employed in Clark County. Nevadu, [ am over the age of eighlecn

P81 years and not a party to the action within, My business uddress is 940 S. Rainbow Bivd.,

Lus Vesas, Nevadu R911%.

Thut I'served the document described as DEFFNDANTS® SUPPLEMENT TO REPLY

IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT un the

| parties whose address appesrs below:

X VIA ELECTRONIC SHRVICE: 0 accondunce with NRCP through the (kivssey Fllc &

Senve cleetronic filing system. 1 um “readily tamiliar™ with the firm’s practice of electronically

boserving Jocuments,

AL A ZORIKOV A

1903 Wilcox Ave, #]75

Los Angeies, CA 906N

B 13235 209-51R%6

E: stevejohn 973201 7@ omuil.com
Plasngiff

Execaied on the 19" day of August. 2021,

/s] CacegD. Gesk
An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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Page 1ol 5 2021 11 16.50.15 Gart R

FAX COVER SHEET

TO Laura Crane

COMPANY

FaxsumveR N

FROM .

DATE T T202102-111849 52 GMT
RE Zornkova

COVER MESSAGE

Piease see attached partially executed settiement agreement.
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND FULL RELEASE OF ALl CLAIMS

Ths Settlement Agreement and Full Re'esse of Clams  mercinafic:
"AGREEMENT"} is entered into by and behvesn the Ceounty of San Bemardins
{refered w0 bhereafter as COUNTY™;, on the one hand, ang Alle A Zonkova and
Citve Dae Jeorg {referrer ¢ hercafter s "CLAIMANTS™ on the ¢thor hand,
COUNTY ang CLAIMANTS are collectively referred to herein as the "PARTIES.”

A gdispuie has ansen between CLAIMANTS and COUNTY relaung to
CLAIMANTS' aliegation that COUNTY emgloyees wiengiully arostes CLAIMANTS
and causes their personal property, including multiple German Shepard dogs. 1o be
stolen i August 2020 (This is referred t¢ hereafter as the -INGIDENT ™
CLAIANTS presented COUNTY with separate clams pursuant to Govoernmen:
Code secion 81 2 seeking compensation for their ciaimed ijunss and tamages
sliegadly susaingd i the INCIDENT, Ala A Zodkova w50 fiicg g ;awsuil {Case
Numper CVDS2637283) in e Superior Court of Californa - County of San
Bernerdina, that rames 5 COUNTY empioyec 25 a deferdam org  seeks
corapansastion for injures and damages cilogedy sustaingd i the INSIDENT

For ive purpesas of this AGREZMENT . the term "DISPJTE" shall inclede al
facts angior Cigimns which retate in 3ny way whatscaver 0 the INSIDENT. all fantua
arc/or fegal matters which «¢late to any clams ¢f CLAIMANTS aganst COUNTY gt
forth i the clams and lawsut referenced previcusly, endier any ciamg of
CLAHMANTS which could have ceen assened in the Slaims or lawser whether relans
ntha INCIDENT eor net

In order w0 huy geace and avoid further litgstior. ard it exchange fo- the
constieration describec herein, CLAMANTS ane COUNTY have sgreed o sotle
thew differences upen the foliowing terms and corgditions:

1. in considerzten of the performance of thie AGREEMENT oy
CLAIMANTS, COUNTY will pay CLAIMANTS the sum of 3325050 (“SETTLEMENT
SUM™. COUNTY shall issue a check in the sum of $325.000 made payabic to "Law
Firm of Artin Sodaify” anu will cause the check 10 be delivered to 4522 Wondman Ave

#3028 Shermar Uaks, TA §1423. CLAMIANIS are scloy responsitle for aliocat-an

sl

am , &

1 T L L EIREA

et fud ';I
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o the selliement proceacs and satisfaction of any liens, The SETTLEMENT SUN,
howaver, wilt not be issucd oniil each of the llowing cong:ions precedent have
been sausted:
2, Al pariies. mceiuding ther elevent aitorneys. have signed (his
AGREEMENT.
b. Alla A Zorkova causes Angela Mans Parsons 1o be dismissec,
with prejudice. from the lawsull Alls A Zorikova ®led wilh the
Supernior Count of Califorme — County of San Bemarding
reguiting in Case Number CIvOS2017333
ad Law firm of Attin Scodaify provides counsel for COUNTY a
compigted W-3
2. CLAIMANTS nereby Tul'y ard permanently rease and  forsver
gischarge COUNTY and thes curment and  former  employees,  senvants,
representatives, oficers, officials agenis and dopartments {callectively, "COUNTY
RELTASEES™ rum any gnd alf claims, demandy, vauses of sclon, righly, vermayes,
costs, and Labiites of any rature whatsoever, whether now known or unanown.
later: or patent ansiag now of in the ‘uture, sugpecied or ciomces whcother
anticipatory or real, whigh they ever had. now have. or ceim {o have had against
COUNTY RELEASEES ansing oul of or -elated in any way to the sutject matter cf
the DISPUTE
3. CLAIMANTS fully understand and oxpressly warves their sgbts or

benefity uader Cabforna Civil Coce § 1342, which provides:

LoZEnEAs . REL E;w" LT T
THLT THE CRETTOW DR ! M
et (ROSLERS r"’ TI" By i SN
SV T YEaD OF ERECUY lr‘r .HE* "t‘F- MG RND THAT
CRoRRGLYR By <IN 00 RHER, WWOLLALD }‘ﬂwt PUATERIAT v
AFFECTER <S5 R kE3 SETTLEMERT  WITe THE

DERTOR IR RELZASED FARTY.
in zdgition CLAMMANTS agree to waive &t v ghts gnsing oul of any iaw simiar
o California Civid Code section 1542 whktne it is a [ocod, st or feders! law,
=3 Tae PARTIES uncderstand that COUNTY centes Labtiity for any acts ar

crissions of e COUNTY and s employees with respect (o the INCIDENT zand

Clar l.':|'.|‘.:l_\~j!z g‘j oy, bsteaes C%

re
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DISPUTE The PARTIES zaree 1ha! this AGRZEMENT relates 1o 3 compromise and
setticment of the various clarns betwesn the PARTIES. The PARTIES agree that this
AGREEMENT shal nof be admiszble in any suit or action al the instance of any
party hereto or any thrg oartes 1o show the habillly of or any admission by any pay
fieseld

g CLAIMANTS represent and wariant that no pertion of the CISPUTE has
been assignes or transierred o ary cther person enlity, firm or corporation aot a
parly o s AGREEMENT. it any mannes ncluding by way of subrogaton of
operation of ‘aw of cthenwise CLAMMANTS speciicaly reprasent end wamrent that
there are N c:@aimg ¢r liens by any nsurance company, refugding byl net limited to
ary clam by any governmental entity, :nciuding but nct limited to VediCel, Medicare
or NMedcad, wrich have paid, of may in tha fulure pay scodent, medical or headth
penefits for CLAINMANTS relsled 1o the DISPUTE. in the event {%al any cam
demsnd. les or st is made o irstituted againg! COUNTY bocouse CLAIMANTE
made an actual assignment o ransler of laled (0 @sciose an actual o7 oateniial ke
agamnst the proceecs of the DISPUTE, CLAIMANTS agres o save. defend indemnidy
and bold COUNTY rarmlgss egainst sach caim or lien. and to ey anc satisfy any
such Jlaim ar len. ‘nciuding necessary expenses af nvestgation, recsonabie
altorncys’ foes ang costs This indenrnity agreement shall also inctude ol reasinabie
atomey s fees cesls and oxpenses incurred by COUNTY i defending such & claim
or lien, @ng in assering 2 claim aganst CLAIMANTS for indemnity pursuant to Vs
paragraph CLAIMANTS exprassly agree that this paragraph contains matenal
terms to this AGREEMENT.

6. TLAMANTS represent that other than Casz Numbsr Case Numbet
CIVDS2017383 fled n the Supenor Court-County of San Bernarding (ag more ful'y
cescribed above), CLADMANTS have rol fiad lawsuils claims o achions againsi
CCUNTY witn any federal, Cafornia, or Ioeal government agency, canrt arbiraton
agency, of arbirator pertaining to this incdent. Furifer, this AGREEMENT gnad
constitute a bar to the hing enc’ot further pursuit of any sugh clams or agtions,

7 e PARTIES agree that each wili pear therr own atiormeys fees and

;,ﬁ Z__ Oj Cuemty . Jiliiais ___O??l

T P
POl Tie PN MITRIVE

[
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5 The PARTIES agree ihat this AGREEMENT shal be deemed breathed

and a cause of action accreed thercan immediately upon the commencement v any
pady of ary action or proceccing contrany o ths terms of lhis AGREEMENT In eny
such aclicn or proceeding this AGREEMENT may be pleaded as e detenrse, or may
De dssenes Dy way of counter-claim or cross-complain:

g The PARTIES fulty understand ard deciare that if the ‘acls under wireh
tus AGREEMENT s executes are found harsafiar 10 be diferent from ‘he facts now:
seteved by them (0 Se tue they assume e nsk of scch possible differercas ir, fasts
and nereby agree thet this AGREEMENT shall be and will remain, effective.
notwithstanding such differences n facts

W The PARTICS further agren that this AGRESMENT shal be birding
upon e PARTIES. then emsloyees, spents. hers. representaAlives, sLSoassoes.
assigns, oficers, officicls. asents and depanimenis  Funhermore the rencfis
comanedin ths AGREEMENT shall inure 10 the beneft of the PARTIES herts ther
einptoyees. dgenly, hews, representalives, successors gyuigns. Offioeis, officials,
agems and separtments.

7. Tha PARTIES rortfy they hove rot rocoived any regresentatons
prom:2gs or mducemant from ony o the FARTIES or from therr represertatives other
thar those exnressed in th's AGREEMENT. The PARTIES furtter certify that thoy
are each wepresentod by counsel or have had tho asparturity o obtarn counsel i g
desired. The PARTIES are entering inle this AGREEMENT in refancy upen their
Raowledge and understancirg of the fadts the legal tmp;:cazlons theraof zad tne
liabiny therefore as per the adwise and fegal counset of thow at: aineys, of with the
Krow.ng waver of the right © obtain such advice and counscl. The PARTISS
undersiard and agree that this AGREEIMENT is intended io be and Is the corrpiete
ang entire agreoment of the PARTIES w.th respect Lo 2l maters contained torain
and he PARTIES hereby affirm thesr understarding of the terms of this
AGREEMENT. The PARTIES agree tha! this AGREEMENT i a2 binding contrac: ana
notomerely & recnal. The PARTIES funther understand and agree that mis

AGRETMENT may not e aiteed, amended, modified. or oltiervise changed 1 any

SRS N TH R __=5 '

i

[
=

Clerman i !,,4
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respect or pariicular whalscever, except in writing culy executed by all PARTIES or
their authorized representatives,

12 The PARTIES agree that the Court shall relain jurisdiction for purposes
of enforcing this this AGREEMENT. This AGREEMENT shall be governed by and
construed under and in accordance with the laws of the State of California.

13 This AGREEMENT may be signed in counterparts. Photocopied, PDF,
or tacsimile signatures shali be treated as onginals.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the PARTIES sign this AGREEMENT on the
respective dales indicated.

THIS IS A FULL RELEASE OF
ALL CLAIMS THAT | AM SIGNING

oaren, 02/09/2021 AP
ALLA A, ZORIKOVA

oaTep: 02/09/2021

OLIVIADAE JEONG

DATED: ;//;Ao 2/ LAW FIR ARTIN SODAIFY

"\ﬂq

By:
ARTIN &
Attorneys for CLAIMANTS
2i12/2021 e

OATED: . '
LYNDEN SALONGA
San Bermandino County Claims Departrment
Risk Management Division

{Eaumant Ins:n:ﬂs{?’;‘?ﬁe?’ County otk _;‘?_

n
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Case # A-20-821249-C - Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)vs.Julie Pyle, Defe

Envelope Information

Envelope Id Submitted Date Submitted User Name
84M%10 8118/12021 8:36 AM PST CazeyigiGishluwfirm.com

Case Information

Location Category Case Type
Department 20 Civ Gthar Trr
Case Initiation Date Case #

%152020 A-JG-821248-C

Assigned to Judge

“ohmsee, Eric

Filings
Filing Type Filing Code
LI ikAncServe Supplerent - SJFPL CIV:

Filing Description

JEFE NDANTS SULPPLEMENT TO
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF COUNTER-
MOTION TO DISAISE PLAINTIFE'S
COMP_AINT

Filing Status Accepted Date
Accepted 152021 S:.37 AW PST

Accept Comments
Auto Review Acrenten

Lead Document

File Name Security Download
2021.08.° % Supplerment 1o Reply Fublie Tiled Ducumant Orcinal File
naton i Dismiss [ CDGLpof Court Copy

eService Details

Status Name Firm Served Date Op
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Status
Sent
Sen!
Sent
Sent
Error

Sent

Fees

Name

Alla Zorikova

Cascy D. Gish, £5q.

Shana Weir
Shana Weir
Alla Zornkova

Shana Weir

Supplement - SUPPL (CIV)

Description
Filing Fec

Total Filing Fee

Filing Attorney

B 2021 Tyier Teehnologies
Version: 2021.0.1.9538

Firm
The Law Office of Casey D. Gish
Weir Law Group Li C

Woeir Law Group LLC

Veir Law Group LLC

Served
Yes
Yes
Yos
Yas

No

Yes

Amount
30,00

Filing Total: $C.00C

SC.0C

Envelope Total: $0.00
Waiver selectec

Date Opened
8/19/2021 9:3¢ AM PST
Not Opened

8/19/2021 8:C1 AM PST
Not Cpened

Not Cpaned

Na! Qpened
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Case # A-20-821249-C - Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)vs.Julie Pyle, Defei

Envelope Information

Envelope Id Submitted Date Submitted User Name
8717512 10132021 1013 PW PST Casey@Gishlaafim.com

Case Information

Location Category Case Typo
Nepartrrent 20 Cil (her Tart
Case Initiation Date Casa #

9'10L:202C A-20.821248-C

Assigned te Judge

Johnson, Tric

Filings

Filing Type Filing Code

Serve Survine Cnty

Filing Description
Dol 10 T ko regarticg oropesed
Order vd Rule 11 sancloed

Filing on Behalf of
Juiliee Py

Filing Status

Servid

Service Document

File Name Security Download
2027.170.*3 _clwr 1o Zoe wnova regarding Origina; File
oreoosed order and Ruie 11 sanelions Court Copy
ouf :

eService Details

Status Name Firm Served Date Opened

Sen: Alla Zorikova Yes Not Opere
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Status
Sent
Sent

Sant

Fees

Name

Alla Zorikova

Casey D. Gish. Esq.

Shana Weir

Service Only

Description
Filing Fee

Total Filing Feea

Filing Attorney

= 2021 Tyler Tackrologies

Wersion. £021.7.1.6538

Firm

Served

Yas

The Law Offce of Casey D. Gish Yes

Weir Law Group LLC

Casey Gish

Yes

Amount
3000
Filing Total: $0.00

$0.00
Envelope Total: $2.00

Date Opened
10/77/2021 5:05 PM PST
10:13/2021 10:14 PM PST

10/13:2021 10:17 PM PST
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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
10/20/2021 7:32 PM
Steven D. Grierson

OPPS 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

Attorneys for Defendants
Julie 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 I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO PROVIDE
STATEMENT OF FACTS

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

their attorney of record, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ., of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH and

'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. Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments herein.

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ., of WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC, hereby opposes Plaintiff’s Motion to
Provide Statement of Facts. This Opposition is supported by the attached Points and Authorities,

the pleadings and papers on file herein, and any argument allowed by the court.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I
Factual Background

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 on October 5, 2020 and again on October 9, 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. Plaintiff allegedly filed bonds in or
around April 2021 2

On October 24, 2020, Plaintiff filed an Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining
Order from Custody of Plaintiff’s Dogs and for Order to Return Plaintiff’s Dogs. Defendants
opposed the motion and filed a countermotion to dismiss.

On August 18, 2021, the Court conducted an evidentiary hearing on the issue of service of
process of Plaintiff’s Complaint. The Court granted Defendant’s Counter-Motion to Dismiss,

finding service of process was ineffective and otherwise failed to comply with the statutes, and

2 The docket does not reflect the date of filing of the bonds.

2
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dismissed Plaintiff’s Complaint with prejudice for abuse of process in this matter (given her
multiple misrepresentations to the Court).

Plaintiff’s Motion for Statement of Facts is not directed to Defendants. Rather, Plaintiff’s
Motion seeks to direct this Court to provide her with additional information regarding its order to
dismiss her Complaint. This motion is not supported by any statutes or case law, and lacks any
authority whatsoever. Frankly, it is tantamount to Plaintiff’s third request for reconsideration and
should be denied as the order is clear on its face.

1I.

POINTS AND AUTHORTIES

1. Plaintiff’s Motion Must Be Denied because it Does Not Contain a Memorandum of
Points and Authorities.

Plaintiff’s Motion is comprised of two sentences. There are no statutes or case law cited in
support of Plaintiff’s rogue motion. NRCP 13(2) requires that all Motion be supported by a
Memorandum of Points and Authorities. The absence of a supporting Memorandum of Points and
Authorities is to be construed by the Court as an admission that the motion is not meritorious and
cause for its denial or as a waiver of all grounds not so supported. Plaintiff alleges that the Court
has not provided her with any factual support for its order dismissing her case filed on September
2, 2021. In fact, the order is eight pages long and states in sufficient detail the facts and
circumstances surrounding the Court’s decision. Plaintiff provides no legal or factual basis upon
which the Court should even entertain the Motion.

Based upon the Plaintiff’s failure to support her Motion for Statement of Facts with an
adequate Memorandum of Points and Authorities under NRCP 13(2), the Motion should be denied.

2. Plaintiff’s Motion Is Tantamount to A Third Motion For Reconsideration
Which Should Be Denied
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It should be noted that Plaintiff’s case is up on appeal. However, Plaintiff continues to file
baseless and vexatious motions in this Court, likely because she knows Defendants’ counsel are
providing their services pro bono. The instant motion is nothing more than a third attempt at
reconsideration, after Plaintiff’s first two attempts were denied. Lest there be any confusion,
Plaintiff is seeking to have this Court retract, and issue a new order.

Defendants hereby incorporate their Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside Order to
Dismiss With Prejudice and their Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Relief From Final Order in
support of their Opposition herein. Plaintiff certainly has not alleged any facts or circumstances,
let alone new ones, that would serve for this Court to reconsider its decision for a third time.

II1.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiff’s Motion to Provide
Statement of Facts be denied.
DATED this 20th day of October, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s CateyD. Gisk

CASEY D. GISH, ESQ.

Nevada Bar No. 006657

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd

Las Vegas, NV 89118

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

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 TO PROVIDE STATEMENT OF FACTS 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 20th day of October, 2021.

/s/ (CaseyD. Gisk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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Email Casey@ GishLawFirm.com

ab

TI°C LAWY SFT G GF

CASEY D. GISH

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Electronically Filed
10/20/2021 8:26 PM
Steven D. Grierson

OPPS 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

Attorneys for Defendants
Julie 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 I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR RECUSAL

COME NOW, Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, through
their attorney of record, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ., of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH and

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ., of WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC, hereby opposes Plaintiff’s Motion For

'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. Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments herein.

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Recusal. This Opposition is supported by the attached Points and Authorities, the pleadings and

papers on file herein, and any argument allowed by the court.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L

Factual Background

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 on October 5, 2020 and again on October 9, 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. Plaintiff allegedly filed bonds in or
around April 20212

On October 24, 2020, Plaintiff filed an Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining
Order for Custody of Plaintiff’s Dogs and for Order to Return Plaintiff’s Dogs. Defendants opposed
the motion and filed a Countermotion to Dismiss.

On August 18, 2021, the Court conducted an evidentiary hearing on the issue of service of
process of Plaintiff’s Complaint. The Court granted Defendant’s Countermotion to Dismiss,
finding service of process of Plaintiff’s was ineffective and that Plaintiff had otherwise failed to

comply with the statutes for proper service, and the Court dismissed Plaintiff’s Complaint with

2 The docket does not reflect the date of filing of the bonds.

2
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5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883

prejudice for abuse of process in this matter (given her multiple misrepresentations to the Court).

2 || See Order filed September 2, 2021.

3 In addition to the instant Motion for Recusal, and since the August 18, 2021 hearing,
! Plaintift has filed two motions for reconsideration (pursuant to the same statutes), a motion for a
Z new trial, a motion for sanctions (alleging Defendants failed to comply with a court order to produce
- || documents that Defendants actually produced in a document that Plaintiff opened via eservice), and

8 || a “motion to provide statement of facts” directed at Judge Johnson. The latter two motions are

Fax (702) 483-4608

? || pending. Plaintiff also filed an appeal that is pending.

10 Plaintiff filed her untimely Motion for Recusal of Judge Johnson on October 6, 2021,
] 1; alleging that she filed an Affidavit of Prejudice in September, 20213; and that Judge Johnson failed
g 13 || to respond to the same. Judge Johnson filed an Answer on October 7, 2021, which indicates in part,
_—(gi 14 {| that Plaintiff failed to comply with service on him or his staff, as required by NRCP 1.235.
% 15 On October 12, 2021, Plaintiff filed a rogue opposition to Judge Johnson’s Answer. In her
;g 10 Opposition, in addition to allegations against Judge Johnson, she made several false allegations
=17

18 regarding Defendants’ counsel and counsel’s representations to the Court, which can easily be

19 || debunked with the transcript from the hearing. She also made blatant false allegations that are easily

ab

CASEY D. GISH

20|| verifiable relative to a non-party’s supposed contributions to Judge Johnson. She also made

21 . . . . .
allegations against a lawyer who is not, and has never been, counsel in this case.

22
1

23

[

25 ([ /1]

26

27

2 In her Opposition to Judge Johnson’s Answer, Plaintiff claims she emailed the Affidavit of Prejudice to
8 Judge Johnson on October 7, 2021. (See Opposition at pp. 4, paragraph 10). Emailing, or Eserving, an
Affidavit of Prejudice against a judge is not sufficient service pursuant to NRCP 1.235(4) which requires
that a copy of the Affidavit of Prejudice be delivered to the Judge’s Chambers or served on the judge
personally which Plaintiff failed to do.
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POINTS AND AUTHORTIES

1. Plaintiff’s Motion Admits It Is Not Timely
Plaintiff’s motion indicates it is being brought under NRS 1.235(1), which states as
follows:

1. Any party to an action or proceeding pending in any court other than the
Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals, who seeks to disqualify a judge for actual
or implied bias or prejudice must file an affidavit specifying the facts upon which
the disqualification is sought. The affidavit of a party represented by an attorney
must be accompanied by a certificate of the attorney of record that the affidavit is
filed in good faith and not interposed for delay. Except as otherwise provided in
subsections 2 and 3, the affidavit must be filed:

(a) Not less than 20 days before the date set for trial or hearing of the case; or

(b) Not less than 3 days before the date set for the hearing of any pretrial matter.

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@ GishLawFirm.com
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Here, the evidentiary hearing was conducted on August 18, 2021. The Order memorializing
the hearing was filed on September 2, 2021. The Court’s docket reflects that Plaintiff’s improperly
Affidavit of Prejudice was filed on September 8, 2021, three full weeks affer the hearing. The
information upon which Plaintiff bases her Motion for Recusal of Judge Johnson* (endorsement
by an animal rights group and a “corruption investigation”), while without merit, is information
that was publicly available to Plaintiff since the filing of her Complaint nearly a year prior to the
hearing. Plaintiff could have moved for recusal at any point up until the hearing, but she did not.

In fact, in Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside Order to Dismiss with Prejudice, Plaintiff alleges

24

25

26

27

28

that her daughter, “Olivia Jeong’s poor ‘demeanor’ rised [sic] from her knowledge that Eric

Johnson was endorsed by Animal Rights Activists Group, and most likely big ‘donations’ were

4 The portion of her Affidavit of Prejudice that pertains to a Judge [Judge Foster] that is not involved in

this case is unintelligible and serves as no basis for Judge Johnson’s recusal.

4
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poured in to influence his judgments.” See Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside Order to Dismiss with
Prejudice, at pp. 7 at paragraph 37. This proves she was aware of Judge Johnson’s endorsement
by NPAC and anyone else prior to that hearing.

The fact is she did not move to recuse Judge Johnson prior to the August 18, 2021 hearing,
and she had in fact looked at the publicly available information on the internet, is provable.
Plaintiff claims: “I had ‘opinion’ before this Hearing that Judge Eric Johnson one of the best judges
in Nevada (based on my research), what happened to him??” See Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order to Dismiss with Prejudice, at p. 11 at paragraph 53.

The truth is that Plaintiff is a vexatious litigant that continues to file baseless and frivolous
motions, and continues to make blatant false representations about Judges, counsel and non-
parties to this Court because she is unhappy with her conduct, her daughter’s conduct, and her
failure to follow the rules, and the dismissal. She is also aware that Defendants’ counsel are
providing their services entirely pro bono.

2. Even If Plaintiff’s Motion Was Timely, There Are No Substantive Grounds
For Recusal

The title of Plaintiff’s Motion indicates it is being brought under NRS 1.230. That statute
states as follows:

Grounds for disqualifying judges other than Supreme Court justices or judges
of the Court of Appeals.

1. A judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when the judge
entertains actual bias or prejudice for or against one of the parties to the
action.
2. A judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when implied
bias exists in any of the following respects:
(a) When the judge is a party to or interested in the action or
proceeding.
(b) When the judge is related to either party by consanguinity or
affinity within the third degree.
(c) When the judge has been attorney or counsel for either of the
parties in the particular action or proceeding before the court.
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(d) When the judge is related to an attorney or counselor for either
of the parties by consanguinity or affinity within the third degree.
This paragraph does not apply to the presentation of ex parte or
uncontested matters, except in fixing fees for an attorney so related
to the judge.
3. A judge, upon the judge’s own motion, may disqualify himself or
herself from acting in any matter upon the ground of actual or implied bias.
4. Ajudge or court shall not punish for contempt any person who proceeds
under the provisions of this chapter for a change of judge in a case.
5. This section does not apply to the arrangement of the calendar or the
regulation of the order of business.

While Judge Johnson’s Answer to the instant Motion can stand for itself, it appears clear
that NRS 1.230(2), NRS 1.230(3), NRS 1.230(4) and NRS 1.230(5) do not apply to the instant
Motion. There are no allegations from Plaintiff that Judge Johnson is a party to the litigation; or
was counsel for, or has any type of familial relationships with, any parties or counsel. Plaintiff
apparently agrees with this analysis in her rogue Opposition to Judge Johnson’s Reply to Plaintiff’s
Affidavit of Prejudice, wherein she prefers to rely on speculation, conjecture, and spurious
allegations.

For brevity’s sake, while Nevada Political Action for Animals (NPAC) is not a party to
this case, and Defendants are not associated with NPAC in any way, shape or form, the
undersigned has never represented NPAC in any court cases in any jurisdiction, let alone in front
of Judge Johnson. It should also be noted that a trip to NPAC’s website reveals that it endorsed
Jforty-eight judicial candidates in Nevada in the last election, in addition to candidates in six non-
judicial races. The revelation of NPAC’s endorsement of Judge Johnson is not revealing at all, nor
is it germane to Plaintiff’s case being dismissed for inadequate service of process (which
inadequacy was repeated in her failure to serve the instant motion on Judge Johnson). Further —
and not that it matters, but as it is easily verifiable, contrary to Plaintiff’s conspiratorial theories,

NPAC has never donated to Judge Johnson.
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Also, as discussed in Judge Johnson’s Answer, Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue has
never endorsed Judge Johnson nor contributed financially to his campaign.

Finally, Plaintiff’s post-dismissal complaints about a “corruption investigation” are related
to allegations that are two decades old, meritless and debunked; and simply meant to embarrass a
sitting Judge who has served honorably on the bench for six years and has been through rigorous
background investigations throughout his entire career. Does Plaintiff mean to say that a judge
cannot preside over any cases or rule against anyone because one time in 2004, a criminal behaved
like a criminal and his slanderous allegations made their way into the media? And it is noted that
this criminal’s statements regarding this judge were later revoked by this criminal himself as being
false. This is an absurd result.

It cannot be overstated that Plaintiff only moved for recusal after Judge Johnson’s dismissal
of her case because the outcome was not favorable to her. The case was dismissed due to
inadequate service of process and further, and for Plaintiff’s abuse of process. Non-party
endorsements and baseless allegations do not pass muster for this late and baseless m\Motion.

I11.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiff’s Motion for
Recusal be denied.
DATED this 20th day of October, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s/ CacegD. sk

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
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WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

o] Stana D. Weer

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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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 1 served the document described as DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RECUSAL 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 20th day of October, 2021.

[s/ (CaseyD. Gisk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH
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Electronically Filed
10/20/2021 8:29 PM
Steven D. Grierson

OPPS 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

Attorneys for Defendants
Julie 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 I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR RECUSAL

COME NOW, Defendants' Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue, through
their attorney of record, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ., of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH and

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ., of WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC, hereby opposes Plaintiff’s Motion For

'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. Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments herein.

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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Recusal. This Opposition is supported by the attached Points and Authorities, the pleadings and

papers on file herein, and any argument allowed by the court.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L

Factual Background

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 on October 5, 2020 and again on October 9, 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. Plaintiff allegedly filed bonds in or
around April 20212

On October 24, 2020, Plaintiff filed an Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining
Order for Custody of Plaintiff’s Dogs and for Order to Return Plaintiff’s Dogs. Defendants opposed
the motion and filed a Countermotion to Dismiss.

On August 18, 2021, the Court conducted an evidentiary hearing on the issue of service of
process of Plaintiff’s Complaint. The Court granted Defendant’s Countermotion to Dismiss,
finding service of process of Plaintiff’s was ineffective and that Plaintiff had otherwise failed to

comply with the statutes for proper service, and the Court dismissed Plaintiff’s Complaint with

2 The docket does not reflect the date of filing of the bonds.

2
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5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883

prejudice for abuse of process in this matter (given her multiple misrepresentations to the Court).

2 || See Order filed September 2, 2021.

3 In addition to the instant Motion for Recusal, and since the August 18, 2021 hearing,
! Plaintift has filed two motions for reconsideration (pursuant to the same statutes), a motion for a
Z new trial, a motion for sanctions (alleging Defendants failed to comply with a court order to produce
- || documents that Defendants actually produced in a document that Plaintiff opened via eservice), and

8 || a “motion to provide statement of facts” directed at Judge Johnson. The latter two motions are

Fax (702) 483-4608

? || pending. Plaintiff also filed an appeal that is pending.

10 Plaintiff filed her untimely Motion for Recusal of Judge Johnson on October 6, 2021,
] 1; alleging that she filed an Affidavit of Prejudice in September, 20213; and that Judge Johnson failed
g 13 || to respond to the same. Judge Johnson filed an Answer on October 7, 2021, which indicates in part,
_—(gi 14 {| that Plaintiff failed to comply with service on him or his staff, as required by NRCP 1.235.
% 15 On October 12, 2021, Plaintiff filed a rogue opposition to Judge Johnson’s Answer. In her
;g 10 Opposition, in addition to allegations against Judge Johnson, she made several false allegations
=17

18 regarding Defendants’ counsel and counsel’s representations to the Court, which can easily be

19 || debunked with the transcript from the hearing. She also made blatant false allegations that are easily

ab

CASEY D. GISH

20|| verifiable relative to a non-party’s supposed contributions to Judge Johnson. She also made

21 . . . . .
allegations against a lawyer who is not, and has never been, counsel in this case.

22
1

23

[

25 ([ /1]

26

27

2 In her Opposition to Judge Johnson’s Answer, Plaintiff claims she emailed the Affidavit of Prejudice to
8 Judge Johnson on October 7, 2021. (See Opposition at pp. 4, paragraph 10). Emailing, or Eserving, an
Affidavit of Prejudice against a judge is not sufficient service pursuant to NRCP 1.235(4) which requires
that a copy of the Affidavit of Prejudice be delivered to the Judge’s Chambers or served on the judge
personally which Plaintiff failed to do.
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POINTS AND AUTHORTIES

1. Plaintiff’s Motion Admits It Is Not Timely
Plaintiff’s motion indicates it is being brought under NRS 1.235(1), which states as
follows:

1. Any party to an action or proceeding pending in any court other than the
Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals, who seeks to disqualify a judge for actual
or implied bias or prejudice must file an affidavit specifying the facts upon which
the disqualification is sought. The affidavit of a party represented by an attorney
must be accompanied by a certificate of the attorney of record that the affidavit is
filed in good faith and not interposed for delay. Except as otherwise provided in
subsections 2 and 3, the affidavit must be filed:

(a) Not less than 20 days before the date set for trial or hearing of the case; or

(b) Not less than 3 days before the date set for the hearing of any pretrial matter.

5940 S. Rainbow Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89118

Phone (702) 583-5883
Email Casey@ GishLawFirm.com
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Here, the evidentiary hearing was conducted on August 18, 2021. The Order memorializing
the hearing was filed on September 2, 2021. The Court’s docket reflects that Plaintiff’s improperly
Affidavit of Prejudice was filed on September 8, 2021, three full weeks affer the hearing. The
information upon which Plaintiff bases her Motion for Recusal of Judge Johnson* (endorsement
by an animal rights group and a “corruption investigation”), while without merit, is information
that was publicly available to Plaintiff since the filing of her Complaint nearly a year prior to the
hearing. Plaintiff could have moved for recusal at any point up until the hearing, but she did not.

In fact, in Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside Order to Dismiss with Prejudice, Plaintiff alleges

24

25

26

27

28

that her daughter, “Olivia Jeong’s poor ‘demeanor’ rised [sic] from her knowledge that Eric

Johnson was endorsed by Animal Rights Activists Group, and most likely big ‘donations’ were

4 The portion of her Affidavit of Prejudice that pertains to a Judge [Judge Foster] that is not involved in

this case is unintelligible and serves as no basis for Judge Johnson’s recusal.

4
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poured in to influence his judgments.” See Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside Order to Dismiss with
Prejudice, at pp. 7 at paragraph 37. This proves she was aware of Judge Johnson’s endorsement
by NPAC and anyone else prior to that hearing.

The fact is she did not move to recuse Judge Johnson prior to the August 18, 2021 hearing,
and she had in fact looked at the publicly available information on the internet, is provable.
Plaintiff claims: “I had ‘opinion’ before this Hearing that Judge Eric Johnson one of the best judges
in Nevada (based on my research), what happened to him??” See Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order to Dismiss with Prejudice, at p. 11 at paragraph 53.

The truth is that Plaintiff is a vexatious litigant that continues to file baseless and frivolous
motions, and continues to make blatant false representations about Judges, counsel and non-
parties to this Court because she is unhappy with her conduct, her daughter’s conduct, and her
failure to follow the rules, and the dismissal. She is also aware that Defendants’ counsel are
providing their services entirely pro bono.

2. Even If Plaintiff’s Motion Was Timely, There Are No Substantive Grounds
For Recusal

The title of Plaintiff’s Motion indicates it is being brought under NRS 1.230. That statute
states as follows:

Grounds for disqualifying judges other than Supreme Court justices or judges
of the Court of Appeals.

1. A judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when the judge
entertains actual bias or prejudice for or against one of the parties to the
action.
2. A judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when implied
bias exists in any of the following respects:
(a) When the judge is a party to or interested in the action or
proceeding.
(b) When the judge is related to either party by consanguinity or
affinity within the third degree.
(c) When the judge has been attorney or counsel for either of the
parties in the particular action or proceeding before the court.
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(d) When the judge is related to an attorney or counselor for either
of the parties by consanguinity or affinity within the third degree.
This paragraph does not apply to the presentation of ex parte or
uncontested matters, except in fixing fees for an attorney so related
to the judge.
3. A judge, upon the judge’s own motion, may disqualify himself or
herself from acting in any matter upon the ground of actual or implied bias.
4. Ajudge or court shall not punish for contempt any person who proceeds
under the provisions of this chapter for a change of judge in a case.
5. This section does not apply to the arrangement of the calendar or the
regulation of the order of business.

While Judge Johnson’s Answer to the instant Motion can stand for itself, it appears clear
that NRS 1.230(2), NRS 1.230(3), NRS 1.230(4) and NRS 1.230(5) do not apply to the instant
Motion. There are no allegations from Plaintiff that Judge Johnson is a party to the litigation; or
was counsel for, or has any type of familial relationships with, any parties or counsel. Plaintiff
apparently agrees with this analysis in her rogue Opposition to Judge Johnson’s Reply to Plaintiff’s
Affidavit of Prejudice, wherein she prefers to rely on speculation, conjecture, and spurious
allegations.

For brevity’s sake, while Nevada Political Action for Animals (NPAC) is not a party to
this case, and Defendants are not associated with NPAC in any way, shape or form, the
undersigned has never represented NPAC in any court cases in any jurisdiction, let alone in front
of Judge Johnson. It should also be noted that a trip to NPAC’s website reveals that it endorsed
Jforty-eight judicial candidates in Nevada in the last election, in addition to candidates in six non-
judicial races. The revelation of NPAC’s endorsement of Judge Johnson is not revealing at all, nor
is it germane to Plaintiff’s case being dismissed for inadequate service of process (which
inadequacy was repeated in her failure to serve the instant motion on Judge Johnson). Further —
and not that it matters, but as it is easily verifiable, contrary to Plaintiff’s conspiratorial theories,

NPAC has never donated to Judge Johnson.
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Also, as discussed in Judge Johnson’s Answer, Defendant Vegas Shepherd Rescue has
never endorsed Judge Johnson nor contributed financially to his campaign.

Finally, Plaintiff’s post-dismissal complaints about a “corruption investigation” are related
to allegations that are two decades old, meritless and debunked; and simply meant to embarrass a
sitting Judge who has served honorably on the bench for six years and has been through rigorous
background investigations throughout his entire career. Does Plaintiff mean to say that a judge
cannot preside over any cases or rule against anyone because one time in 2004, a criminal behaved
like a criminal and his slanderous allegations made their way into the media? And it is noted that
this criminal’s statements regarding this judge were later revoked by this criminal himself as being
false. This is an absurd result.

It cannot be overstated that Plaintiff only moved for recusal after Judge Johnson’s dismissal
of her case because the outcome was not favorable to her. The case was dismissed due to
inadequate service of process and further, and for Plaintiff’s abuse of process. Non-party
endorsements and baseless allegations do not pass muster for this late and baseless m\Motion.

I11.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiff’s Motion for
Recusal be denied.
DATED this 20th day of October, 2021.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s/ CacegD. sk

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
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WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC

o] Stana D. Weer

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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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 1 served the document described as DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RECUSAL 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 20th day of October, 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
10/25/2021 12:03 PM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERz OF THE COUE!E
r

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

cA-20-821249-C

PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANT'S CONTRA-MOTION FOR
SANCTIONS

Department 20

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. Defendant filed his Contra-motion for Sanction.

2. In that Motion he demands sanctions for "frivolous motion for sanctions" filed by

Plaintiff for Defendant's failure to submit to the Court Confidential Settlement

Case Number: A-20-821249-C

849



between San Bernardirno County and Plaintiff aswas ordered by Court.

1 did not receive copy of the pleading in which Defendant had submitted (as he
claims) to the Court Confidential Settlement between San Bernardirno County and

Plaintiff as he was ordered.

. Furthermore, I had asked Defendant to provide me with that copy especially after I
had received notification from Court that he filed Contra-Motion for Sanctions.

(Exhibit 1)

1 did not receive any reply from Defendant as he never replies on any of my
correspondense. For a year and 3 months of initial demands by my attorneys and
myself to return my dogs and emails sent to him during litigations, neither my
attorneys nor I had not received a single reply from Gish, nor from Defendant

Pyle.

This Defendant provides Court with knowgnly false statements and lies, facts of
falsity of those Defendant's statements submitted to the Court multiple times,
particularly in Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions for False Statements. Each
Plaintiff's allegation for false Defendant's statement supported with clearly
undesputable evidences (Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions for False Statements to

Court attached as Exhibit 2).

. Plaintiff confronted Defendant multiple times with requests to amend his

falsehood's pleadings or withdraw it.

850
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9.

10

11.

12.

13.

14.

Defendant had not replied.

What he did instead is attempted to fabricate a case against Plaintiff via attempt to
set her up for "false service and false Affidavits of Service", while Plaintiff had
hired Olivia Jeong for service, who signed affidavits and Plaintiff filed those with
the Court without any personal knowledge regarding how service was done on Oct

05,09 of 2020 by Olivia Jeong.

. Defendant shamelessly submits constantly evasive falsehoods to the Court and

unfortunatelly for Defendant, each and every false statement by Defendant expose

it's falsity by undisputable and clear evidences presented by Plaintiff.

Regarding forgotten Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Plaintiff's Motion
for Sanctions: Defendant failed to address any statutes nor legal grounds regarding
that it would be justified to apply on person monetary sanctions for omission of
Points and Authorities. There is no statutes allowing sanctions for omitting
Memorandum of Law in the motion, and there is no statutes nor legal grounds that

would justify such motion as frivolous based on the omission of authorities.

Plaintiff filed electronically multiple files at the time of filing that motion and

point of authorities most likely failed to come through electronic filing.

Defendant failed to notify Plaintiff that Point of Authorities had been omitted,

otherwise, Plaintiff would refile it right away.

Defendant was notified ( Exhibit 3) that pursuant to CA Criminal Penal Code

851



Ch.5 849, 851 Plaintiff had never been "arrested", but only "detained" based on
the very well known to Defendant facts that District Attorney had never filed
neither case against Plaintiff nor charges and by law it is only "detention" instead

of "arrest".

15. Plaintiff requested Defendant to remove false instances of his falsehoods

regarding "Plaintiff's arrest" (Exhibit 3); however, Defendant failed of doing so.

16. There is Animal Enterprise Terrorism Act implemented into law after FBI had
completed their investigations and charged animal rights terrorists with up to 20

years in jail. (Exhibit 4).

WHEREFORE, 1 ask this Court to deny Defendants baseless motion for sanctions as
Defendant has been misleading the Court constantly, fabricating his (because clearly Ms
Pyle is not participating in it, but Gish does) baseless attacks on Plaintiff and defending
himself by trying to frame Plaintiff with faults that have been actually committed by

Defendant.
Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/18/2021

852



¢ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that | had emailed the copy of the same on 10/25/2021 to Casey

Gish through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/25/2021

e
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CLERK OF THE COUE!E
Alla Zorikova W'

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

EIGHT JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA, : A-20-821249-C
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR SANCTIONS
PLAINTIFF,
Department 20
JULIE PYLE, TAMMY WILLET, VEGAS
HEARING REQUESTED

SHEPHERD RESCUE AND DOES I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE

BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

DEFENDANTS

COMES NOW Plaintiff, Alla Zorikova and states following:

1. On September 02 of 2021 Court entered order, in which Defendant was ordered to
provide Court with Copy of his "found via Freadom of Information Act" Plaintiff's

CONFIDENTIAL settlement with San Bernardirno County.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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2. Astoday, Oct 06 of 2021, Defendant failed to provide Court with that settlement.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff asks this Court to apply monetary or other Sanctions for not

compliance with the Court's order

Sincerely,
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021

e CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Alla Zorikova, certify that | had emailed the copy of the same on 10/06/2021 to Casey

Gish through Court's electronic service.
Alla Zorikova

10/06/2021
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never know when your house, your car even, might go
boom... Or maybe it will be a shot in the dark... We will
now be doubling the size of every device we make. Today
it is 10 pounds, tomorrow 20... until your buildings are
nothing more than rubble. It is time for this war to truly
have two sides. No more will all the killing be done by the
oppressors, now the oppressed will strike back.” It should
be noted that the FBI Joint Terrorism Task Force in San
Francisco has identified and charged known activist Daniel
Andreas San Diego, who is currently a fugitive from
justice, in connection with these bombings. While no
deaths or injuries have resulted from this threat or the
blasts at Chiron and Shaklee, it demonstrates a new
willingness on the part of some in the movement to
abandon the traditional and publicly stated code of
nonviolence in favor of more confrontational and
aggressive tactics designed to threaten and intimidate
legitimate companies into abandoning entire projects or
contracts.

Despite these ominous trends, by far the most destructive
practice of the ALF/ELF to date is arson. The ALF/ELF
extremists consistently use improvised incendiary devices
equipped with crude but effective timing mechanisms.
These incendiary devices are often constructed based
upon instructions found on the ALF/ELF websites. The
ALF/ELF criminal incidents often involve pre-activity
surveillance and well-planned operations. Activists are
believed to engage in significant intelligence gathering
against potential targets, including the review of
industry/trade publications and other open source
information, photographic/video surveillance of potential
targets, obtaining proprietary or confidential information
about intended victim companies through theft or from
sympathetic insiders, and posting details about potential
targets on the Internet for other extremists to use as they
see fit.

In addition to the upswing in violent rhetoric and tactics
observed from animal rights extremists in recent years,
new trends have emerged in the eco-terrorist movement.
These trends include a greater frequency of attacks in
more populated areas, as seen in Southern California,
Michigan and elsewhere, and the increased targeting of

PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT “A "
“FBI SPECIAL AGENT
JOHN E LEWIS INVESTIGATION OF ANIMAL
RIGHTS EXTREMISTS FOLLOW UP”
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Gish, send me pleading/document in which you, as you
claiming, submitted to court San Bernardino County

settlement

)
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858

e

[Nepecnatb



. A-20-821249-C
Info important (Z

Komy: Casey@gishlawfirm.com
CerofiHst, 12:21 MoppotHee ~

Dear Casey Gish,

CA code (criminal procedure) ch.5 849, 8517 classifies
detention of Alla Zorikova On 08/08/21 as a "DETENTION"
instead of “arrest".

You hereby requested to stop immediately any false
reference to detention that took place as an "arrest”.

You have been notified and failure to amend all your
pleadings to the court as well as to advise to your client
Bryan Pease in defamation case Zorikova v Pease to
immediately withdraw any and all reference to "arrest” of
Ms Zorikova that he posted publicly, will result in
additional damages that will be demanded from you and

your client.
This information should make your Sunday better :).
Sincerely,
Ms Zorikova
- - -y

OTBETUTb OTBeTUTb BCEM MNepecnatb

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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CLERK OF THE COURT
DAO
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA,

Plaintiff,

V. Case No. A-20-821249-C

JULIE PYLE, ET AL, Dept. No. XX

Defendant.

DECISION AND ORDER

Plaintiff Alla Zorikova filed an Affidavit of Prejudice on September 8, 2021, and then filed a
Motion to Recuse Judge Eric Johnson on October 6, 2021. Judge Johnson responded to the Motion
on October 7, 2021. In her Affidavit and Motion, Plaintiff alleges 1) Judge Johnson' is biased
against her due to her political beliefs, nationality, and status as a dog breeder, 2) that Judge
Johnson’s endorsement from “Animal Rights Activists Group” is disqualifying, and 3) that Judge
Johnson’s decisions and rulings in the matter demonstrate bias and/or prejudice against her. Based
on a review of the papers, Judge Johnson’s response, and pursuant to EDCR 2.23(c), Plaintiff’s
motion is denied.

I. Factual and Procedural Background

On September 15, 2020, Plaintiff Alla Zorikova filed a complaint against Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue. Plaintiff’s complaint alleged six causes of action, including
theft, civil conspiracy, property damage, intentional infliction of emotional distress, fraud and
trespass. Plaintiff’s complaint stated she owns, trains and sells German Shepherds from a San

Bernardino, CA property. Plaintiff further alleged that from August 8-10, 2020, the Defendants

! The Court notes that Plaintiff’s Affidavit refers to a “Judge Foster,” as well as Judge Eric Johnson. Plaintiff cites
“Judge Foster (Dep 20),” which is Judge Johnson’s department number. For the purposes of this decision, the Court
assumes that all allegations of bias in the Affidavit and Motion pertain to Judge Johnson.
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“intentionally organized [the] act of stealing Dogs from Plaintiff’s private property,” and she later
discovered 25 of the 50 dogs were in the possession of Vegas Pet Rescue Project, while the
remaining dogs were located at Devore Animal Shelter in California. On the day of the alleged theft,
August 8, 2020, Plaintiff’s complaint states that she and her daughter were arrested, but no charges
were filed as of the date of the complaint filing.

After numerous papers and motions were filed in the present case, the matter came before
Judge Johnson on August 18, 2021 for an evidentiary hearing to determine whether service of the
summons and complaint were proper under NRCP 4 and 4.2. After testimony and evidence were
presented, the court found that Plaintiff’s witness’s testimony regarding service of process was
inconsistent and evasive, and therefore not credible. The court further found that Plaintiff’s own
testimony was not credible, and that she provided false testimony to the court. Finally, based upon
video evidence submitted by Defendants and Plaintiff’s testimony, the court found that Plaintiff
herself effected service, which is improper under NRCP 4(c)(3). As a result of the August 18, 2021
evidentiary hearing, the court dismissed the present action with prejudice and found Plaintiff abused
the judicial process through her false and misleading testimony to the court. The court sanctioned
Plaintiff in the form of Defendants’ attorney’s fees and costs.

Following Judge Johnson’s September 2, 2021 order of dismissal, Plaintiff filed an
“Affidavit of Prejudice” on September 8, 2021. Plaintiff placed a header in her Affidavit stating “To:
Eight [sic] Judicial District Court, Clark County, CC: To Presiding Judge,” but provided no
certificate of service demonstrating that service was proper pursuant to NRS 1.235(4). In her
Affidavit, Plaintiff alleged that she observed bias and prejudice from Judge Johnson® and that she
felt discriminated against on the basis of her nationality (Russian). Plaintiff further stated “Judge
Johnson is clearly biased, politically involved and prejudicial toward Russian/German Female,
Trump Supporter, Dog Breeder, ProSe Plaintiff” and that her constitutional rights were violated.
Plaintiff suggests that Judge Johnson is biased in favor of Defendants’ counsel, who Plaintiff

describes as animal rights activists. On October 6, 2021, following the Affidavit, Plaintiff filed a

* Named “Judge Foster” on page 1 of the Affidavit, but as stated previously, this Court assumes all allegations pertain to
Judge Johnson for the purposes of this decision.
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Motion for Recusal pursuant to NRS 1.230 and 1.235. The Motion included a certificate of service
stating opposing counsel was provided a copy of the Motion, but did not provide for service upon
the judge, as required by NRS 1.235(4).

On October 7, 2021, Judge Johnson responded to Plaintiff’s Motion for Recusal. Judge
Johnson stated he was not served with either the Affidavit or the Motion pursuant to NRS 1.235. He
further stated he has not exercised bias or prejudice against any party to the matter, and that he has
no conflict of interest in the case, nor is he related to any party in the matter. Judge Johnson stated
that he has not been endorsed to his knowledge by Defendant Vegas Shepherds Rescue, but that he
was previously endorsed by Nevada Political Action for Animals (not a party to the matter).
Regardless, Judge Johnson stated, even had a party in the present case endorsed him, it would not
require his disqualification so long as he could be impartial. Judge Johnson reiterated his duty to
preside over cases assigned to him, pursuant to Nevada’s Code of Judicial Conduct (NCJC) 2.7.
Judge Johnson denies Plaintiff’s allegations that he is biased against her nationality, political beliefs
or status as a dog breeder, and noted that Plaintiff did not provide specific facts to the allegations.
Judge Johnson also denied suggestion from Plaintiff that he had “consulted defendants’ attorney”
multiple times, stating that he had no contact with Defendants’ counsel outside of the courtroom and
that he has no personal or professional relationship with counsel outside the present case. Finally,
Judge Johnson stated that Plaintiff’s primary grievance appears to rest with his decisions and actions
in official proceedings—namely the August 18, 2021 evidentiary hearing—and such rulings and

actions are insufficient grounds for judicial disqualification.

II. Discussion
A. Legal Standard
Nevada Revised Statute 1.230 provides the statutory grounds for disqualifying district Court

judges. The statute in pertinent part provides:

1. A judge shall not act in an action or proceeding when the judge entertains actual
bias or prejudice for or against one of the parties to the action.

2. A judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when implied bias exists
in any of the following respects:
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(a) When the judge is a party to or interested in the action or proceeding.

(b) When the judge is related to either party by consanguinity or affinity within the
third degree.

(c) When the judge has been attorney or counsel for either of the parties in the
particular action or proceeding before the court.

(d) When the judge is related to an attorney or counselor for either of the parties by
consanguinity or affinity within the third degree. This paragraph does not apply
to the presentation of ex parte or contested matters, except in fixing fees for an
attorney so related to the judge.

Rule 2.7 of the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct provides that a “judge shall hear and
decide matters assigned to the judge, except when disqualification is required by Rule 2.11,” the rule
which details substantive grounds for judicial disqualification. Pursuant to NCJC 2.11(A):

(A) A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceeding in which the
judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned, including but not limited
to the following circumstances:

(1) The judge has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party or a party’s
lawyer, or personal knowledge of facts that are in dispute in the proceeding.

(2) The judge knows that the judge, the judge’s spouse or domestic partner, or a
person within the third degree of relationship to either of them, or the spouse or
domestic partner of such a person is:

(c) a person who has more than a de minimis interest that could be substantially affected
by the proceeding; or
A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceeding in which the judge’s
impartiality might be reasonably questioned. Ybarra v. State, 247 P.3d 269, 271 (Nev. 2011). The
test for whether a judge’s impartiality might be reasonably questioned is objective and courts must
decide whether a reasonable person, knowing all the facts, would harbor reasonable doubts about a
judge’s impartiality. Id. at 272.
The burden is on the party asserting the challenge to establish sufficient factual and legal

grounds warranting disqualification. Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency v. District

Court, 116 Nev. 640, 643 (2000). A judge has a duty to preside to the conclusion of all proceedings,
in the absence of some statute, rule of court, ethical standard, or compelling reason otherwise. Id. A

judge is presumed to be unbiased. Millen v. District Court, 148 P.3d 694, 701 (Nev. 2006). A judge

is presumed to be impartial, and the burden is on the party asserting the challenge to establish

sufficient factual grounds warranting disqualification. Ybarra, 247 P.3d at 272. Additionally, the
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Court must give substantial weight to a judge’s determination that the judge may not voluntarily
disqualify themselves, and the judge’s decision cannot be overturned in the absence of clear abuse of

discretion. In re Pet. To recall Dunleavy, 104 Nev. 784 (1988).

The Nevada Supreme Court has stated “rulings and actions of a judge during the course of
official judicial proceedings do not establish legally cognizable grounds for disqualifications.” Id. at
1275. The personal bias necessary to disqualify must “stem from an extrajudicial source and result
in an opinion on the merits on some basis other than what the judge learned from participation in the
case.” Id. “To permit an allegation of bias, partially founded upon a justice’s performance of his [or
her] constitutionally mandated responsibilities, to disqualify that justice from discharging those
duties would nullify the court’s authority and permit manipulation of justice, as well as the court.”

Id.

B. Disqualification is not warranted because Ms. Zorikova has not established sufficient
factual and legal grounds for disqualification.

As the party seeking disqualification, Plaintiff bears the burden of establishing sufficient

factual grounds to warrant disqualification. Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency v.

District Court, 5 P.3d 1059, 1061 (Nev. 2000). However, the rulings and actions of a judge during
the course of official judicial proceedings do not establish legally cognizable grounds for

disqualification. In re Pet. To recall Dunleavy, 104 Nev. 784, 789 (1988).

Here, Ms. Zorikova has failed to establish sufficient factual grounds to warrant
disqualification of Judge Johnson because her claims stem from Judge Johnson’s decisions during
official court proceedings and rulings. The facts do not demonstrate the extreme bias or prejudice
against Ms. Zorikova that would be necessary for Judge Johnson’s disqualification. There is no
evidence that Judge Johnson’s actions or rulings have been influenced by bias toward or prejudice
against any party to this case.

In addition to Judge Johnson’s substantive decisions and rulings, Plaintiff alleges that
because Judge Johnson was endorsed by “Animal Rights Activists Group,” and Defendants’ counsel
are “Animal Rights Activists,” that disqualification is warranted. However, the Nevada Supreme

Court has held that statements and legal campaign contributions made during elections do not
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demonstrate the extreme bias needed to disqualify a judge, absent other extreme circumstances. See,

Ivey v. Dist. Ct., 129 Nev. 154, 159 (2013); City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency

v. Hecht, 113 Nev. 632, 636 (1997); Dunleavy, at 789-790, and City of Las Vegas Downtown

Redevelopment Agency v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct. ex rel. Cty. of Clark, 116 Nev. 640, 644 (2000). No

such “extreme” circumstances or facts relating to bias or prejudice are present here that would
require disqualification of Judge Johnson. The record does not indicate bias in favor of defense
counsel, and outside of Plaintiff’s general allegations that Judge Johnson has been previously
endorsed by “Animal Rights Activists Group”—which Judge Johnson acknowledges, though denies
such endorsement has led to bias or prejudice in this matter—and that defense counsel are “Animal
Rights Activists,” no other facts are alleged to support disqualification.

The primary concerns of Ms. Zorikova revolve around the substantive rulings of Judge
Johnson and the previous endorsement he received from a nonparty entity, which she believes
indicates bias against her. As discussed above, absent extreme circumstances which do not appear in
this matter, any legally permissible campaign contributions or endorsements made to Judge Johnson
do not suggest facts or legal grounds to disqualify him. A motion or affidavit for disqualification is
an inappropriate vehicle to attack the substantive rulings of the underlying case. As a result, the

Motion for Recusal and Affidavit are DENIED.

Conclusion
Ms. Zorikova does not bring any cognizable claims supported by factual or legal allegations
against Judge Johnson. The record does not support Ms. Zorikova’s allegations of bias by Judge
Johnson, and Judge Johnson’s rulings and actions in the course of official judicial proceedings are
not evidence of bias or prejudice. Thus, Ms. Zorikova’s request to disqualify Judge Johnson is

denied. Dated this 27th day of October, 2021

s

628 F55 D424 D14F
Linda Marie Bell
District Court Judge
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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 Decision and 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: 10/27/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru
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Electronically Filed
10/27/2021 10:18 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

Attorneys for Defendants
Julie 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 I
THROUGH X, INDIVIDUALS, AND ROE
BUSINESS ENTITIES I THROUGH X,

Defendant(s).

DEFENDANTS’ REPLY TO PLAINTIFFE’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’
APPLICATION FOR FEES, COSTS, AND DISBURSEMENTS AS A RESULT OF
PLAINTIFE’S MOTION TO SET ASIDE

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

their attorney of record, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ., of THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH and

'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. Mr. Gish incorporates the arguments herein.

1

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ., of WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC, and hereby replies to Plaintiff’s
Opposition to Defendants’ Application for an award of attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to NRS
18.005, NRS 18.010, NRS 18.020, NRS 17.130 and NRCP 68 incurred as a result of Plaintiff’s
Motion to Set Aside. This Reply is supported by the attached Points and Authorities, Defendants’
Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements, the pleadings and papers on file herein, and any

argument allowed by the court.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L
LEGAL ARGUMENT

A. PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION LACKS THE REQUIRED MEMORANDUM OF
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES AND MUST THEREFORE BE DENIED

Plaintiff’s Opposition does not contain a Memorandum of Points and Authorities as required
by Nevada law and the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure. NRCP 13(2) requires that all Motions
and Oppositions be supported by a Memorandum of Points and Authorities. The absence of a
supporting Memorandum of Points and Authorities is to be construed by the Court as an admission
that the motion is meritorious and cause for its denial or as a waiver of all grounds not so supported.

Based upon the Plaintiff’s failure to support her Opposition with an adequate Memorandum
of Points and Authorities under NRCP 13(2), the Application for Fees and Costs should be granted.

B. DEFENDANTS ARE ENTITLED TO AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES

Pursuant to NRS 18.010(2)(a), the court may make an allowance for attorney’s fees “when
the prevailing party has not recovered more than $20,000.00.” Thus, while the district court has
virtually no discretion to deny a fee award to a prevailing party, the court has discretion in
determining the amount of said award, which “is tempered only by reason and fairness.” University

of Nevada, Las Vegas v. Tarkanian, 110 Nev. 581,590-591,879 P.2d 1180,1186 (1994).
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Accordingly, in Nevada, this “analysis may begin with any method rationally designed to
calculate a reasonable amount, including those based on a ‘lodestar’ amount or a contingency fee.”
Shuette v. Beazer Homes Holdings Corp., 121 Nev. 837, 864, 124 P.3d 530, 48-49 (2005), (citing
Herbst v. Humana Health Ins. of Nevada, 105 Nev. 586, 590, 781 P.2d 762, 764 (1989), Lealao v.
Beneficial California, Inc., 82 Cal. App.4™ 19, 97 Cal. Rptr. 2d 797, 821 (2000) and Glendora Com.
Redevek Agency v. Demeter, 155 Cal.App.3d 465, 202 Cal Rptr. 389 (1984).

C. THE ATTORNEYS’ FEES REQUESTED ARE REASONABLE UNDER
NEVADA LAW

In Nevada, the court must also consider the factors laid out in Brunzell v. Golden Gate
National Bank, 95 Nev. 345, 349, 455 P.2d 31 (1969) in determining a reasonable award of
attorney’s fees. See Shuette, 121 Nev. at 865. In doing so, the award will be reasonable “as long as
the Court provides sufficient reasoning and findings in support of its ultimate determination,” /d.

The Nevada Supreme Court clarified the four Brunzell tactors in Schouweiler v. Yancey Co.,
101 Nev. 827,712 P.2d 786 (1985) as follows:

(1) the qualities of the advocate: his ability, his training, education, experience,
professional standing and skill;

(2) the character of the work to be done: its difficulty, its intricacy, its importance, time
and skill required, the responsibility imposed and the prominence and character of

the parties where they affect the importance of the litigation;

(3) the work actually performed by the lawyer; the skill, time and attention given to the
work; and

(4) the result: whether the attorney was successful and what benefits were derived.
101 Nev. at 833-834, 712 P.2d at 790.
Here, as detailed below, all four of the Brunzell factors are satisfied.
First, Defendants were represented by attorney CASEY D. GISH and SHANA WEIR. Mr.

Gish has been a practicing attorney in the State of Nevada and California for over 22 years with no
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record of discipline in either state. Ms. Weir has been a practicing attorney in the State of Nevada
for over 15 years with no record of discipline.

Mr. Gish began his legal career in Nevada in 1997 when he served as an extern to the Nevada
Supreme Court. He was then appointed as the Law Clerk to the Honorable David Huff, State of
Nevada Third Judicial District Court, from 1998 to 1999. Prior to opening THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH in 2015 as the firm’s managing member, CASEY D. GISH tried multiple jury
trials and bench trials in Las Vegas, Reno, Orange County, and Los Angeles County. He has
litigated cases throughout Nevada and California in both state court and federal court. He has won
multiple appeals to the Nevada Supreme Court, and was successful in a published opinion from the

Nevada Supreme Court (Vega vs. Fastern Courtyard Associates, 24 P.3d 219 (Nev. 2001)). His

cases have ranged from small cases to cases in excess of $90 million dollars. He has previously and
currently worked for law firms such as Parker, Nelson & Associates; Cisneros & Associates; and
Cisneros & Marias, etc. All of these firms are well known in the Las Vegas legal community with
a reputation for experienced and professional attorneys.

While working for Cisneros & Marias, Mr. Gish was the handling attorney for all of the
firm’s veterinary malpractice cases and represented veterinarians in more than 10 trials, all of which
resulted in a verdict in favor of his clients. Just prior to opening his own firm, Mr. Gish was the
senior trial attorney for two (2) years at the firm of Ferris and Associates. Mr. Gish has also been
appointed as an Arbitrator on hundreds of cases for the Clark County Mandatory Arbitration
Program.

Prior to opening THE WEIR LAW GROUP in 2019, the firm’s managing member SHANA
WEIR, has tried multiple jury trials and bench trials throughout the State of Nevada. Her cases
have ranged from small cases to the 2 largest class action cases in the history of the State of Nevada

with multiple billions of dollars in potential damages at issue. She has previously worked for law
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firms such as Springel & Fink, and Parker, Nelson & Associates. Prior to opening her own firm,
2 || she was the Supervising Partner at Parker, Nelson & Associates. All of these firms are well known

3 || in the Las Vegas legal community with a reputation for experienced and professional attorneys.

Both Mr. Gish and Ms. Weir are well known in the Las Vegas community for practicing in

5
the area of animal rights and for donating their time and resources in animal cruelty cases. Due to

6
7 their extensive experience in this area of law, they have both become experts in their fields of

8 || practice. Based upon their expertise, experience, and specialized knowledge of animal cruelty

Fax (702) 483-4608

ab

|| cases, a rate of $500/hour is justified in this matter. In addition, the number of hours spent by
10 counsel for the Defendants in preparing the extensive the Opposition to the Motion to Set Aside (8
11
1 pages, plus exhibits). The amount of attorney time required just to prepare these papers was
g 13 || enormous, and the amount of attorney time required to research and review the facts and documents
—(E 14 ] underlying and supporting these papers was even more extensive. In addition, the number of hours
2
% 15 spent by counsel for the Defendants in preparing the Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion
2
;g 10 to Set Aside and preparation for and attendance at two separate hearings on the Motion, were
=17
18 reasonable, warranted, and justified.
t; 19 Second, animal cruelty cases are very specialized and difficult by nature. They are factually
kit

201 and legally intensive. While there may be more technically complex matters, animal cruelty cases

21 . . . . .

clearly require attention to detail and an understanding of the presentation of defenses to complex
22

veterinary evidence in order to establish damages and defenses. Animal cruelty cases often times
23
a4 require several different veterinary disciplines and legal disciplines to understand and present to

25 || enable a claimant or a defendant to achieve the best results. Counsel’s understanding of the various

26 || issues that are needed to successfully present, or defend, a case supports the conclusion that the
27 .

attorney’s fees were earned and are fair and reasonable. At the end of the day, Defendants’ attorneys
28
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diligently and successfully represented them in this case through the two hearings on the Plaintiff’s
Motion to Set Aside, achieving a denial of the Motion.

Third, counsel’s skill, time, and attention given to this case were above average. The
preparation was thorough and complete. Counsel for Plaintiff spent numerous hours reviewing
voluminous filings from Plaintiff, reviewing documents, reviewing potential testimony and
potential discovery, drafting and repeatedly revising the Opposition to the Motion to Set Aside and
preparing for and attending both hearings on the Motion to Set Aside. Considering the amount of
time and effort exerted by Defendants’ counsel, and both attorneys’ considerable expertise in this
area of practice, the fees are clearly substantiated. Based upon their expertise, experience, and
specialized knowledge of animal cruelty cases, a rate of $500/hour is justified in this matter. In
addition, the number of hours spent by counsel for the Defendants in preparing the Opposition to
Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside (8 pages, plus exhibits) and preparation for and attendance at the
TWO hearings on the Motion to Set Aside was significant. The amount of attorney time required
just to prepare these papers was extensive, and the amount of attorney time required to research and
review the facts and documents underlying and supporting these papers and attend both hearings
requested by Plaintiff was even more extensive. Therefore, Defendants request that all of their
attorneys’ fees incurred by each of their counsel pertaining to the Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside,
in the total amount of (14.5 hours billed by Gish — 3.2 hours billed by Weir) at the rate of $500/hr,
for the total amount of $8,850.00 ($7,250.00 billed by Gish - $1,600.00 billed by Weir), be awarded
to Defendants from Plaintiff.

Fourth, the result speaks for itself. The favorable award of denial of Plaintiff’s Motion to
Set Aside is attributable in substantial part to the diligence, determination, hard work, expertise,
and skill of Defendants’ counsel, who developed, litigated, and obtained this favorable result.

Defendants achieved the objective they sought, denial of Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside. Although
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the Court has the final decision on the matter, counsel respectfully submits the quality of its work
product reflects the hours spent on the case.

Plaintiff’s Opposition claims that $500.00 per hour for attorneys fees is unreasonable.
Plaintiff’s Opposition is without merit. The Clark County District Court regularly awards attorneys
fees in the amount of $500.00 per hour in much simpler car accident cases. The subject case is
much more complex, factually and legally, than most car accident cases, and an award of at least
$500.00 per hour for the work performed in this case by counsel for Defendants is demonstrated
and warranted. Here, the factual and legal issues were much more complex than a simple motor
vehicle accident. Animal cruelty cases are much more factually intensive and legally intensive than
Plaintiff would suggest. And the complexity of this matter was due to the actions of the Plaintiff,
not the Defendants. Therefore, Plaintiff should be required to compensate Defendants’ counsel for
the specialized and complex work that was required in this case.

D. DEFENDANTS' COSTS ARE RECOVERABLE AS A MATTER OF RIGHT

Under NRS 18.010(1), a prevailing party claiming costs can serve and file a verified

memorandum of costs before entry of judgment. Las Vegas Fetish & Fantasy Halloween Ball, Inc.

v. Ahern Rentals, Inc., 124 Nev. 272,278, 182 P.3d 764, 768 (2008). A prevailing party is required
to file a verified memorandum of costs within 5 days after entry of judgment, or such further time
as the court or judge may grant, stating under oath that the cost items are correct and “have been
necessarily incurred in the action or proceeding.” Village Builders 96 v. U.S. Labs, 121 Nev. 261,
276-277, 112 P.3d 1082, 1092 (2005).

Pursuant to NRS 18.020, Defendants are entitled to an award of costs. Pursuant to NRS
18.005, Defendant’s recoverable costs and disbursements as a result of Plaintiff’s Motion to Set

Aside are $14.30.
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E. PLAINTIFF’S COST BONDS ALLEGEDLY DEPOSITED WITH THE COURT
As this Court knows, the issue of whether Plaintiff deposited out-of-state security of costs
bonds was heavily contested in this matter. Plaintiff claims to have posted $1,500 in security with
this Court pursuant to NRS 18.130, but it is undisputed that Plaintiff never filed the required Notice
of Posting of the Bond as per NRS 18.130(1). In the event Plaintiff did actually post $1,500 in
security with this Court, and in the event the Application for Fees is Granted, Defendants
respectfully request that the posted security funds be immediately released to Defendants’ counsel
for disbursement.
F. PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION IS NOTHING BUT AN INCOMPREHENSIBLE
REGURIGITATION OF FACTS/ISSUES THAT WERE ALREADY DECIDED
BY THIS COURT AT THE EVIDENTIARY HEARING OF THIS MATTER.
The vast majority of Plaintiff’s Opposition is nothing but incomprehensible and spurious
allegations and unsupported conclusions of facts and law impugning the integrity of this Court and
counsel. The allegations and conclusions themselves are unsupported factually and legally and are
sanctionable and should not be tolerated by this Court. These allegations violate multiple rules of
Civil Procedure, Nevada statutory law, and ethical standards. Plaintiff holds herself out as being
legally trained with the best attorneys in Europe, and yet she disregards the most basic rules of civil
procedure, ethics, and statutes prohibiting the presentation of false and perjurious evidence to a
Court of law. Her egregious and perjurious conduct should not be permitted by this Court.

IL.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request that their Application for Fees,
Costs, and Disbursements be GRANTED in the amount of $14.30 for costs/disbursements, and

$8.850 for attorney’s fees for a total amount of $8,864.30. It is further requested that any security
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funds that were deposited by Plaintiff with this Court for security of costs pursuant to NRS 18.130,

be immediately released by the Court to counsel

DATED this 27" day of October, 2021.
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for the Defendants.

THE LAW OFFICE OF CASEY D. GISH

/s! CasegD. 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. Weer

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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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 TO DEFENDANTS’ APPLICATION FOR FEES, COSTS, AND
DISBURSEMENTS 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

Plaintiff

Executed on the 27™ day of October, 2021.

/s/ (CaseyD. Gisk

An employee of THE LAW OFFICE OF
CASEY D. GISH

10
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Electronically Filed
10/28/2021 2:46 PM

ORDR CLERK OF THE COURT
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

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),
VS. Hearing Date: 10/06/2021

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

Defendant(s).

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFE’S MOTION TO SET ASIDE ORDER TO DISMISS
WITH PREJUDICE

THIS MATER came on for hearing on the 29" day of September, 2021 at 10:30 a.m.
and, due to Plaintiff’s alleged inability to sign on to the Court’s video link for the hearing via
Blue Jeans, again on the 6™ day of October, 2021 at 9:00 a.m. before the HONORABLE ERIC

JOHNSON; Plaintiftf ALLA ZORIKOVA, appearing Pro Se; Defendants, JULIE
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PYLE, TAMMY WILLET and VEGAS SHEPHERD RESCUE appearing by and through their
counsel, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. of THE LAW OFFICES OF CASEY D. GISH; the Court
having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file herein finds that Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order of dismissal with prejudice is tantamount to one for reconsideration. Plaintiff failed to
present any new facts or evidence and failed to present any reason for reconsideration.

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order to Dismiss with Prejudice is hereby DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s In Forma
Pauperis status is hereby revoked, as a result of Defendants providing this Court with evidence
of Plaintiff’s recent receipt of a $325,000 settlement, and Plaintiff’s failure to provide any
objection to revocation prior to August 27, 2021, as ordered by the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ counsel, Casey D.
Gish, Esq. and Shana D. Weir, Esq. are permitted to recover their attorney’s fees and costs
associated with having to defend and appear for the instant motion on September 29, 2021, and
the subsequent hearing on October 6, 2021 and Casey D. Gish, Esq. and Shana Weir, Esq.
having to appear for the instant motion on September 29, 2021, and Casey D. Gish, Esq. again
having to appear on October 6, 2021; and they shall file a timely Memorandum of Costs and an
Application for Attorneys Fees incurred as a result of defending the instant Motion and
appearing for the September 29, 2021 hearing and the re-scheduled hearing on October 6, 2021.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion for
New Trial and Plaintiff’s Motion for Relief From Final Order currently set for hearing on

October 20, 2021, are vacated as moot. Dated this 28th day of October, 2021

PN/

DISTRICT COMRT JUDGE

2 64B 06B 066A 1395
Eric Johnson
District Court Judge
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Submitted by:

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

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468
WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120
sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Approved as to form:

Alla Zorikova
Plaintiff, Pro Se
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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: 10/28/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru
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DAO
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

ALLA ZORIKOVA,

Plaintiff,

V. Case No. A-20-821249-C

JULIE PYLE, ET AL, Dept. No. XX

Defendant.

DECISION AND ORDER

Plaintiff Alla Zorikova filed an Affidavit of Prejudice on September 8, 2021, and then filed a
Motion to Recuse Judge Eric Johnson on October 6, 2021. Judge Johnson responded to the Motion
on October 7, 2021. In her Affidavit and Motion, Plaintiff alleges 1) Judge Johnson' is biased
against her due to her political beliefs, nationality, and status as a dog breeder, 2) that Judge
Johnson’s endorsement from “Animal Rights Activists Group” is disqualifying, and 3) that Judge
Johnson’s decisions and rulings in the matter demonstrate bias and/or prejudice against her. Based
on a review of the papers, Judge Johnson’s response, and pursuant to EDCR 2.23(c), Plaintiff’s
motion is denied.

I. Factual and Procedural Background

On September 15, 2020, Plaintiff Alla Zorikova filed a complaint against Julie Pyle, Tammy
Willet, and Vegas Shepherd Rescue. Plaintiff’s complaint alleged six causes of action, including
theft, civil conspiracy, property damage, intentional infliction of emotional distress, fraud and
trespass. Plaintiff’s complaint stated she owns, trains and sells German Shepherds from a San

Bernardino, CA property. Plaintiff further alleged that from August 8-10, 2020, the Defendants

! The Court notes that Plaintiff’s Affidavit refers to a “Judge Foster,” as well as Judge Eric Johnson. Plaintiff cites
“Judge Foster (Dep 20),” which is Judge Johnson’s department number. For the purposes of this decision, the Court
assumes that all allegations of bias in the Affidavit and Motion pertain to Judge Johnson.

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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“intentionally organized [the] act of stealing Dogs from Plaintiff’s private property,” and she later
discovered 25 of the 50 dogs were in the possession of Vegas Pet Rescue Project, while the
remaining dogs were located at Devore Animal Shelter in California. On the day of the alleged theft,
August 8, 2020, Plaintiff’s complaint states that she and her daughter were arrested, but no charges
were filed as of the date of the complaint filing.

After numerous papers and motions were filed in the present case, the matter came before
Judge Johnson on August 18, 2021 for an evidentiary hearing to determine whether service of the
summons and complaint were proper under NRCP 4 and 4.2. After testimony and evidence were
presented, the court found that Plaintiff’s witness’s testimony regarding service of process was
inconsistent and evasive, and therefore not credible. The court further found that Plaintiff’s own
testimony was not credible, and that she provided false testimony to the court. Finally, based upon
video evidence submitted by Defendants and Plaintiff’s testimony, the court found that Plaintiff
herself effected service, which is improper under NRCP 4(c)(3). As a result of the August 18, 2021
evidentiary hearing, the court dismissed the present action with prejudice and found Plaintiff abused
the judicial process through her false and misleading testimony to the court. The court sanctioned
Plaintiff in the form of Defendants’ attorney’s fees and costs.

Following Judge Johnson’s September 2, 2021 order of dismissal, Plaintiff filed an
“Affidavit of Prejudice” on September 8, 2021. Plaintiff placed a header in her Affidavit stating “To:
Eight [sic] Judicial District Court, Clark County, CC: To Presiding Judge,” but provided no
certificate of service demonstrating that service was proper pursuant to NRS 1.235(4). In her
Affidavit, Plaintiff alleged that she observed bias and prejudice from Judge Johnson® and that she
felt discriminated against on the basis of her nationality (Russian). Plaintiff further stated “Judge
Johnson is clearly biased, politically involved and prejudicial toward Russian/German Female,
Trump Supporter, Dog Breeder, ProSe Plaintiff” and that her constitutional rights were violated.
Plaintiff suggests that Judge Johnson is biased in favor of Defendants’ counsel, who Plaintiff

describes as animal rights activists. On October 6, 2021, following the Affidavit, Plaintiff filed a

* Named “Judge Foster” on page 1 of the Affidavit, but as stated previously, this Court assumes all allegations pertain to
Judge Johnson for the purposes of this decision.
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Motion for Recusal pursuant to NRS 1.230 and 1.235. The Motion included a certificate of service
stating opposing counsel was provided a copy of the Motion, but did not provide for service upon
the judge, as required by NRS 1.235(4).

On October 7, 2021, Judge Johnson responded to Plaintiff’s Motion for Recusal. Judge
Johnson stated he was not served with either the Affidavit or the Motion pursuant to NRS 1.235. He
further stated he has not exercised bias or prejudice against any party to the matter, and that he has
no conflict of interest in the case, nor is he related to any party in the matter. Judge Johnson stated
that he has not been endorsed to his knowledge by Defendant Vegas Shepherds Rescue, but that he
was previously endorsed by Nevada Political Action for Animals (not a party to the matter).
Regardless, Judge Johnson stated, even had a party in the present case endorsed him, it would not
require his disqualification so long as he could be impartial. Judge Johnson reiterated his duty to
preside over cases assigned to him, pursuant to Nevada’s Code of Judicial Conduct (NCJC) 2.7.
Judge Johnson denies Plaintiff’s allegations that he is biased against her nationality, political beliefs
or status as a dog breeder, and noted that Plaintiff did not provide specific facts to the allegations.
Judge Johnson also denied suggestion from Plaintiff that he had “consulted defendants’ attorney”
multiple times, stating that he had no contact with Defendants’ counsel outside of the courtroom and
that he has no personal or professional relationship with counsel outside the present case. Finally,
Judge Johnson stated that Plaintiff’s primary grievance appears to rest with his decisions and actions
in official proceedings—namely the August 18, 2021 evidentiary hearing—and such rulings and

actions are insufficient grounds for judicial disqualification.

II. Discussion
A. Legal Standard
Nevada Revised Statute 1.230 provides the statutory grounds for disqualifying district Court

judges. The statute in pertinent part provides:

1. A judge shall not act in an action or proceeding when the judge entertains actual
bias or prejudice for or against one of the parties to the action.

2. A judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when implied bias exists
in any of the following respects:
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(a) When the judge is a party to or interested in the action or proceeding.

(b) When the judge is related to either party by consanguinity or affinity within the
third degree.

(c) When the judge has been attorney or counsel for either of the parties in the
particular action or proceeding before the court.

(d) When the judge is related to an attorney or counselor for either of the parties by
consanguinity or affinity within the third degree. This paragraph does not apply
to the presentation of ex parte or contested matters, except in fixing fees for an
attorney so related to the judge.

Rule 2.7 of the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct provides that a “judge shall hear and
decide matters assigned to the judge, except when disqualification is required by Rule 2.11,” the rule
which details substantive grounds for judicial disqualification. Pursuant to NCJC 2.11(A):

(A) A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceeding in which the
judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned, including but not limited
to the following circumstances:

(1) The judge has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party or a party’s
lawyer, or personal knowledge of facts that are in dispute in the proceeding.

(2) The judge knows that the judge, the judge’s spouse or domestic partner, or a
person within the third degree of relationship to either of them, or the spouse or
domestic partner of such a person is:

(c) a person who has more than a de minimis interest that could be substantially affected
by the proceeding; or
A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceeding in which the judge’s
impartiality might be reasonably questioned. Ybarra v. State, 247 P.3d 269, 271 (Nev. 2011). The
test for whether a judge’s impartiality might be reasonably questioned is objective and courts must
decide whether a reasonable person, knowing all the facts, would harbor reasonable doubts about a
judge’s impartiality. Id. at 272.
The burden is on the party asserting the challenge to establish sufficient factual and legal

grounds warranting disqualification. Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency v. District

Court, 116 Nev. 640, 643 (2000). A judge has a duty to preside to the conclusion of all proceedings,
in the absence of some statute, rule of court, ethical standard, or compelling reason otherwise. Id. A

judge is presumed to be unbiased. Millen v. District Court, 148 P.3d 694, 701 (Nev. 2006). A judge

is presumed to be impartial, and the burden is on the party asserting the challenge to establish

sufficient factual grounds warranting disqualification. Ybarra, 247 P.3d at 272. Additionally, the
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Court must give substantial weight to a judge’s determination that the judge may not voluntarily
disqualify themselves, and the judge’s decision cannot be overturned in the absence of clear abuse of

discretion. In re Pet. To recall Dunleavy, 104 Nev. 784 (1988).

The Nevada Supreme Court has stated “rulings and actions of a judge during the course of
official judicial proceedings do not establish legally cognizable grounds for disqualifications.” Id. at
1275. The personal bias necessary to disqualify must “stem from an extrajudicial source and result
in an opinion on the merits on some basis other than what the judge learned from participation in the
case.” Id. “To permit an allegation of bias, partially founded upon a justice’s performance of his [or
her] constitutionally mandated responsibilities, to disqualify that justice from discharging those
duties would nullify the court’s authority and permit manipulation of justice, as well as the court.”

Id.

B. Disqualification is not warranted because Ms. Zorikova has not established sufficient
factual and legal grounds for disqualification.

As the party seeking disqualification, Plaintiff bears the burden of establishing sufficient

factual grounds to warrant disqualification. Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency v.

District Court, 5 P.3d 1059, 1061 (Nev. 2000). However, the rulings and actions of a judge during
the course of official judicial proceedings do not establish legally cognizable grounds for

disqualification. In re Pet. To recall Dunleavy, 104 Nev. 784, 789 (1988).

Here, Ms. Zorikova has failed to establish sufficient factual grounds to warrant
disqualification of Judge Johnson because her claims stem from Judge Johnson’s decisions during
official court proceedings and rulings. The facts do not demonstrate the extreme bias or prejudice
against Ms. Zorikova that would be necessary for Judge Johnson’s disqualification. There is no
evidence that Judge Johnson’s actions or rulings have been influenced by bias toward or prejudice
against any party to this case.

In addition to Judge Johnson’s substantive decisions and rulings, Plaintiff alleges that
because Judge Johnson was endorsed by “Animal Rights Activists Group,” and Defendants’ counsel
are “Animal Rights Activists,” that disqualification is warranted. However, the Nevada Supreme

Court has held that statements and legal campaign contributions made during elections do not
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demonstrate the extreme bias needed to disqualify a judge, absent other extreme circumstances. See,

Ivey v. Dist. Ct., 129 Nev. 154, 159 (2013); City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Agency

v. Hecht, 113 Nev. 632, 636 (1997); Dunleavy, at 789-790, and City of Las Vegas Downtown

Redevelopment Agency v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct. ex rel. Cty. of Clark, 116 Nev. 640, 644 (2000). No

such “extreme” circumstances or facts relating to bias or prejudice are present here that would
require disqualification of Judge Johnson. The record does not indicate bias in favor of defense
counsel, and outside of Plaintiff’s general allegations that Judge Johnson has been previously
endorsed by “Animal Rights Activists Group”—which Judge Johnson acknowledges, though denies
such endorsement has led to bias or prejudice in this matter—and that defense counsel are “Animal
Rights Activists,” no other facts are alleged to support disqualification.

The primary concerns of Ms. Zorikova revolve around the substantive rulings of Judge
Johnson and the previous endorsement he received from a nonparty entity, which she believes
indicates bias against her. As discussed above, absent extreme circumstances which do not appear in
this matter, any legally permissible campaign contributions or endorsements made to Judge Johnson
do not suggest facts or legal grounds to disqualify him. A motion or affidavit for disqualification is
an inappropriate vehicle to attack the substantive rulings of the underlying case. As a result, the

Motion for Recusal and Affidavit are DENIED.

Conclusion
Ms. Zorikova does not bring any cognizable claims supported by factual or legal allegations
against Judge Johnson. The record does not support Ms. Zorikova’s allegations of bias by Judge
Johnson, and Judge Johnson’s rulings and actions in the course of official judicial proceedings are
not evidence of bias or prejudice. Thus, Ms. Zorikova’s request to disqualify Judge Johnson is

denied. Dated this 27th day of October, 2021

s

628 F55 D424 D14F
Linda Marie Bell
District Court Judge
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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 Decision and 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: 10/27/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru
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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),
VS. Hearing Date: 10/06/2021

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

Defendant(s).

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFE’S MOTION TO SET ASIDE ORDER TO DISMISS
WITH PREJUDICE

THIS MATER came on for hearing on the 29" day of September, 2021 at 10:30 a.m.
and, due to Plaintiff’s alleged inability to sign on to the Court’s video link for the hearing via
Blue Jeans, again on the 6™ day of October, 2021 at 9:00 a.m. before the HONORABLE ERIC

JOHNSON; Plaintiftf ALLA ZORIKOVA, appearing Pro Se; Defendants, JULIE

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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PYLE, TAMMY WILLET and VEGAS SHEPHERD RESCUE appearing by and through their
counsel, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. of THE LAW OFFICES OF CASEY D. GISH; the Court
having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file herein finds that Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order of dismissal with prejudice is tantamount to one for reconsideration. Plaintiff failed to
present any new facts or evidence and failed to present any reason for reconsideration.

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order to Dismiss with Prejudice is hereby DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s In Forma
Pauperis status is hereby revoked, as a result of Defendants providing this Court with evidence
of Plaintiff’s recent receipt of a $325,000 settlement, and Plaintiff’s failure to provide any
objection to revocation prior to August 27, 2021, as ordered by the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ counsel, Casey D.
Gish, Esq. and Shana D. Weir, Esq. are permitted to recover their attorney’s fees and costs
associated with having to defend and appear for the instant motion on September 29, 2021, and
the subsequent hearing on October 6, 2021 and Casey D. Gish, Esq. and Shana Weir, Esq.
having to appear for the instant motion on September 29, 2021, and Casey D. Gish, Esq. again
having to appear on October 6, 2021; and they shall file a timely Memorandum of Costs and an
Application for Attorneys Fees incurred as a result of defending the instant Motion and
appearing for the September 29, 2021 hearing and the re-scheduled hearing on October 6, 2021.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion for
New Trial and Plaintiff’s Motion for Relief From Final Order currently set for hearing on

October 20, 2021, are vacated as moot. Dated this 28th day of October, 2021

PN/

DISTRICT COMRT JUDGE

2 64B 06B 066A 1395
Eric Johnson
District Court Judge
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Submitted by:

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

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468
WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120
sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Approved as to form:

Alla Zorikova
Plaintiff, Pro Se




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

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: 10/28/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru
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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

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

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Electronifé 1Pifigdlly Filed

ALLA ZORIKOVA; CASE NO. A-20-821249-C
DEPT. NO. XX
Plaintiff(s),
VS. Hearing Date: 10/06/2021

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

Defendant(s).

Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m.

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFE’S MOTION TO SET ASIDE ORDER TO DISMISS

WITH PREJUDICE

THIS MATER came on for hearing on the 29" day of September, 2021 at 10:30 a.m.

and, due to Plaintiff’s alleged inability to sign on to the Court’s video link for the hearing via

Blue Jeans, again on the 6™ day of October, 2021 at 9:00 a.m. before the HONORABLE ERIC

JOHNSON; Plaintiftf ALLA ZORIKOVA, appearing Pro Se; Defendants, JULIE

Case Number: A-20-821249-C
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PYLE, TAMMY WILLET and VEGAS SHEPHERD RESCUE appearing by and through their
counsel, CASEY D. GISH, ESQ. of THE LAW OFFICES OF CASEY D. GISH; the Court
having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file herein finds that Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order of dismissal with prejudice is tantamount to one for reconsideration. Plaintiff failed to
present any new facts or evidence and failed to present any reason for reconsideration.

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion to Set Aside
Order to Dismiss with Prejudice is hereby DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s In Forma
Pauperis status is hereby revoked, as a result of Defendants providing this Court with evidence
of Plaintiff’s recent receipt of a $325,000 settlement, and Plaintiff’s failure to provide any
objection to revocation prior to August 27, 2021, as ordered by the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ counsel, Casey D.
Gish, Esq. and Shana D. Weir, Esq. are permitted to recover their attorney’s fees and costs
associated with having to defend and appear for the instant motion on September 29, 2021, and
the subsequent hearing on October 6, 2021 and Casey D. Gish, Esq. and Shana Weir, Esq.
having to appear for the instant motion on September 29, 2021, and Casey D. Gish, Esq. again
having to appear on October 6, 2021; and they shall file a timely Memorandum of Costs and an
Application for Attorneys Fees incurred as a result of defending the instant Motion and
appearing for the September 29, 2021 hearing and the re-scheduled hearing on October 6, 2021.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff’s Motion for
New Trial and Plaintiff’s Motion for Relief From Final Order currently set for hearing on

October 20, 2021, are vacated as moot. Dated this 28th day of October, 2021

PN/

DISTRICT COMRT JUDGE

2 64B 06B 066A 1395
Eric Johnson
District Court Judge
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Submitted by:

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

SHANA D. WEIR, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 9468
WEIR LAW GROUP, LLC
6220 Stevenson Way

Las Vegas, NV 89120
sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Approved as to form:

Alla Zorikova
Plaintiff, Pro Se
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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: 10/28/2021

Casey Gish, Esq. casey@gishlawfirm.com

Shana Weir sweir@weirlawgroup.com

Alla Zorikova stevejohn19732017@gmail.com
Alla Zorikova olivia.car@mail.ru
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES June 09, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
Vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

June 09, 2021 8:30 AM Motion for Temporary
Restraining Order

HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: R]JC Courtroom 12A

COURT CLERK: FErin Burnett
Shelley Boyle

RECORDER: Angie Calvillo
REPORTER:

PARTIES
PRESENT: Gish, Casey D. Attorney

JOURNAL ENTRIES
- Parties appeared via Bluejeans.

Argument and colloquy regarding the require Security Bond posting by Pltf. COURT NOTED, the
Bond was posted 04.21.21. Mr. Gish stated he never received notice of the Bond posting. Statement
by Ms. Zorikova. COURT ADVISED, Mr Gish will have until 06.18.21 to file a Motion to Dismiss, and
ORDERED, matter CONTINUED; Pltf's. Response DUE 06.25.21, Deft's. Reply DUE 07.02.21. PItf's.
Motion for Leave of Court to Amend Compliant by Adding Defts., SET 06.30.21, RESET.

07.07.21  9:00 AM. PLTF'SMOTION FOR LEAVE OF COURT TO AMEND COMPLIANT TO
ADD DEFT'S... HEARING ON PLTF'S EX PARTE APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY

RESTRAINING ORDER FROM CUSTODY OF PLTF'S DOGS AND FOR ORDER TO RETURN
PLTF'S DOGS AND PLTF'S DECLARATION IN SUPPORT.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 1 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES July 06, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

July 06, 2021 11:30 AM Minute Order

HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: Chambers
COURT CLERK: Kathryn Hansen-McDowell

RECORDER:

REPORTER:

PARTIES
PRESENT:

JOURNAL ENTRIES

- Plaintiff Alla Zorikova filed an 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 on July 5, 2021. The matter was subsequently scheduled for hearing on
August 11, 2021.

Good cause appearing, pursuant to EDCR 2.23(c) the Court hereby GRANTS the 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. The new briefing schedule for
Defendants June 18, 2021 Motion to Dismiss is as follows: Plaintiff Zorikova s Opposition is due July
14, 2021, and Defendants Reply is due July 21, 2021.

The Court hereby VACATES the August 11, 2021 hearing on 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. The remaining motions set for hearing on
July 14, 2021 have been continued to August 11, 2021 at 8:30 a.m.

Plaintiff is directed to prepare a proposed order and to circulate it to opposing counsel for approval
as to form and content before submitting it to chambers for signature. Counsel is directed to email a
word and pdf copy of the proposed order to dc20inbox@clarkcountycourts.us.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 2 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

CLERK'S NOTE: This Minute Order was electronically served to all registered parties for Odyssey
File & Serve.7/6/2021 khm

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 3 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES August 10, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
Vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

August 10, 2021 1:00 PM Minute Order

HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: Chambers
COURT CLERK: Kathryn Hansen-McDowell

RECORDER:

REPORTER:

PARTIES
PRESENT:

JOURNAL ENTRIES

- Plaintiff Zorikova filed an Ex-Parte Motion for TRO on October 24, 2020, a Motion for Leave to
Amend Complaint on May 28, 2021 and a Motion for Default Judgment on June 8, 2021.
Subsequently, Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet and Vegas Shepherd Rescue filed an Opposition
thereto and Countermotion to Dismiss Plaintiff s Complaint. The matter was subsequently scheduled
for hearing on August 11, 2021.

After considering the pleadings and argument of counsel, the Court is setting an evidentiary hearing
for Wednesday, August 18, 2021 at 9:15 a.m. as to the issue of the process server s identity. In
particular, the Court expects Defendants to provide video of the process server whom they allege is
Plaintiff Zorikova. Since this will be determinative as to the other motions, the August 11, 2021
hearing on Plaintiff s Ex-Parte Motion for TRO, Plaintiff s Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint,
Plaintiff s Motion for Default Judgment, Defendants Julie Pyle, Tammy Willet and Vegas Shepherd
Rescue s Opposition thereto and Countermotion to Dismiss Plaintiff s Complaint are rescheduled to
August 18, 2021 at 9:15 a.m.

08/18/2021 9:15 AM EVIDENTIARY HEARING

MOTIONS RESCHEDULED TO: 08/18/2021 9:15 AM

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 4 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

CLERK'S NOTE: This Minute Order was electronically served to all registered parties for Odyssey
File & Serve. 8/10/21 KHM

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 5 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES August 18, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
Vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

August 18, 2021 9:15 AM All Pending Motions
HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: R]JC Courtroom 12A
COURT CLERK: Kathryn Hansen-McDowell

RECORDER: Trisha Garcia

REPORTER:
PARTIES
PRESENT: Gish, Casey D. Attorney
Pyle, Julie Defendant
Weir, Shana Attorney
Zorikova, Alla Plaintiff
JOURNAL ENTRIES

- EVIDENTIARY HEARING .. DEFENDANTS OPPOSITION TO 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; OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO AMEND; AND DEFENDANTS
COUNTER-MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT ... PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR
LEAVE OF COURT TO AMEND COMPLAINT BY ADDING DEFENDANTS . .. PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR LEAVE OF COURT TO AMEND COMPLAINT BY ADDING DEFENDANTS. ..
PLAINTIFF'S PRO PER MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT AND PLAINTIFF'S DECLARATION
IN SUPPORT . . . 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

Court noted the evidentiary hearing was to determine if the complaint was served by the Plaintiff,
Ms. Zorikova or a process server. Arguments by Ms. Zorikova and Mr. Gish. Witness testimony and
exhibits presented. (see lists). Colloquy regarding ability to contact Ms. Zorikova's daughter to testify.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 6 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

Court allowed Ms. Zorikova to retrieve her cell phone from her car which contained her daughter's
contact information and ORDERED,her not to contact anyone until she was back in the courtroom.
Mr. Gish orally requested a staff member accompany the Plaintiff; Court GRANTED the request and
a department staff member accompanied her. MATTER TRAILED:

MATTER RECALLED: all parties present as before. Testimony continued. Further arguments by Ms.
Zorikova and Mr. Gish. COURT stated its FINDINGS and ORDERED, CASE DISMISSED with
Prejudice. COURT FURTHER ORDERED, Deft.s counsel may receive attorney's fees for the portion of
the motion for dismissal, for preparation, service and for the hearing. Counsel to submit their bills
and Brunzell factors by August 27, 2021, Plaintiff's response due September 10, 2021 and Defense
reply due by September 17, 2021. Mr. Gish to prepare an order, circulate to opposing party and
submit to the department.

Ms. Zorikova stated she planned to file an appeal. Court explained the appeal time clock starts once
the order was signed. Colloquy regarding notification of order and how to receive transcripts.

Mr. Gish orally requested to have the Plaintiff's in forma pauperis changed arguing the Plaintiff
received a 1/3 of a million dollar settlement. Upon Court's inquiry, Ms. Zorikova stated that
information was confidential. Mr. Gish explained how the information was obtained. Mr. Gish stated
the request was not included with his paperwork. Colloquy regarding the information being
reference in Defense's reply on page 21. Mr. Gish stated they could file the documents by tomorrow.
Court instructed, counsel to file a copy of the settlement agreement as a supplement to their motion;
to decertify in forma pauperis for the Plaintiff. Ms. Zorikova stated she would have her attorney
address the matter as to who breached the confidential agreement and noted it could be put in
writing that she no longer needed in forma pauperis status. Mr. Gish stated he would put it in
writing. Following colloquy regarding whether it was a voluntary withdraw, Court directed defense
counsel to file the supplement and allowed Plaintiff until August 27, 2021 to respond. Colloquy
regarding whether Ms. Zorikova could file a motion to reconsider. Further colloquy regarding which
law firm Ms. Weir worked at and the Court's endorsements.

COURT ADDITIONALLY ORDERED, the 9/15/2021 hearing VACATED.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 7 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES September 29, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

September 29,2021  10:30 AM Motion to Set Aside
HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: R]JC Courtroom 12A
COURT CLERK: Kathryn Hansen-McDowell

RECORDER: Angie Calvillo

REPORTER:
PARTIES
PRESENT: Gish, Casey D. Attorney
Weir, Shana Attorney
JOURNAL ENTRIES

- Plaintiff not present.

Court stated it received the Plaintiff's motion and the opposition. Court stated it was treating the
Motion to Set Aside as a motion for reconsideration; FINDING, the Plaintiff failed to establish the
Court was incorrect and did not provide new evidence to change the Court's mind as to dismissal for
proper service and providing false testimony to the Court and ORDERED, Motion DENIED. Court
allowed reasonable fees for the Defendants for appearing and directed defense counsel to submit a
supplement to the opposition with fees and costs. COURT FURTHER ORDERED, Plaintiff Zorikova's
informa pauperis status WITHDRAWN, and stated its FINDINGS. Court noted Plaintiff's Motion for
a New Trial and Motion for Relief from Final Order were scheduled for October 21, 2021; FINDS in
light of the case being dismissed and Plaintiff's Motion for Relief from Final Order essentially being
the same as the Motion to Set Aside these motion were moot and ADDITIONALLY ORDERED,
Plaintiff's Motion for New Trial and Motion for Relief from Final Order MOOT and the hearings
VACATED.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 8 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES October 06, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
vs.

Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

October 06, 2021 9:00 AM Motion to Set Aside
HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: R]JC Courtroom 12A
COURT CLERK: Kathryn Hansen-McDowell

RECORDER: Angie Calvillo

REPORTER:
PARTIES
PRESENT: Gish, Casey D. Attorney
Zorikova, Alla Plaintiff
JOURNAL ENTRIES

- Court noted Plaintiff's Motion to Set Aside Order to Dismiss was heard last week on September 29,
2021 and the Plaintiff, Ms. Zorikova, was not present; after the hearing Ms. Zorikova contact the
department indicating she had trouble connecting to the video system therefore the matter was reset
for today. Court stated it viewed the Motion to Set Aside essentially as a motion for reconsideration
and as stated in the Court's Order under the rules service was not proper as to the individual persons
or to the organization. Court further stated the issue the Court found was that Ms. Zorikova and her
daughter testified falsely under oath at the evidentiary hearing. Ms. Zorikova argued an affidavit of
prejudice and bias was filed and the Court no longer had jurisdiction of this matter. Court stated it
was not aware of a motion for recusal being filed and served on this Court. Ms. Zorikova stated the
affidavit was filed and served on the Court and to the Chief Judge. Colloquy regarding how the
affidavit was served. Mr. Gish stated he believed Ms. Zorikova was referring to an affidavit she
included in her Motion and filed as an exhibit. Continued argument by Ms. Zorikova. COURT FINDS
a motion to disqualify the court needs to be served on the Court and filing an affidavit seeking to
disqualify the Court as an exhibit to another motion and generally in the case record did not qualify
and ORDERED, Plaintiff's Motion to Set Aside DENIED under the same basis' of its prior decision.

Court stated it would review the statutes and local rules to determine if Plaintiff's affidavit of

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 9 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

prejudice and lack of service required the Chief Judge to determine if the Court should be
disqualified. Court directed, Mr. Gish to submit a proposed order denying the Motion to Set Aside in
the meantime. Ms. Zorikova argued a Motion for Reconsideration was filed separately and a hearing
was set for October 29, 2021. Mr. Gish orally requested, defense counsel be granted costs and fees for
appearing for the Motion to Set Aside twice. COURT GRANTED, defense counsel costs and fees for
appearing. Mr. Gish to submit a memorandum within 5 days. Court further directed, Mr. Gish to
include in the proposed order that Ms. Zorikova no longer needed the "In Forma Pauperis" status due
to the award she received in California.

COURT FURTHER ORDERED, Plaintiff's Motion to Reschedule Hearing VACATED.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 10 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Other Tort COURT MINUTES November 02, 2021

A-20-821249-C Alla Zorikova, Plaintiff(s)
Vs.
Julie Pyle, Defendant(s)

November 02,2021 8:00 AM Minute Order

HEARD BY: Johnson, Eric COURTROOM: Chambers
COURT CLERK: Kathryn Hansen-McDowell

RECORDER:

REPORTER:

PARTIES
PRESENT:

JOURNAL ENTRIES

- Plaintiff filed a Motion for Sanctions and a Motion to Provide Statement of Facts on October 06,
2021. Defendants filed their Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Sanctions and Countermotion for
Sanctions on October 20, 2021. All three motions were set for hearing in Department XX on
November 17, 2021.

This case was dismissed with prejudice on August 18, 2021 following an evidentiary hearing. Plaintiff
subsequently filed a Notice of Appeal on September 04, 2021. The Court denied Plaintiff's equivalent
motion to reconsider filed as "Motion to Set Aside Order to Dismiss with Prejudice" on October 06,
2021. As of November 02, 2021, Plaintiff's appeal, Supreme Court No. 83478, is active and shows there
is "briefing in progress". Accordingly, the motions are MOOT and this Court declines to rule on the
above-mentioned motions as the case was dismissed and is on appeal. The Court will take
Defendants' Application for Attorney's Fees, Costs, and Disbursements UNDER ADVISEMENT.

The Court hereby VACATES the November 17, 2021 hearings. Counsel for Defendants is directed to
prepare a proposed order and to circulate it to opposing counsel for approval as to form and content

before submitting it to chambers for signature. Counsel is directed to email a word and pdf copy of
the proposed order to dc20inbox@clarkcountycourts.us.

PRINT DATE: 11/17/2021 Page 11 of 12 Minutes Date:  June 09, 2021
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A-20-821249-C

CLERK'S NOTE: This Minute Order was electronically served to all registered parties for Odyssey
File & Serve. 11/2/21KHM
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Certification of Copy and
Transmittal of Record

State of Nevada
} SS:
County of Clark

Pursuant to the Supreme Court order dated November 3, 2021, I, Steven D. Grierson, the Clerk of the
Court of the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County, State of Nevada, do hereby certify that the

foregoing is a true, full and correct copy of the complete trial court record for the case referenced below.
The record comprises four volumes with pages numbered 1 through 907.

ALLA ZORIKOVA,
Plaintiff(s), Case No: A-20-821249-C

vs. Dept. No: XX

JULIE PYLE; TAMMY WILLET; VEGAS
SHEPHERD RESCUE,

Defendant(s),

now on file and of record in this office.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, I have hereunto
Set my hand and Affixed the seal of the
Court at my office, Las Vegas, Nevada

This 17 day of November 2021.

Steven D. Grierson, Clerk of the Court

MWWW

Heather Ungermann, Deputy Clerk
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