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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 
JAY BLOOM, an individual, 
 

Petitioner, 
 
vs. 
 
THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
COURT OF THE STATE OF 
NEVADA, IN AND FOR THE 
COUNTY OF CLARK, AND THE 
HONORABLE MARK R. DENTON, 
DISTRICT JUDGE 
 

Respondents. 
 
 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
 

Real Party in 
Interest. 

 

APPENDIX TO PETITION FOR 

WRIT OF MANDAMUS OR 

PROHIBITION DIRECTING THE 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

COURT CLARK COUNTY, 

NEVADA, HONORABLE MARK R. 

DENTON, DISTRICT JUDGE, TO 

VACATE (1) AN ORDER FINDING 

NON-PARTY JAY BLOOM TO BE 

THE ALTER EGO OF FIRST 100 

AND (2) AN ORDER FOR 

ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

AS RELATED TO NON-PARTY 

JAY BLOOM 
 

Dist. Ct. Case No. A-20-822273-C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORIGINAL PETITION 

 

From the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County, Nevada 

The Honorable Mark R. Denton, District Court Judge 

 

 

APPELLANTS’ APPENDIX VOLUME IV 

 

 

DATE DESCRIPTION VOLUME PAGES 

01/20/2021 

Defendants and Non-Party Jay Bloom’s 

Response to Order to Show Cause 

 

I 

AA0209-0214 

Electronically Filed
May 16 2022 09:19 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 84704   Document 2022-15364
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10/15/2020 

Defendants’ Limited Opposition to 

Motion to Confirm Arbitration Award 

and Countermotion to Modify Award 

Per NRS 38.242 

I 

AA0041-0046 

01/19/2021 

Defendants’ Motion to Enforce 

Settlement Agreement and Vacate Post-

Judgment Discovery Proceedings on Ex 

Parte Order Shortening Time 

I 

AA0156-0208 

11/24/2020 
Defendants’ Opposition to Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs 
I AA0111-0115 

01/27/2021 

Defendants’ Reply in Support of Motion 

to Enforce Settlement Agreement and 

Vacate Post-Judgment Discovery 

Proceedings and Opposition to 

Countermotion to Strike the Affidavit of 

Jason Maier and Opposition to 

Countermotion for Sanctions 

II 

AA0362-0492 

11/17/2020 Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs I AA0069-0110 

10/01/2020 Motion to Confirm Arbitration Award I AA0001-0040 

04/15/2021 Notice of Appeal III/IV AA0943-0986 

07/02/2021 Notice of Appeal IV AA0995-1001 

04/07/2021 

Notice of Entry of Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law & Order Re 

Evidentiary Hearing 

III 
AA0903-0942 

02/09/2021 Notice of Entry of Order II AA0516-0520 

06/11/2021 
Notice of Entry of Order Awarding 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs 
IV AA0990-0994 

12/21/2020 

Notice of Entry of Order Granting 

Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Application for 

Judgment Debtor Examination of First 

100, LLC 

I 

AA0131-0140 

12/21/2020 

Notice of Entry of Order Granting 

Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Application for 

Judgment Debtor Examination of First 

One Hundred Holdings, LLC AKA 1st 

One Hundred Holdings LLC 

I 

AA0141-0150 
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12/21/2020 

Notice of Entry of Order Granting 

Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Application for 

Order to Show Cause Why Defendants 

and Jay Bloom Should Not Be Held in 

Contempt of Court 

I 

AA0151-0155 

01/27/2021 

Notice of Entry of Order Granting 

Plaintiff’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees 

and Costs 

II 
AA0356-0361 

11/17/2020 

Notice of Entry of Order Granting 

Plaintiff’s Motion to Confirm  

Arbitration Award and Denying 

Defendants’ Countermotion to Modify 

Award; and Judgment 

I 

AA0060-0068 

02/09/2021 Order II AA0513-0515 

03/17/2022 
Order Affirming in Part and Dismissing 

in Part 
IV AA1007-1011 

03/17/2022 
Order Affirming in Part, Reversing in 

Part and Remanding, and Dismissing in 

Part 

IV 
AA1002-1006 

06/11/2021 
Order Awarding Attorneys’ Fees and 

Costs 
IV AA0987-0989 

01/27/2021 
Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs 
II AA0352-0355 

11/17/2020 

Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion to 

Confirm Arbitration Award and 

Denying Defendants’ Countermotion to 

Modify Award; and Judgment 

I 

AA0053-0059 

12/18/2020 

Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Application for 

Order to Show Cause Defendants and 

Jay Bloom Should Not Be Held in 

Contempt of Court 

I 

AA0123-0130 

10/26/2020 

Plaintiff’s Reply to Defendants’ 

Limited Opposition to Motion to 

Confirm Arbitration Award and 

Opposition to Defendants’ 

Countermotion to Modify Award Per 

NRS 38.242 

I 

AA0047-0052 

03/03/2021 
Recorder’s Transcript of Evidentiary 

Hearing 
II/III AA0537-0764 
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03/10/2021 
Recorder’s Transcript of Evidentiary 

Hearing 
III AA0765-0902 

03/01/2021 

Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: 

Motion to Compel and For Sanctions; 

Application for Ex-Parte Order 

Shortening Time 

II 

AA0521-0536 

01/21/2021 
Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: 

Show Cause Hearing 
II AA0323-0329 

12/14/2020 
Reply in Support of Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs 
I AA0116-0122 

01/20/2021 

Supplement to Plaintiff’s Ex Parte 

Application for Order to Show Cause 

Why Defendants and Jay Bloom Should 

Not Be Held in Contempt of Court 

I/II 

AA0215-0322 

01/28/2021 

Transcript of Proceedings Re: Show 

Cause Hearing/Defendant’s Motion to 

Enforce Settlement Agreement and 

Vacate Post-Judgment Discovery 

Proceedings on Ex-Parte Order 

Shortening Time 

II 

AA0493-0512 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to NRAP 21(a) and 25(c), I certify that I am an employee of MAIER 

GUTIERREZ & ASSOCIATES, and that on May 13 2022, APPENDIX TO PETITION 

FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS OR PROHIBITION DIRECTING THE 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA, 

HONORABLE MARK R. DENTON, DISTRICT JUDGE, TO VACATE (1) 

AN ORDER FINDING NON-PARTY JAY BLOOM TO BE THE ALTER 

EGO OF FIRST 100 AND (2) AN ORDER FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND 

COSTS AS RELATED TO NON-PARTY JAY BLOOM was served via 

electronic means by operation of the court’s electronic filing system: 

Erika P. Turner, Esq. 
Dylan T. Ciciliano, Esq. 

GARMAN TURNER GORDON, LLP 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for TGC Farkas Funding LLC 

 
 

 
 

 /s/ Brandon Lopipero 

 An Employee of MAIER GUTIERREZ & ASSOCITES 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-20-822273-CTGC/Farkas Funding, LLC, 

Plaintiff(s)

vs. 

First 100, LLC, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 13

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Court. The foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Judgment was served via the 

court’s electronic eFile system to all recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled 

case as listed below:

Service Date: 4/7/2021

Dylan Ciciliano dciciliano@gtg.legal

Erika Turner eturner@gtg.legal

MGA Docketing docket@mgalaw.com

Tonya Binns tbinns@gtg.legal

Bart Larsen blarsen@shea.law

Max Erwin merwin@gtg.legal

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 4/8/2021
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Joseph Gutierrez Maier Gutierrez & Associates

Attn:  Joseph A. Gutierrez

8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue

Las Vegas, NV, 89148
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Garman Turner Gordon 

LLP 
Attorneys At Law 

7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

(725) 777-3000  
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ORDR 
GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
ERIKA PIKE TURNER 
Nevada Bar No. 6454 
Email: eturner@gtg.legal 
DYLAN T. CICILIANO 
Nevada Bar. No. 12348 
Email: dciciliano@gtg.legal 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Tel: (725) 777-3000 
Fax: (725) 777-3112 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
 
                          Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
FIRST 100, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability
Company; FIRST ONE HUNDRED
HOLDINGS, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS
LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company, 
 

   Defendants. 
 

CASE NO.  A-20-822273-C 
DEPT. 13  
 
 
ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ 
FEES AND COSTS 
 
 

 

ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

On April 9, 2021, Plaintiff TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC (“Plaintiff”) filed a 

Declaration of Erika Pike Turner, Esq. in Support of Award of Fees and Costs (the “Declaration”).  

On April 19, 2021, Defendants FIRST 100, LLC and FIRST ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS, LLC 

aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS LLC (“Defendants”) and non-party JAY BLOOM filed 

Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Declaration in Support of Fees and Costs Award (the 

“Opposition”).  On April 23, 2021, Plaintiff filed its Reply to Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 

Declaration in Support of Fees and Costs Award (the “Reply”).  The Court, having considered the 

Declaration, the Opposition, the Reply, as well as the exhibits thereto, FINDS and CONCLUDES 

as follows:  

The Court has considered each of those factors outlined in Brunzell v. Golden Gate 

Electronically Filed
06/11/2021 11:12 AM

Case Number: A-20-822273-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/11/2021 11:12 AM

AA0987
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Garman Turner Gordon 

LLP 
Attorneys At Law 

7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

(725) 777-3000  
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National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 455 P.2d 31 (1969) (the skill and experience of Plaintiff’s counsel, 

the nature of the work to be performed, the actual work performed, as well as the result achieved), 

and thereon concludes that Plaintiff has shown in the civil contempt context adequate factual and 

legal bases for a remedial award of attorneys’ fees in the sum of $146,719.00 and costs in the sum 

of $4,816.81.  Plaintiff has shown in the civil contempt context adequate factual and legal bases 

for a remedial award for the conduct described at length in the Court’s Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law and Decision entered April 7, 2021. 

The Court therefore hereby enters a total award of civil contempt sanctions in favor of 

Plaintiff in the total amount of $151,535.81, which amount must be paid by Defendants and/or Jay 

Bloom as a condition of purging the contempt.   

  

 IT IS SO ORDERED this _____ day of        , 2021. 

 

       
        

     DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

 

 
Respectfully submitted: 

GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
 
 /s/ Erika Pike Turner         
Erika Pike Turner, Esq., Bar No. 6454 
Dylan T. Ciciliano, Esq., Bar. No. 12348 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
 

 

Reviewed and disapproved: 

MAIER GUTIERREZ &ASSOCIATES 

 
DISAPPROVED                                         
Joseph A. Gutierrez, Esq., Bar No. 9046 
Danielle J. Barraza, Esq., Bar No. 13822 
8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Attorneys for Defendants First 100, LLC 
and 1st One Hundred Holdings, LLC and non-
party Jay Bloom 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-20-822273-CTGC/Farkas Funding, LLC, 

Plaintiff(s)

vs. 

First 100, LLC, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 13

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 

recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 6/11/2021

Dylan Ciciliano dciciliano@gtg.legal

Erika Turner eturner@gtg.legal

MGA Docketing docket@mgalaw.com

Tonya Binns tbinns@gtg.legal

Bart Larsen blarsen@shea.law

Max Erwin merwin@gtg.legal

AA0989
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Garman Turner Gordon 

LLP 
Attorneys At Law 

7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

(725) 777-3000  
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NEOJ 
GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
ERIKA PIKE TURNER 
Nevada Bar No. 6454 
Email: eturner@gtg.legal 
DYLAN T. CICILIANO 
Nevada Bar. No. 12348 
Email: dciciliano@gtg.legal 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Tel: (725) 777-3000 
Fax: (725) 777-3112 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
 
                          Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
FIRST 100, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability
Company; FIRST ONE HUNDRED
HOLDINGS, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS
LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company, 
 

  Defendants. 
 

CASE NO.  A-20-822273-C 
DEPT. 13  
 
 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 
AWARDING ATTORNEYS' FEES AND 
COSTS  
 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS  

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Order Awarding Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, a copy of 

which is attached hereto, was entered in the above-captioned case on the 11th day of June, 2021. 

DATED this 11th day of April, 2021.  

   GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 

  /s/ Erika Pike Turner      
ERIKA PIKE TURNER  
Nevada Bar No. 6454 
DYLAN T. CICILIANO  
Nevada Bar. No. 12348 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Tel: (725) 777-3000 
Fax: (725) 777-3112  
Attorneys for Plaintiff   

Case Number: A-20-822273-C

Electronically Filed
6/11/2021 1:09 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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Garman Turner Gordon 

LLP 
Attorneys At Law 

7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

(725) 777-3000  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, hereby certifies that on the 11th day of April, 2021, he served a copy of 

the NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS, by 

electronic service in accordance with Administrative Order 14.2, to all interested parties, through 

the Court’s Odyssey E-File & Serve system addressed to: 

Joseph A. Gutierrez, Esq.  
Danielle J. Barraza, Esq.  
MAIER GUTIERREZ & ASSOCIATES  
8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Email: jag@mgalaw.com 
           djb@mgalaw.com 
Attorneys for Defendants 
 
Bart K. Larsen, Esq. 
SHEA LARSEN 
1731 Village Center Circle, Suite 150  
Las Vegas, NV 89134 
Email: blarsen@shea.law 
Attorneys for Raffi Nahabedian 
 

 I further certify that I served a copy of this document by emailing it and mailing a true and 

correct copy thereof via U.S Regular Mail, postage prepaid, addressed to: 
 
Kenneth E. Hogan, Esq. 
HOGAN HULET PLLC 
1140 N. Town Center Dr., Suite 300 
Las Vegas, NV 89144 
Email: ken@h2legal.com 
Attorneys for Matthew Farkas 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 /s/ Max Erwin 
An Employee of  
GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 

AA0991
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Garman Turner Gordon 

LLP 
Attorneys At Law 

7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

(725) 777-3000  
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ORDR 
GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
ERIKA PIKE TURNER 
Nevada Bar No. 6454 
Email: eturner@gtg.legal 
DYLAN T. CICILIANO 
Nevada Bar. No. 12348 
Email: dciciliano@gtg.legal 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Tel: (725) 777-3000 
Fax: (725) 777-3112 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
 
                          Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
FIRST 100, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability
Company; FIRST ONE HUNDRED
HOLDINGS, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS
LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company, 
 

   Defendants. 
 

CASE NO.  A-20-822273-C 
DEPT. 13  
 
 
ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ 
FEES AND COSTS 
 
 

 

ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

On April 9, 2021, Plaintiff TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC (“Plaintiff”) filed a 

Declaration of Erika Pike Turner, Esq. in Support of Award of Fees and Costs (the “Declaration”).  

On April 19, 2021, Defendants FIRST 100, LLC and FIRST ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS, LLC 

aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS LLC (“Defendants”) and non-party JAY BLOOM filed 

Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Declaration in Support of Fees and Costs Award (the 

“Opposition”).  On April 23, 2021, Plaintiff filed its Reply to Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 

Declaration in Support of Fees and Costs Award (the “Reply”).  The Court, having considered the 

Declaration, the Opposition, the Reply, as well as the exhibits thereto, FINDS and CONCLUDES 

as follows:  

The Court has considered each of those factors outlined in Brunzell v. Golden Gate 

Electronically Filed
06/11/2021 11:12 AM

Case Number: A-20-822273-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/11/2021 11:12 AM
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Garman Turner Gordon 

LLP 
Attorneys At Law 

7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

(725) 777-3000  
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National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 455 P.2d 31 (1969) (the skill and experience of Plaintiff’s counsel, 

the nature of the work to be performed, the actual work performed, as well as the result achieved), 

and thereon concludes that Plaintiff has shown in the civil contempt context adequate factual and 

legal bases for a remedial award of attorneys’ fees in the sum of $146,719.00 and costs in the sum 

of $4,816.81.  Plaintiff has shown in the civil contempt context adequate factual and legal bases 

for a remedial award for the conduct described at length in the Court’s Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law and Decision entered April 7, 2021. 

The Court therefore hereby enters a total award of civil contempt sanctions in favor of 

Plaintiff in the total amount of $151,535.81, which amount must be paid by Defendants and/or Jay 

Bloom as a condition of purging the contempt.   

  

 IT IS SO ORDERED this _____ day of        , 2021. 

 

       
        

     DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

 

 
Respectfully submitted: 

GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
 
 /s/ Erika Pike Turner         
Erika Pike Turner, Esq., Bar No. 6454 
Dylan T. Ciciliano, Esq., Bar. No. 12348 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
 

 

Reviewed and disapproved: 

MAIER GUTIERREZ &ASSOCIATES 

 
DISAPPROVED                                         
Joseph A. Gutierrez, Esq., Bar No. 9046 
Danielle J. Barraza, Esq., Bar No. 13822 
8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Attorneys for Defendants First 100, LLC 
and 1st One Hundred Holdings, LLC and non-
party Jay Bloom 
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CSERV

DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-20-822273-CTGC/Farkas Funding, LLC, 

Plaintiff(s)

vs. 

First 100, LLC, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 13

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 

recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 6/11/2021

Dylan Ciciliano dciciliano@gtg.legal

Erika Turner eturner@gtg.legal

MGA Docketing docket@mgalaw.com

Tonya Binns tbinns@gtg.legal

Bart Larsen blarsen@shea.law

Max Erwin merwin@gtg.legal
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NOAS 
JASON R. MAIER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 8557 
JOSEPH A. GUTIERREZ, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 9046 
DANIELLE J. BARRAZA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 13822 
MAIER GUTIERREZ & ASSOCIATES 
8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Telephone: (702) 629-7900 
Facsimile: (702) 629-7925 
E-mail: jrm@mgalaw.com 
 jag@mgalaw.com 
 djb@mgalaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants First 100, LLC, 
1st One Hundred Holdings, LLC and Jay Bloom 
 
 
 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
FIRST 100, LLC, a Nevada limited liability 
company; 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS, 
LLC, a Nevada limited liability company, 
 

Defendants. 
 

 
Case No:  A-20-822273-C 
Dept. No.:      XIII 
 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
 

  
 NOTICE IS HEREBY given that defendants First 100, LLC and 1st One Hundred Holdings, 

LLC and non-party Jay Bloom by and through their attorneys of record, the law firm MAIER  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

Case Number: A-20-822273-C

Electronically Filed
7/2/2021 12:47 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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GUTIERREZ & ASSOCIATES, appeal to the Supreme Court of Nevada from the Order Awarding 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs on June 11, 2021, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

DATED this 2nd day of July, 2021. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
MAIER GUTIERREZ & ASSOCIATES 

__/s/ Danielle J. Barraza_______________ 
JASON R. MAIER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 8557 
JOSEPH A. GUTIERREZ, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 9046 
DANIELLE J. BARRAZA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 13822 
8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Attorneys for First 100, LLC, 1st One Hundred 
Holdings, LLC, and Jay Bloom 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 Pursuant to Administrative Order 14-2, a copy of the NOTICE OF APPEAL was 

electronically filed on the 2nd day of July, 2021, and served through the Notice of Electronic Filing 

automatically generated by the Court's facilities to those parties listed on the Court's Master Service 

List, as follows: 

Erika P. Turner, Esq. 
Dylan T. Ciciliano, Esq. 

GARMAN TURNER GORDON, LLP 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for TGC Farkas Funding LLC 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

/s/ Natalie Vazquez 
An Employee of MAIER GUTIERREZ & ASSOCIATES 
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ORDR 
GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
ERIKA PIKE TURNER 
Nevada Bar No. 6454 
Email: eturner@gtg.legal 
DYLAN T. CICILIANO 
Nevada Bar. No. 12348 
Email: dciciliano@gtg.legal 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Tel: (725) 777-3000 
Fax: (725) 777-3112 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
 
                          Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
FIRST 100, LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability
Company; FIRST ONE HUNDRED
HOLDINGS, LLC, a Nevada limited liability
company aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS
LLC, a Nevada Limited Liability Company, 
 

   Defendants. 
 

CASE NO.  A-20-822273-C 
DEPT. 13  
 
 
ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ 
FEES AND COSTS 
 
 

 

ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

On April 9, 2021, Plaintiff TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC (“Plaintiff”) filed a 

Declaration of Erika Pike Turner, Esq. in Support of Award of Fees and Costs (the “Declaration”).  

On April 19, 2021, Defendants FIRST 100, LLC and FIRST ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS, LLC 

aka 1st ONE HUNDRED HOLDINGS LLC (“Defendants”) and non-party JAY BLOOM filed 

Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Declaration in Support of Fees and Costs Award (the 

“Opposition”).  On April 23, 2021, Plaintiff filed its Reply to Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 

Declaration in Support of Fees and Costs Award (the “Reply”).  The Court, having considered the 

Declaration, the Opposition, the Reply, as well as the exhibits thereto, FINDS and CONCLUDES 

as follows:  

The Court has considered each of those factors outlined in Brunzell v. Golden Gate 

Electronically Filed
06/11/2021 11:12 AM

Case Number: A-20-822273-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
6/11/2021 11:12 AM
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2 

National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 455 P.2d 31 (1969) (the skill and experience of Plaintiff’s counsel, 

the nature of the work to be performed, the actual work performed, as well as the result achieved), 

and thereon concludes that Plaintiff has shown in the civil contempt context adequate factual and 

legal bases for a remedial award of attorneys’ fees in the sum of $146,719.00 and costs in the sum 

of $4,816.81.  Plaintiff has shown in the civil contempt context adequate factual and legal bases 

for a remedial award for the conduct described at length in the Court’s Findings of Fact, 

Conclusions of Law and Decision entered April 7, 2021. 

The Court therefore hereby enters a total award of civil contempt sanctions in favor of 

Plaintiff in the total amount of $151,535.81, which amount must be paid by Defendants and/or Jay 

Bloom as a condition of purging the contempt.   

  

 IT IS SO ORDERED this _____ day of        , 2021. 

 

       
        

     DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

 

 
Respectfully submitted: 

GARMAN TURNER GORDON LLP 
 
 /s/ Erika Pike Turner         
Erika Pike Turner, Esq., Bar No. 6454 
Dylan T. Ciciliano, Esq., Bar. No. 12348 
7251 Amigo Street, Suite 210 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 
 

 

Reviewed and disapproved: 

MAIER GUTIERREZ &ASSOCIATES 

 
DISAPPROVED                                         
Joseph A. Gutierrez, Esq., Bar No. 9046 
Danielle J. Barraza, Esq., Bar No. 13822 
8816 Spanish Ridge Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89148 
Attorneys for Defendants First 100, LLC 
and 1st One Hundred Holdings, LLC and non-
party Jay Bloom 
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DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-20-822273-CTGC/Farkas Funding, LLC, 

Plaintiff(s)

vs. 

First 100, LLC, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 13

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 

recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 6/11/2021

Dylan Ciciliano dciciliano@gtg.legal

Erika Turner eturner@gtg.legal

MGA Docketing docket@mgalaw.com

Tonya Binns tbinns@gtg.legal

Bart Larsen blarsen@shea.law

Max Erwin merwin@gtg.legal
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

No. 83177 

FILED 
MAR 1 7 2022 

FIRST 100, LLC, A NEVADA LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY; AND 1ST ONE 
HUNDRED HOLDINGS, LLC, A 
NEVADA LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY, 
Appellants, 
vs. 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
Res • ondent. 

ORDER AFFIRMING IN PART, REVERSING IN PART AND 
REMANDING, AND DISMISSING IN PART 

This is an appeal from a post-judgment award of attorney fees 

and costs as a civil contempt sanction. Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark 

County; Mark R. Denton, Judge.' 

On April 7, 2021, the district court held appellants and 

nonparty Jay Bloom in civil contempt.2  The order indicated that, as a 

sanction, the court would award respondent the attorney fees and costs that 

respondent incurred in litigating various matters (hereafter "the relevant 

mattere). Thereafter, respondent requested roughly $157,000 in fees and 

roughly $5,000 in costs. Over appellants opposition, the district court 

entered an order reflecting that it had considered the Brunzell factors3  and 

'Pursuant to NRAP 34(f)(1), we have determined that oral argument 
is not warranted in this appeal. 

2Contemporaneous with the disposition of this appeal, we have 
affirmed the district coures April 7 , 2021, order in a related appeal (Docket 
No. 82794). 

3Brunze1l v. Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 349, 455 P.2d 
31, 33 (1969). 
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awarded respondent roughly $147,000 in fees and the full amount of 

requested costs.4  As part of the contempt sanction, the district court also 

held Bloom personally liable for the award. 

On appeal, appellants contend (1) the amount of fees awarded 

was unreasonably high, and (2) the district court erred in holding nonparty 

Bloom personally liable for the award. 

With respect to appellants first argument, they generally 

contend that the district court abused its discretion by awarding an 

unreasonably high amount of fees without adequately articulating its 

Brunzell-factor analysis. Cf. Logan v. Abe, 131 Nev. 260, 266, 350 P.3d 

1139, 1143 (2015) (recognizing that this court reviews an attorney fee award 

for an abuse of discretion and that, while it is preferable for a district court 

to provide an express analysis of the Brunzell factors, such findings are not 

necessary if it is evident that the district court considered those factors). 

More particularly, appellants contend that the fee award was unreasonably 

high because (1) respondent's counsels' billing rates for the applicable year 

(2021) were inexplicably higher than their rates for the previous year 

(2020); (2) the billing rate for counsels' paralegal was too high; (3) counsel 

double-billed for some of the work performed by virtue of having two 

attorneys attend depositions; (4) counsel billed for a paralegal to attend an 

evidentiary hearing; (5) counsel billed too many hours for drafting the 

district court's April 7, 2021, order; (6) counsel billed $3,825.50 for drafting 

documents that were unrelated to the relevant matters; (7) counsel billed 

$1,193 for time spent inquiring about NRCP violations, none of which were 

4As reflected in the minutes, the district court's roughly $10,000 

reduction in the fee award reflected fees that respondent's counsel 
inadvertently billed for an unrelated matter. 

2 
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found by the district court; and (8) counsel billed $1,232 for preparing 

another motion that was unrelated to the relevant matters.5  

We conclude that the district court was within its discretion in 

awarding the amounts contested in arguments 1 through 5. With respect 

to arguments 1 and 2, respondent submitted a declaration indicating that 

counsels billing rates and the paralegars billing rate were commensurate 

with rates for those with similar experience. With respect to arguments 3 

through 5, we are unable to conclude that the district court abused its 

discretion in finding that counsels' decisions were reasonable in terms of the 

time and resources they chose to devote to the relevant matters. Cf. 

Brunzell, 85 Nev. at 349, 455 P.2d at 33 (listing the "difficult?' of the work 

performed, the "importance, time and skill required" of the work performed, 

and "the skill, time and attention given to the work" as relevant factors to 

consider). With respect to arguments 6 through 8, however, we agree with 

appellants that the district court improperly awarded fees for those 

amounts. In particular, appellants' contention that those amounts have no 

relation to the relevant matters appears accurate and is not contested by 

respondent on appeal. See Ozawa v. Vision Airlines, Inc., 125 Nev. 556, 563, 

216 P.3d 788, 793 (2009) (recognizing that failure to respond to an argument 

can be treated as a confession of error). 

Accordingly, and only insofar as the district court awarded fees 

relating to arguments 6 through 8, we reverse the award of fees in that 

5To the extent that appellants raise additional arguments, we are not 
persuaded that those arguments warrant specific discussion. 
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respect.6  We affirm the remaining portion of the district courfs fee award 

and the entirety of its cost award. 

With respect to appellants second argument, respondent 

contends that this court lacks jurisdiction because Bloom, who is the only 

person aggrieved by the district court holding him personally liable, was not 

a party to the underlying proceedings and did not file a writ petition 

challenging the district courf s order. Cf. Mona v. Eighth Judicial Dist. 

Court, 132 Nev. 719, 724-25, 380 P.3d 836, 840 (2016) ([W]here the 

sanctioned party was not a party to the litigation below, he or she has no 

standing to appeal."); Detwiler v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 137 Nev., Adv. 

Op. 18, 486 P.3d 710, 715 (2021) ("Where no rule or statute provides for an 

appeal of a contempt order, the order may properly be reviewed by writ 

petition."). Appellants do not meaningfully refute respondent's contention 

but instead argue that they are challenging the district courVs order insofar 

as it held them liable for the award. We decline to consider this argument 

because appellants' opening brief did not allude to any such argument. See 

Francis v. Wynn Las Vegas, LLC, 127 Nev. 657, 671 n.7, 262 P.3d 705, 715 

n.7 (2011) (observing that this court generally declines to consider 

arguments raised for the first time in a reply brief). Accordingly, we agree 

with respondent that we lack jurisdiction in the context of this appeal to 

consider whether the district court appropriately held nonparty Bloom 

personally liable for the fee and cost award. 

Consistent with the foregoing, we affirm in part and reverse in 

part the district court's award of fees and costs, and we remand this matter 

60ur calculation reflects this to be a total of $6,250.50. To the extent 
the parties disagree with this figure, they may present any such 
disagreement to the district court on remand. 
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arraguirre 

J. 
Stiglich 

, Sr.J. 
ons 

for proceedings consistent with this order. We also dismiss this appeal 

insofar as it challenges the district court's decision to hold Bloom personally 

liable for the fee and cost award. 

It is so ORDERED.7  

cc: Hon. Mark R. Denton, District Judge 
Persi J. Mishel, Settlement Judge 
Maier Gutierrez & Associates 
Garman Turner Gordon 
Eighth District Court Clerk 

7The Honorable Mark Gibbons, Senior Justice, participated in the 

decision of this matter under a general order of assignment. 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

No. 82794 

FILE 

FIRST 100, LLC, A NEVADA LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY; AND FIRST 100 
HOLDINGS, LLC, A NEVADA LIMITED 
LIABILITY COMPANY, A/K/A 1ST ONE 
HUNDRED HOLDINGS, LLC, A NEVADA 
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, 
Appellants, 
vs. 
TGC/FARKAS FUNDING, LLC, 
Res • ondent. 

MAR 1 7 2022 

ORDER AFFIRMING IN PART AND DISMISSING IN PART 

This is an appeal from a post-judgment order denying a motion 

to enforce a settlement agreement and holding appellants and a nonparty 

in civil contempt. Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County; Mark R. 

Denton, Judge.' 

On January 7, 2021, Matthew Farkas executed a Settlement 

Agreement on behalf of respondent wherein respondent agreed to dismiss 

the underlying litigation against appellants. Following an evidentiary 

hearing, the district court entered an order finding that the Settlement 

Agreement was not a valid contract because Farkas lacked actual or 

'Pursuant to NRAP 34(f)(1), we have determined that oral argument 
is not warranted in this appeal. 
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apparent authority to bind respondent.2  The district court's order also held 

appellants and nonparty Jay Bloom in civil contempt for their failure to 

comply with a previous order requiring them to produce appellants books 

and records. As a sanction for the contempt, the district court indicated 

that it would award respondent a to-be-determined amount of attorney fees 

and costs. 

On appeal, appellants contend (1) the district court erred in 

finding that Farkas lacked apparent authority to bind respondent to the 

Settlement Agreement, and (2) the district court erred in holding nonparty 

Bloom personally liable for the fees and costs. 

With respect to appellants' first argument, appellants contend 

that the district court overlooked an August 2020 declaration from 

respondent's manager, Adam Flatto, wherein he stated that Farkas was 

and continued to be respondent's "Administrative Member." However, 

Flatto's declaration also stated that "[u]nder Section 3.4 of [respondent's] 

Operating Agreement, the Administrative Member can only take action to 

bind [respondent] after consultation with, and consent of, all [respondent's] 

members," i.e., Flatto. Thus, Flatto's declaration is consistent with the 

district court's finding that Farkas lacked authority to bind respondent 

without Flatto's consent and provides no support for appellants' argument. 

To the extent that appellants argue that they (via Bloom) thought Farkas 

2The district court also appears to have found that the Settlement 
Agreement was invalid due to a lack of consideration or, alternatively, 

because it was not negotiated in good faith. In light of our resolution of this 
appeal, we need not address the parties' arguments regarding these 
findings. 

SUPREME COURT 

OF 

NEVADA 
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had obtained Flatto's consent to execute the Settlement Agreement despite 

that consent having not been communicated to them, substantial evidence 

supports the district court's finding that such a belief would have been 

objectively unreasonable. See Mack v. Estate of Mack, 125 Nev. 80, 95, 206 

P.3d 98, 108 (2009) ("[T]he question of whether a contract exists is one of 

fact, requiring this court to defer to the district court's findings unless they 

are clearly erroneous or not based on substantial evidence." (internal 

quotation marks omitted)); Great Am. Ins. Co. v. Gen. Builders, Inc., 113 

Nev. 346, 352, 934 P.2d 257, 261 (1997) CA party claiming apparent 

authority of an agent as a basis for contract formation must prove (1) that 

he subjectively believed that the agent had authority to act for the principal 

and (2) that his subjective belief in the agent's authority was objectively 

reasonable.").' In particular, the district court's order identified multiple 

previous instances wherein Flatto had communicated to Bloom that Farkas 

could not bind respondent without Flatto's consent, with the most notable 

instance being a 2020 arbitration award wherein the panel invalidated a 

different agreement between respondent and appellant that Farkas had 

purported to execute on behalf of respondent.3  Accordingly, we conclude 

3In this respect, the only evidence appellants identify to support their 

position that Farkas represented to Bloom that he had obtained Flatto's 
consent to execute the Settlement Agreement is a fleeting comment made 
by Bloom at the evidentiary hearing. However, Farkas testified at the 
evidentiary hearing that he did not make any such representations to 

Bloom and that he had "made it clear to [Bloom] over the years that he 
needs to speak to [Flatto] and the lawyere because Farkas "was not in a 
position to make any decisions on behalf of [respondent]." To the extent 
that the district court's findings weighed the credibility of this competing 

testimony, we decline to reweigh those findings. Ellis v. Carucci, 123 Nev. 

SUPREME COURT 

OF 
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that substantial evidence supports the district court's finding that Farkas 

lacked apparent authority and, consequently, that the Settlement 

Agreement was invalid and unenforceable. 

With respect to appellants second argument, respondent 

contends that this court lacks jurisdiction because Bloom, who is the only 

person aggrieved by the district court holding him personally liable, was not 

a party to the underlying proceedings and did not file a writ petition 

challenging the district court's order. Cf. Mona v. Eighth Judicial Dist. 

Court, 132 Nev. 719, 724-25, 380 P.3d 836, 840 (2016) ([W]here the 

sanctioned party was not a party to the litigation below, he or she has no 

standing to appeal."); Detwiler v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 137 Nev., Adv. 

Op. 18, 486 P.3d 710, 715 (2021) (Where no rule or statute provides for an 

appeal of a contempt order, the order may properly be reviewed by writ 

petition."). Appellants do not meaningfully refute respondent's contention 

but instead argue that they are challenging the district court's order insofar 

as it held them liable for the fees and costs. We decline to consider this 

argument because appellants' opening brief did not allude to any such 

argument. See Francis v. Wynn Las Vegas, LLC, 127 Nev. 657, 671 n.7, 262 

P.3d 705, 715 n.7 (2011) (observing that this court generally declines to 

consider arguments raised for the first time in a reply brief). Accordingly, 

we agree with respondent that we lack jurisdiction in the context of this 

145, 152, 161 P.3d 239, 244 (2007) ([W]e leave witness credibility 

determinations to the district court and will not reweigh credibility on 
appeal."). 
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appeal to consider whether the district court appropriately held nonparty 

Bloom personally liable for the fees and costs. 

In light of the foregoing, we affirm the district court's 

challenged order insofar as it found the January 7, 2021, Settlement 

Agreement to be unenforceable. We also dismiss this appeal insofar as it 

challenges the district court's decision to hold nonparty Bloom personally 

liable for fees and costs as a civil contempt sanction. 

It is so ORDERED.4  

, Sr. J. 

CC: Hon. Mark R. Denton, District Judge 
Persi J. Mishel, Settlement Judge 
Maier Gutierrez & Associates 
Garman Turner Gordon 
Eighth District Court Clerk 

4The Honorable Mark Gibbons, Senior Justice, participated in the 
decision of this matter under a general order of assignment. 
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