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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 
HENRY E. GAAR,    ) Supreme Court Case No.84621 
      )   

Respondent,   )  Docketing Statement  
      )                        Civil Appeals 
vs.      )  
      ) 
TRAKETRA DANIELS,    ) 
      ) 

 Appellant.   ) 
_______________________________) 
 

Docketing Statement of Civil Appeals 
 

1. Judicial District Clark County District Court   Department Family Division   

    County Clark County                     Judge Arthur Ritchie 

    District Ct. Case No. D-20-609211-C 

2. Attorney filing this docketing statement 

Attorney Jennifer Isso, Esq        Telephone (702) 434-4424 

Firm Isso Hughes Law Firm 

Address: 

 8965 S. Eastern Ave., Suite 120 

 Las Vegas, Nevada 89123 

Previous Client: Traketra Daniels 

 

3. Attorney(s) representing respondent(s) 

Attorney Rachel Jacobson, Esq    Telephone (702) 601-0770 

Firm Jacobson Law Office, Ltd 

Electronically Filed
May 24 2022 06:22 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 84621   Document 2022-16562
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Address: 

 64 N. Pecos Rd #200, 

 Henderson, Nevada 89074 

Clients Henry E Gaar 

 

4. Nature of disposition: 

 Final order after hearing. 

5. Does this appeal raise issues concerning child custody, venue, or 

termination of parental rights? 

 No. Sanctions against counsel.  

6. Pending and prior proceeding in this court. 

 Henry E. Gaar v. Traketra Daniels D-20-609211-C 

7. Pending and prior proceedings in other courts. 

 No. 

8. Nature of the Action.  

1. In this highly contentious custody, Respondent reopened the case after a 

stipulated decree was signed and entered on January 19, 2021 where the 

parties agreed to share Joint Legal and Joint Physical Custody. Respondent’s 

counsel sought discovery on information that was irrelevant and not 

proportional to the needs of the case. Counsel, Isso and her client however 

provided hundreds of pages of information. Respondent’s counsel then filed 

a motion to compel which was granted on order shorten time. Ms. Isso 

explained at the hearing that there was no meet and confer and raised other 

objections. Respondent’s counsel and Discovery Commissioner Jay Young 

also engaged in ex-parte communications prior to the hearing where 

Respondent’s counsel emailed deposition audio recordings to the Discovery 

Commissioner and intentionally did not provide these to Ms. Isso. Ms. Isso 

did not have the audio recordings and had never listened to them. Discovery 

Commissioner Jay Young used the information he obtained through ex-parte 

communications from Respondent’s counsel and then proceeded to sanction 

Ms. Isso $1500 in front of numerous other attorneys waiting on bluejeans, 

humiliating her and ruining the relationship between her and her client. The 

Discovery Commissioner then ordered that certain tasks are completed prior 

to the time lapsing for when she can file an objection to his report and 
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recommendation. Ms. Isso filed an objection to the report and 

recommendation. At the hearing on the objection, and was counting on 

Judge Ritchie to rectify the issue. He has the power to do so but chose not to. 

Rather, Judge Ritchie seemed ill prepared and did not ask a single question 

or make any inquiry and he outright affirmed and adopted the report and 

recommendation.  

9. Issues on Appeal 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s Counsel engaged in ex-parte communications and emailed 

deposition audio recordings to the discovery commissioner but intentionally 

did not provide said recording to Ms. Isso pursuant to EDCR 2.34(g). And 

Respondent’s counsel admitted to such acts in writing.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the discovery 

commissioner’s report and recommendation (herein after “DCRR”) 

considering that there was no meet and confer pursuant to EDCR 2.34. See 

also Nevada Power v. Monsanto, 151 F.R.D. 118, 120 (D. Nev. 1993).  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s counsel did not provide a declaration or affidavit setting forth 

the efforts she made to meet and confer pursuant to EDCR 2.34(d); EDCR 

5.602(d) (“A discovery motion must set forth… what attempts were made to 

resolve the dispute, what was resolved, what wasn’t resolved and the reasons 

therefore”). 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s counsel never communicated to Ms. Isso what was deficient in 

the discovery responses provided and therefore Ms. Isso and Traketra were 

not provided with notice or an opportunity to rectify.   

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s counsel never had any discussion with Ms. Isso re: deficient 
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discovery responses rather than a fulsome discussion as required. RDCR 

2.34(d) Nevada Power v. Monsanto, 151 R.R.D. 118, 120 (D.Nev 1993). 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s counsel declaration failed to set in detail what efforts she 

made to meet and confer, the manner in which she communicated, the 

disputed issue, as well as the dates, times, and results of the discussions and 

why the negotiations were fruitless. Shuffle Master Inc v. Progressive 

Games Inc, 170 F.R.166, 170 (D. Nev. 1996); Messier v. Southbury Training 

School, 1998 U.S. Dist. Lexis 20315 (D. Conn. 1998). 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent was requesting information that was irrelevant and in violation 

of Mcmonigle v. Mcmonigle, 110 Nev. 1047 (D. Nev 1994), overruled 

regarding evidence pertaining to domestic violence in Castle v. Simmons, 

120 Nev. 98, 86 P.3d 1042 (D. Nev. 2004). 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s counsel was seeking information in discovery that was not 

relevant or proportional to the needs of the case (therefore asking for 

information prior to the date of the entry of the previous custody decree). 

Venetian Casino Resort, LLC v. Eighth Judicial District Ct., 136 Nev. 221, 

467 P.3d 1 (2020).  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner raised arguments for the first time at the 

hearing on the motion to compel and said arguments were not raised in the 

written motion, thereby ambushing Ms. Isso. 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

there was no written order from the discovery commissioner telephonic 

conference held during the first deposition (which ordered that a second 

deposition take place for the sole purpose of asking questions to ellicit 
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information Defendant’s phone) and thereby sanctioning Ms. Isso when 

Respondent’s counsel alleged that Ms. Isso did not follow said order.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner outright and arbitraily sanctioned Ms. Isso 

without the opportunity to seek counsel.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner sanctioned Ms. Isso without notice, an 

opportunity to respond and be heard and failing to hold a separate hearing on 

the sanctions issue. 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the district court did not adequately consider less severe sanctions. Young v. 

Johnny Ribeiro Bldg., 106 Nev. 88, 92, 787 P.2d 777, 779 (1990).  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the discovery commissioner ordered a second deposition but there was no 

written order to that effect and the scope and purpose of the deposition was 

vague and ambiguous (hence the issues at the second deposition).  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Ms. Isso and Traketra appeared to the second deposition but only objected 

when Respondent’s counsel would ask questions outside of the scope of the 

second deposition, specifically to elicit information from Traketra’s phone. 

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the discovery commissioner sanctioned Ms. Isso $1500 considering that Ms. 

Isso has never had issues with the discovery commissioner previously before 

this hearing.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner sanctioned Ms. Isso considering that there was 

no claim for sanctions against Ms. Isso or her client by Respondent.  
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• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner conducted the proceedings in a criminal 

manner rather than a civil manner.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner did not give an opportunity for Ms. Isso or 

Traketra to compel compliance before implementing harsh sanctions or that 

such compliance would terminate the sanctions. See Lewis v. Lewis, 132 Nev. 

453, 456, 373, P.3d 878, 880 (2016).  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner used the harshest form of punishment rather 

than making an order to intended compliance.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the Discovery Commissioner did not consider the hundreds of pages 

produced by Ms. Isso’s client in response to the requests for production.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Respondent’s counsel did not comply with EDCR 2.40 when her demand to 

compel discovery did not set forth the interrogatory or request and the 

answer or answers thereto. The rule requires that each discovery request is 

fully stated in the body of the motion following immediately thereafter by 

the response that was given.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the discovery commissioner violated Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct 

Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.2 by accepting communications from Respondent’s counsel 

and used this information against Ms. Isso during the hearing. Respondent’s 

counsel intentionally did not provide Ms. Isso with the recordings contained 

in said communications. 
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• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the discovery commissioner did not sanction Respondent’s Counsel pursuant 

to NRCP 37(a)(5)(A)(i) (contains a mandatory sanction for filing a motion 

under Rule 37 before attempting in good faith to obtain such information.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the DC heard the hearing on an order shorten time and did not give adequate 

time to prepare and file a response.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

Ms. Isso’s due process rights were violated considering that she was not 

provided with notice, an opportunity to be heard or with a adequate 

opportunity to respond.  

• Whether the District Court erred when it adopted the DCRR considering that 

the sanctions imposed was not proportional to the bad conduct alleged.  

• Whether NRCP 26(g)(3) is arbitrary and unconstitutional and vague and 

ambiguous  

• Whether the sanctions imposed on Ms. Isso was appropriate in light of the 

alleged conduct by counsel or the discovery commissioner.  

 

10. Pending proceeding in this court raising the same or similar issues.  

 None. 

11. Constitutional Issues.  

 Yes 

12. Other issues. Does this appeal involve any of the following; reversal of 

well-settled Nevada precedent, an issue arising under the United States and/or 

Nevada Constitution, a substantial issue of first impression, an issue of public 

policy, an issue where en banc consideration is necessary to maintain 

uniformity of this court’s decisions, or a ballot question? 

 No. 
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13. Assignment to the Court of Appeals or retention in the Supreme Court.  

Assignment to Court of Appeals 

14. Trial. How many days did the trial last?  

 It was a single discovery hearing.  

15. Judicial Disqualification 

 No. 

 

Timeliness of Notice of Appeal 

16. Date of entry of written judgement or order appealed from.  

 April 20, 2022  

17. Date written notice of entry of judgement was served? 

 April 20, 2022  

18. If the time for filing the notice of appeal was tolled by a post-judgement 

motion (NRCP 50(b), 52(b), or 59) 

 No. 

19. Date notice of appeal was filed 

 May 2, 2022  

20. Specify statute or rule governing the time limit for filing the notice of 

appeal, e.g., NRAP 4(a) or other 

 NRAP 4(a)(1). 

Substantive Appealability  

21. Specify the statute or other authority granting this court jurisdiction to 

review the judgement or order appealed from: 

(a)  

 NRAP 3A(b)(1), and NRS 233B.150 ? check cheat sheet  

(b) How each authority provides a basis for appeal from the judgment or order: 

NRAP 3A(b)(1) provides that, an appeal may be taken from a final 

judgement entered in an action or proceeding commenced in the court in 
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which the judgement is rendered. Here, the final judgement was the report 

and recommendation that included sanctions affirmed by Judge Ritchie. 

Pursuant to 3A(b)(1) Jennfier Isso has authority to appeal the final 

judgement. 

NRS 233B.150 provides that an aggrieved party may obtain a review of any 

final judgement of the district court by appeal to the appellate court of 

competent jurisdiction. Here Jennifer Isso was subject to a final judgement, 

where her objection to the discovery commissioners report and 

recommendations was denied.  

22. List all the parties involved in the action or consolidated actions in the 

district court: 

(a) Parties: 

 Jennifer Isso, Esq. (Appellant) 

  Rachel Jacobson, Esq., Henry E. Gaar (Respondent) 

(b) If all parties in the district court are not parties to this appeal, explain in detail 

why those parties are not involved in this appeal: 

 Jennifer Isso, Esq. is not representing Traketra Daniels and has no interest in 

the appeal. 

23. Description of claims 

Isso against Garr re: discovery sanctions 

24. Did the judgement or order appealed from adjudicate ALL the claims 

alleged below and the rights and liabilities of ALL the parties to the action or 

consolidated actions below? 

 No. 

25. If no  

(a) Specify the claims remaining pending below: 

 Child Custody modification 

(b) Specify the parties remaining below  
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 Traketra Daniels  

(c) Did the district court certify the judgment or order appealed from as a final 

judgement pursuant to NRCP 54(b) 

 No. 

(d) Did the district court make an express determination, pursuant to NRCP 54(b), 

that there is no just reason for delay and an express direction for the entry of 

judgment? 

 No. 

26. If you answered “No” to any part of question 25, explain the basis for 

seeking appellate review 

The appeal is for the sanctions against Jennifer Isso, not the underlying 

custody case between Gaar and Daniels. This is a final order and 

independently appealable pursuant to NRAP 3Ab. 

27. Attach file stamped copies of the following documents: The following 

documents attached are the order after hearing and the notice of entry of order.  

 

Verification 

I declare under penalty of perjury that I have read this docketing statement, 

that the information provided in the docketing statement is true and complete 

to the best of my knowledge, information and belief, and that I have attached 

all required documents to this docketing statement. 

 

Jennifer Isso                                                                   Jennifer Isso, Esq.  

Name of the appellant                                                    Name of counsel of record 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on the 24th day of May, 2022, I served a copy of this completed 

docketing statement upon all counsel of record: 
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By emailing and via the Supreme Court Odyssey system to: 

 

Rachel Jacobson, Esq.  

reli@jacobsonlawltd.com 

 

Dated this 24th Day of May, 2022 

 

Jennifer Isso, Esq. 
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NEOJ 

RACHEL M. JACOBSON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 7827 

JACOBSON LAW OFFICE, LTD. 

64 North Pecos Road, Suite 200 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

PH: 702/601-0770 

Attorney for Plaintiff 

 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

Case No.  D-20-609211-C 

Dept. No.  H 

 

FAMILY DIVISION 

 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF 

ORDER ON DISCOVERY  

COMMISSIONER’S REPORT  

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an ORDER ON DISCOVERY 

COMMISSIONER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS, attached hereto, 

was duly entered in the above-referenced case on the 12th day of April 2022. 

 DATED this 12th day of April 2022. 

Respectfully Submitted by:  

JACOBSON LAW OFFICE, LTD 

 

 /s/ Rachel M. Jacobson, Esq.___  

RACHEL M. JACOBSON, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 007827 

64 North Pecos Road, Suite 200 

Henderson, Nevada 89074 

(702) 601-0770 

 

HENRY GAAR, 
                                          
Plaintiff, 

vs. 
 
TRAKETRA DANIELS, 

                      Defendant.  

Case Number: D-20-609211-C

Electronically Filed
4/12/2022 1:06 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of JACOBSON LAW 

OFFICE, LTD., and that on this 12th day of April 2022, I caused the above and 

foregoing document entitled NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER ON DISCOVERY 

COMMISSIONER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDAITONS, with the referenced 

Order attached thereon, to be served as follows: 

 BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE:  Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), EDCR 8.05(f), 

NRCP 5(b)(2)(D) and Administrative Order 14-2 captioned “In the 

Administrative Matter of Mandatory Electronic Service in the Eighth Judicial 

District Court,” by mandatory electronic service through the Eighth Judicial 

District Court’s electronic filing system; 

 

 BY FACSIMILE:  Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of the 

foregoing document this date via facsimile; 

 

 BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: Pursuant to EDCR 7.26, I transmitted a copy of 

the foregoing document this date via electronic mail; 

 

 BY CERTIFIED MAIL: I placed a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed 

envelope, return receipt requested. 

 

To the party(s) listed below at the address, email address, and/or facsimile number 

indicated below: 

 Jennifer Isso, Esq. 

 ji@issohugheslaw.com 

 

             

     /s/ Carol Beitler, Legal Assistant 

    __________________________________________ 

    An employee of JACOBSON LAW OFFICE, LTD.  

 

mailto:ji@issohugheslaw.c


Electronically Filed
04/12/2022 12:16 PM

Case Number: D-20-609211-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
4/12/2022 12:17 PM
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: D-20-609211-CHenry E Gaar, Plaintiff.

 vs.

Traketra Daniels, Defendant.

DEPT. NO.  Department H

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: 4/12/2022

Gerald Neal geraldfneal@aol.com

Rachel Jacobson eservice@jacobsonlawltd.com

Jennifer Isso ji@issohugheslaw.com

Jennifer Isso info@lowestpricelawyers.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail 
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last 
known addresses on 4/13/2022

Jennifer Isso 2470 St. Rose PKWY STE 306F
Henderson, NV, 89074



Case Number: D-20-609211-C

Electronically Filed
6/19/2020 10:16 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

CASE NO: D-20-609211-C
Department: To be determined



















Case Number: D-20-609211-C

Electronically Filed
1/19/2021 2:55 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
































