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n December 1, 2019, I became
the National Heroin and
Opioid Coordinator for Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces
Executive Office (acronym is OCDETF,
pronounced Oh-seh-deft), which is
an arm of the Office of the Deputy
Attorney General. Prior to that, I was
an Assistant United States Attorney for
the State and District of Nevada for 12+
years (August 2007 to December 2019)
in the Criminal Division, serving, as it
relates to this presentation, as the U.S.
Attorney’s Office Heroin/Opioid Point of
Contact, Lead Task Force Attorney, and
Opioid Coordinator for the Northern
Nevada region of the United States
Attorney’s Office. Previously, I served
as an Assistant U.S. Attorney in the
Northern District of California (San
Francisco and Oakland offices) from
2004-2007, and as a Litigation Associate
at Mayer Brown LLP in New York City
from 2001-2004. I began my legal career
in 1997 as an Assistant District Attorney
in Bronx County, New York, where I got
my feet wet doing trials and spent several
evenings watching the Yankees win their
way to the World Series in 1998, 1999,

and 2000. [Yes I remain a die-hard
Yankee fan.]
Topics to be covered:
1. The epidemic – More than
70,000 overdose deaths in the U.S. in
2017, more than automobile accident
fatalities for the entire nation that year.
Did you know 68% of those overdose
deaths involved opioids?
2.   Why opioids can be so dangerous
(addictive features, cocktail with other
drugs, often lead to heroin use).
3. Advances in the fight against the
opioid epidemic: Narcan, education as
to addiction, state statutes regarding
prescription monitoring program data,
drug treatment.
4. The new front-line of the
epidemic:
fentanyl,
including
“counterfeit fentanyl”:
a. 2 MG of fentanyl is considered
a lethal dose
b. Counterfeit fentanyl are pills
that look like and are stamped
“M-30” like oxycodone, but
are actually laced with fentanyl.
They are disconcerting because
users are not knowing what
they are taking, or how strong

of a pill they are taking
c. Fentanyl seen laced in other
drugs (heroin with fentanyl,
methamphetamine with fentanyl)
d. Dark web has become an
avenue for purchasing and
distribution of these pills
5.       What you can do to help
Jim Keller is an Assistant United States
Attorney with the United
States Attorney's Office,
District of Nevada since
August 2007.
Jim is
the Opioid Coordinator
and OCDETF Attorney
prosecuting, disrupting,
and dismantling organizations trafficking,
diverting, or illegally prescribing opioids
and other narcotics in partnership with
federal, state, and local agencies. Jim
received his Juris Doctor, cum laude,
in 1997 from The George Washington
University Law School.

RSVP

by March 9, 2020. $25
per person for members and $30 for
non-members. Register online at www.
wcbar.org or call 786-4494.
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Random Thoughts
Holly Parker
President

hank you to my friend and
Past WCBA President, Patricia
Halstead, for the idea for this article.
There are many good films about
lawyers. Can you identify the movies
that correspond to the quotes below?
1. “You come in here with a skull
full of mush…and you leave
thinking like a lawyer.”
2. “You never really understand a
person until you consider things
from his point of view…Until you
climb inside of his skin and walk
around in it.”
3. “I don’t need back-ups. I’m
going to Harvard.”
4. “Are you going to be something
else that I have to survive? Because
I don’t think I can handle it.”
5. “You don’t need to wear a patch
on your arm to have honor.”
6. “So, Mr. Tipton, how could it
take you five minutes to cook your
grits, when it takes the entire griteating world 20 minutes?”
7. “I came home to share with my
wife one of the five best days of my
life, and she tells me that she doesn’t
want to live with me anymore!”
8. “We’re not asking you to
change the country. That’s already
happened without any court’s
permission. We’re asking you to
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protect the right of the country to
change. Our sons and daughters are
barred by law from opportunities
based on assumptions about their
abilities.”
Answers are below. Whether the
movies corresponding to these quotes
portray the law school experience, a
courtroom drama, an inspiring figure
in the law, a lawyer who figures it out,
or someone who pioneered for legal
change, they all tell a great story.
We are fortunate to work in a field
that is so broad and diverse. Lawyers can
practice in family law, criminal law, civil
litigation, trusts and estates, corporate
law, transactional law, and many other
areas of the law. Like any good lawyer
movie, we all have good stories to share
based on our experiences in those broad
practice areas.
Do you remember your first big win
in the courtroom? Or maybe you wrote
an excellent brief or motion. Maybe
you helped a parent conclude a difficult
custody battle. Maybe you assisted the
grief-stricken survivors of a loved one
in a probate matter. Maybe you saved
a business because of a creative legal
solution. Maybe you ensured justice
was served in a criminal action. We all
have had those movie-worthy moments.
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There are days when being a lawyer
is tedious and demanding. On those
days, I try to reflect on my own best
memories, or the inspiring stories my
colleagues have shared.

Answers
1. The Paper Chase, 2. To Kill a Mockingbird,
3. Legally Blonde, 4. Erin Brockovich, 5.
A Few Good Men, 6. My Cousin Vinny, 7.
Kramer vs. Kramer, 8. On the Basis of Sex
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CONVERSATIONS ON DISCOVERY
By Wesley M. Ayres, Discovery Commissioner

U

nder NRCP 16.1, any report
prepared by a retained,
testifying expert witness must include
“the witness’s qualifications, including
a list of all publications authored in
the previous ten years,” and “a list of
all other cases in which, during the
previous four years, the witness testified
as an expert at trial or by deposition.”
See NRCP 16.1(a)(2)(B)(iv), (v). This is
important information that is needed to
evaluate and properly cross-examine the
expert witness. See, e.g., Leone v. Desert
Palace, Inc., No. 2:08-cv-00879-HDMGWF, 2009 WL 10693584, at *4 (D.
Nev. June 16, 2009); see also Pena-Crespo
v. Puerto Rico, 408 F.3d 10, 13 (1st
Cir. 2005) (“[t]he failure to provide an
expert report that satisfies the specific
requirements of Rule 26(a)(2)(B)
undermines opposing counsel’s ability
to prepare for trial”). NRCP 16.1 does
not require the expert—or the party who
retained that expert—to affirmatively
produce the actual publications
referenced in the expert’s report, or
transcripts of the expert’s testimony in
prior cases. But a party’s ability to obtain
expert-related discovery beyond the
required disclosures is addressed in the
comments to the analogous federal rule:
The enumeration in Rule
26(a) of items to be disclosed
does not prevent a court from
requiring by order or local
rule that the parties disclose
additional
information
without a discovery request.
Nor are parties precluded from
using traditional discovery
methods to obtain further
information regarding these
matters, as for example asking
an expert during a deposition
about testimony given in other
litigation beyond the four-year
period specified in Rule 26(a)
(2)(B).

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(a) advisory
committee’s note to 1993 amendments;
cf. 8A Charles A. Wright et al., Federal
Practice and Procedure § 2031.1 at 77
(3d ed. 2010) (“[t]he rule does not
require that the proponent make these
items available to the other parties, but
where they are readily available to the
proponent and otherwise difficult to
obtain, it might be appropriate for a
court to require allowing such access”).
An initial question concerns the
method by which publications and
transcripts may be obtained. Last
month’s article addressed whether the
use of a subpoena is appropriate for
obtaining documents from an opponent’s
retained, testifying expert witness.
Although a split of authority exists in
the federal courts, and Nevada appellate
courts have not yet addressed this issue,
the use of a subpoena is problematic
for reasons explained in that article.
If a party believes that it is entitled to
material beyond what must be provided
under NRCP 16.1(a)(2)(B), that party
can contact the opponent who retained
the expert and request a deposition or
specified documents.
Alternatively,
the party seeking additional discovery
could serve the opposing party with a
formal deposition notice or discovery
request. Since litigants are required
to produce documents within their
possession, custody, or control, and
a party’s retained, testifying expert
witness is deemed within the control
of the party who retains that witness,
the party would be required to comply
with proper discovery requests. Any
objection or other failure to provide
requested material could be addressed
through a motion to compel under
NRCP 37(a).
Courts are not in agreement on the
extent to which a party may obtain
transcripts of an opposing expert’s prior
testimony and reports. For example, in
Modjeska v. United Parcel Serv. Inc., No.
12-C-1020, 2014 WL 2807531 (E.D.

Wis. June 19, 2014), the court granted
plaintiff’s motion to compel defendant
to produce reports and prior testimony
of its expert neuropsychologist from
six other cases during the previous
four years in which he had performed
neuropsychological examinations and
prepared expert reports. It rejected
the argument that those reports were
irrelevant, reasoning that production
of the reports would allow plaintiff to
uncover inconsistencies between the
opinions the expert intended to offer
in the pending action and the opinions
he had expressed in other cases. See
id. at *6 (citing Brown v. Overhead
Door Corp., No. 06 C 50107, 2008
WL 1924885, at *1 (N.D. Ill. Apr.
29, 2008)); see also ParkerVision, Inc. v.
Qualcomm Inc., No. 3:11-cv-719-J-37TEM, 2013 WL 3771226, at *1 (M.D.
Fla. July 17, 2013) (finding that “prior
expert reports, prior expert deposition
transcripts and prior trial testimony
transcripts. . . fall within the ambit of
Rule 26(b)(1) for general fact discovery”).
Based on defendant’s representation that
it lacked possession or control, however,
the court denied the motion to compel
production of transcripts of the expert’s
prior testimony in those cases. See id.
Similarly, in Endotach LLC v. Cook
Med. Inc., No. 1:13-cv-01135-LJMDKL, 2014 WL 12753789 (S.D. Ind.
May 16, 2014), a patent infringement
action, plaintiff sought production of
any expert reports related to defendant’s
position regarding the products at issue.
In granting the motion to compel,
the court emphasized that plaintiff
was not simply seeking indiscriminate
production of all reports provided by the
expert in other cases; the request was for
reports concerning the same products
or patents as those that were the subject
of the lawsuit. See id. at *3. Moreover,
plaintiff’s request was rooted in its desire
to examine defendant’s prior litigation
positions with regard to the relevant
products. See id. However, the court
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denied plaintiff’s motion for production
of transcripts and documents related
to “any litigation” in which defendant
discussed or analyzed the relevant
products. The court found that this
request was overbroad, and that many of
the documents encompassed would be
confidential and subject to a protective
order. See id.
The court in Lind v. United States,
No. CIV 13-032-TUC-CKJ, 2014
WL 2930486 (D. Ariz. June 30, 2014),
reflects the contrary position on this
issue. Plaintiff sought prior reports
of Rule 35 examinations authored by
defendant’s expert at the government’s
request so that she could explore the
potential bias of that expert. The court
ruled that plaintiff was not entitled to
all such reports, regardless of subject
matter. See id. at *3. The court was
also troubled by plaintiff’s speculation
that the reports might show bias, and
it agreed with other courts holding that
“[t]he standard of relevancy is not so
liberal as to allow a party to . . . explore
matter which does not presently appear
germane on the theory that it might
conceivably become so.” See id. (quoting
Food Lion v. United Food & Commercial
Workers Union, 103 F.R.D. 1007, 101213 (D.C. Cir. 1997)). It emphasized
that the expert disclosure rule “was
designed to prevent abusive ‘fishing
expeditions’ into the background of a
testifying expert.” See id. at *4 (quoting
2 Discovery Proceedings in Federal
Court § 25:1 (3d ed. Mar. 2014)); see
also Onebeacon Am. Ins. Co. v. Diplomat
Hotel Corp., No. 1:12-cv-0435-SCJ,
2013 WL 12063891, at *2 (N.D. Ga.
June 19, 2013) (defendants were not
entitled to production of plaintiff’s
expert’s transcripts of past testimony
in other cases). Because plaintiff could
offer no more than speculation as the
basis for her request, the court denied
her motion.
The court in Cartier, Inc. v. Four
Star Jewelry Creations, Inc., No.
01 Civ.11295(CBM), 2003 WL
22227959 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 26, 2003),
a trademark infringement case, likewise
denied plaintiff’s request for all reports
prepared by the defendants’ expert in
cases in which he had testified during
the previous five years. The court
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emphasized that plaintiff was entitled to
a list of cases, which would include, at a
minimum, “the courts or administrative
agencies, the names of the parties, the
case number, and whether the testimony
was by deposition or at trial.” See id.
at *2 (quoting Nguyen v. IBP, Inc., 162
F.R.D. 675, 682 (D. Kan. 1995)). It
found that this information would be
sufficient for plaintiff to easily obtain
prior testimony given by the expert. It
also found that the reports were only
tangentially related to the central legal
question in the case, that the request
was not confined to reports dealing with
the same facts and issues as the pending
case, and that the connection between
these reports and the expert’s credibility
was too speculative. See id. at *2-3.
Decisions in which courts have
entirely precluded discovery of an
expert’s prior reports and transcripts
are difficult to square with the federal
advisory committee’s statement that
parties may use traditional discovery
methods to obtain further information
from an opponent’s retained, testifying
expert witness.
But the contrary
position—that compelling production
of these reports and transcripts should
not be subject to any limitation beyond
NRCP 26(b)(1)—is also unconvincing.
“The expert disclosure and discovery
limitations of Rule 26 represent a
reasoned balance between sufficient
expert disclosures and unfettered expert
discovery as expressed in case law and
the documented discussions of the
Rules Committee.” Morris v. BNSF Ry.
Co., No. 8:13CV24, 2014 WL 128393,
at *6 (D. Neb. Jan. 13, 2014). “As
referenced repeatedly in the advisory
notes to Rule 26, the provisions of the
rule were adopted to limit the undue
burden and cost of expert discovery.” Id.
Thus, absent some threshold showing of
need, courts should not permit the use
of discovery to undermine those salutary
goals. See id.
Dogra v. Liberty Mut. Fire Ins. Co.,
No. 2:14-cv-01841-GMN-GWF, 2016
WL 6573950 (D. Nev. Nov. 4, 2016), is
instructive. In Dogra, the court denied
plaintiffs’ motion to compel production
of defense expert’s opinions and
testimony in prior litigation. In part,
the decision was based on the fact that

defendant and his expert did not have
possession or control of the requested
documents. See id. at *6. Yet the court
also noted the split of authority on
whether a party is entitled to obtain
copies of an opposing expert’s prior
testimony. See id. It apparently was open
to the possibility that the documents
could be obtained in discovery, but
emphasized that plaintiffs had not
first attempted to obtain copies of the
desired documents—or authorizations
allowing their disclosure—from the
litigants involved in the earlier cases,
nor had they requested approval from
the other courts (in the event that the
documents were subject to protective
orders). See id. Further, the court found
that plaintiffs had not made a sufficient
showing to support the requested order:
Plaintiffs have not shown that
Mr. Hamilton’s testimony in
the three cases involved issues
substantially similar to those in
this case. Plaintiffs argue only
that Mr. Hamilton may have
offered opinions on an insurer’s
duties that might be used to
impeach him in this case. This
is a questionable basis upon
which to compel production
of an expert’s prior testimony.
In any event, Plaintiffs failed to
diligently pursue production
of the deposition transcripts
prior to the close of discovery.
...
Id. at *7.
As noted above, parties are entitled
to specific information about other cases
in which an opponent’s retained expert
has testified over the previous four years
“to enable opposing counsel to obtain
prior testimony of the expert.” See, e.g.,
Hicks v. Dairyland Ins. Co., No. 2:08-cv01687-BES-PAL, 2009 WL 2243794,
at *6 (D. Nev. July 24, 2009) (quoting
Coleman v. Dydula, 190 F.R.D. 316,
318 (W.D.N.Y. 1999)). Using this
information, a party can ascertain which
of those cases presented circumstances
that are substantially similar to those
presented in the pending case, and can
then attempt to obtain the expert’s prior
reports or opinions from the litigants in
those cases (whether presented in reports
or through testimony). If the party is

not reasonably able to obtain copies of
specific prior reports or opinions, then
the opposing party may be required
to obtain them from its expert, to the
extent that they are within the party’s or
expert’s possession, custody, or control.
Courts may also compel a party to
produce publications authored by its
retained, testifying expert witness. See
Burlington N. & Santa Fe Ry. Co. v.
Garcia, No. CIV 98-740 MV/RLP,
1999 WL 35808165, at *1-2 (D.N.M.
Dec. 8, 1999) (“[t]he Court is troubled
by BNSF’s failure to comply with its
discovery obligations concerning Mr.
Wolf [its expert],” which included the
failure to produce requested copies of his
publications related to his expert witness
report”). In doing so, however, a court
should consider the primary purpose
underlying the requirement that an
expert provide a list of publications—
to allow other parties to determine the
expert’s qualifications. Production of
all listed publications is not necessary
to achieve that end; otherwise,
the expert disclosure rule would
automatically require it. Of course,
publications may also be properly used

for impeachment purposes. A review
of relevant publications authored by a
party’s retained expert could provide
insight into the merits of his or her
methodology,
analysis,
opinions,
and conclusions. They could also be
reviewed to determine the extent to
which the expert previously made a
statement or maintained a position that
is inconsistent with his or her testimony
in the pending action.
But a request that would require an
opponent’s expert to pore through earlier
publications (or reports and transcripts)
to respond to a request for production
could impose a substantial expense
on the party who retained that expert.
The evident intent behind requiring a
list of publications to be disclosed is to
allow opposing parties to obtain copies
of publications that they believe could
be pertinent to the qualifications or
impeachment of the expert. Publications
presumably are publicly available, and
the party who retained the expert should
not be required to incur unnecessary
expert witness fees when the party who
desires the publications can obtain
them directly from reasonably accessible

sources. See NRCP 26(b)(2)(C)(i) (“the
court must limit the frequency or extent
of discovery otherwise allowed by these
rules or by local rule if it determines
that . . . the discovery sought . . . can
be obtained from some other source that
is more convenient, less burdensome,
or less expensive”). Only if the party
seeking publications is not reasonably
able to obtain them from other sources
should that party be permitted to
require the opposing party to obtain
and produce its expert’s publications.
Even then, production should be
limited to copies of specific, unavailable
publications.
Wes Ayres is the Discovery
Commissioner for the Second
Judicial District Court.
His columns are online and
searchable at wcbar.org.
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JUDICIAL REFLECTIONS
Honorable David Hardy, Second Judicial District Court

Justice Jon R. Collins (Nevada Supreme
Court: 1966-1971). My first job as a new
lawyer was with Lionel Sawyer & Collins,
then the largest law firm in the state and
viewed by many as the most prestigious.
Governor Grant Sawyer and Sam Lionel
were larger-than-life lawyers, but it seemed
Justice Collins had faded into history. A
review of the historical records, however,
reveals that Justice Collins’ imprint on the
Nevada judiciary is deep and enduring.
Justice Collins was born in Ely in 1923.
He attended public schools and graduated
from White Pine High School. He often
reflected on his first job selling newspapers
for two former Nevada governors and
editors of opposing papers. (Governor
Vail Pittman published the Ely Daily Times
and Governor Charles Russell owned the
Ely Record.) His job was foundational; he
said: “Dealing with the public in those
days was the foundation for my attitude
in public life. Everything I learned then
has in some way affected my actions today.
That’s a boy’s first effort to sell himself to
the public.”
Justice Collins graduated from the
University of Pennsylvania in 1941 and
enlisted in the Navy during WWII, serving
two years in the Pacific Ocean. After the
war, he attended Georgetown Law School,
working as an elevator operator, capitol
policeman, and member of Senator Patrick
McCarran’s staff. These were fond times
for him as he met his wife Rita and lifelong
friend and fellow Nevadan, Grant Sawyer.
He worked for the justice department
before returning to Ely in 1950. He was
soon elected White Pine County District
Attorney, shortly after Sawyer was elected
Elko County District Attorney. The two
continued their friendship as rural county
prosecutors. Justice Collins also became
involved in Democratic Party politics.
Beginning in 1952, he was a delegate to
the National Democratic Convention
for several election cycles and he later
chaired Jimmy Carter’s 1976 presidential
campaign in Nevada.
In 1958, Justice Collins ran for district
judge in the Seventh Judicial District
against incumbent Judge Harry Watson.
He almost won by default when Judge
Watson filed for re-election in the wrong

6
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Hon. Jon R. Collins
location but the Nevada Supreme Court
extended the filing period to accommodate
Judge Watson’s mistake. Justice Collins
defeated Judge Watson by a mere 19 votes,
which led to litigation for a year about
recounting ballots that had been lost.
Many lawyers spoke highly of Justice
Collins’ work as a trial judge. He was
formal, dignified, and made decisions
“firmly and without hesitation.”
In
1960 he presided over a property dispute
involving a husband, wife, and the
husband’s mother-in-law in the Washoe
County courthouse. As he was issuing his
oral pronouncement, the husband pulled
a gun from his waistband and shot at his
wife, her attorney, and Judge Collins.
Tragically, two attorneys were killed.
Judge Collins was a percipient witness in
the husband’s criminal trial prosecuted
by William Raggio. Among other things,
the husband argued Judge Collins had
conspired with the attorneys against him.
In May 1966, Nevada Supreme
Court Justice Milton Badt died of a heart
attack. The Board of Bar Governors
considered several possible successors
before forwarding Justice Collins’ name
to Governor Sawyer, who appointed him
to the position. Governor Sawyer was
worried about appointing his good friend,
whom he knew to be “totally incorruptible
and independent,” but also someone he

knew “almost too well.” The Bar’s neutral
recommendation persuaded Governor
Sawyer it was the right appointment to
make. Justice Collins successfully retained
his seat against opposition in the 1966
election.
In discussing his personal philosophy,
Justice Collins indicated he did not want
to be a “liberal or conservative judge,
although his sincere feelings are that the
pendulum has swung too far in favor of
the law breaker as against a safe, orderly
society.” Instead, his “philosophy of
government lies in the solid middle
ground, with a safe cushion against either
of those two extremes—conservatism and
liberalism. Or to put it another way—
freedom as we know it has a price and that
price is responsibility.”
Justice Collins devoted his first few
years to the substantive work of the court.
He authored 163 opinions and was known
for his brief, concise writing style. In
1969, upon becoming chief justice, Justice
Collins conceded some personal pride:
“One factor I admired about McCarran,
prior to his becoming a senator, was that
he had once been chief justice of Nevada.
It’s extremely pleasing to me to be able to
follow in his footsteps, because most, if
not all, of my legal training was acquired
through him—a man that I admired very
much and a man who helped innumerable
Nevadans become lawyers.”
Justice Collins prepared an ambitious
reform agenda for the 1969 legislative
session. His primary focus was modernizing
the judiciary, which he often described as
antiquated machinery built for an earlier
time. He used several metaphors to make
the point, such as driving a 1970 car with
a 1900 engine and “run[ning] General
Electric or IBM with business practices of
1865.” He argued it was “vitally urgent
we devise new machinery to deal with the
problems we face in the near future.”
His reform proposals included 1)
organizing the various courts and judicial
districts under the supreme court’s
supervision, 2) hiring a statewide court
administrator, 3) modifying the justice
and municipal courts, 4) developing
consistent judicial education through a
National College of State Trial Judges on

the UNR campus, 5) starting a Nevada
law school, 6) increasing judicial salaries,
7) empowering the state bar to investigate
and discipline lawyers, 8) converting
from judicial election to merit selection,
9) creating a statewide office of public
defenders, 10) authorizing an intermediate
court of appeals, and 11) recalling retired
judges back into service to address a
growing and unmanageable case load.
Unfortunately, Justice Collins was
ahead of his time. The preceding years
of civil unrest and factional divides had
stretched our nation’s social fabric and
judicial reform was not a legislative
priority. Proposal after proposal ended in
the Senate Finance Committee, causing
Justice Collins to say: “I have said before
and repeat my statement, that there can
be no improvement in the judicial system
of Nevada unless you gentlemen will give
those of us in the judiciary the authority
and opportunity of improving judicial
administration in Nevada. The situation
simply cannot improve, and it might well
get worse than it now is, because of the
increasing judicial business which we are
attempting to administer through a totally
inadequate system.”
Defeated, and likely deflated, Justice
Collins gave a speech at UNR shortly after
the session ended. He lamented the length
of the session, the unrestricted number of
proposed bills, and power of committee
chairmen who operated in secret:
“There is far too much legislating done
behind closed doors and from individual
legislators’ hip pockets. . . . It is almost
impossible to find out the current status
of a bill until the decisions are all made;
then it is usually too late.” He went so far
as to suggest the bicameral legislature be
replaced with a unicameral legislature with
30-40 members. He ended his speech by
conceding the “problems and challenges
we bequest to you are not easily solved.
I hope you will be wildly successful. . . .
Our generation has been only modestly
successful.”
A month later, he sat for a press
interview and said: “Unless the next
Legislature recognizes our pressing need
for in-depth judicial reform, including a
statewide court administrator, statewide
court integration, and authorization to
call back retired and former judges to
temporary active judicial service, we are
in serious trouble. . . . Hopefully, the
pressing need for improvement in judicial
administration can be made clearly known
to the people of Nevada before an insoluble
crisis develops.”

The difficult legislative session affected
Justice Collins’ health during the latter part
of 1969. It was during this time that Justice
Collins reflected on his future and became
more stately in his public comments. At
the governor’s prayer brunch in February,
1970, he acknowledged the country
was “raging in controversies that could
engulf and destroy us unless we re-assess
ourselves.” He continued this theme at a
Memorial Day speech, urging his fellow
citizens to remember that “arguable
opinion” is not “final judgment” and
implored:
Each of us must reassess his
own attitude toward his brother
and realize that only God can
know truth while man must be
content with fallible arguments
that only approach truth. This
concept of brotherhood for
which many veterans died
has been set up on a shelf to
be looked at, talked about
and admired, but not to be
touched, used, or practiced.
The controversies rage on and
on until one almost thinks
there are no brothers anywhere
in the world. Only when men
reassess their arguments and
realize they are only separated
by shades of difference can they
again become brothers seeking
ultimate truth for which

veteran patriots have died and
are dying every day.
A few days later he announced he
would not seek re-election “for personal
reasons, principally economic.”
He
admitted it was “very hard to leave judicial
service because I see so much to be done. I
see the growth of this State and the need for
understanding of judicial problems. I urge
the judges on this court to work toward
improvement in judicial administration. I
hope that the people of Nevada will find
it in their hearts to concern themselves
with problems which exist and help in
the solution of them.” Some speculated
he might run for governor. Instead, he
announced he would be joining Governor
Sawyer in the law firm that became Lionel
Sawyer & Collins.

A few details illustrate Justice Collins’
personal life. He adored his wife, Rita, and
their four daughters. One colleague and
friend said, “Both Rita and Jon Collins just
simply blend in with all of us. You don’t
just meet the Collinses—you immediately
like them, and they take to you as we take
to them.” He enjoyed spending time in the
Nevada mountains and woodworking in
his garage, “where [he made] anything and
everything for the house.” He was deeply
respected by court employees throughout
the state because of his genuine inquiries and
kind comments.
Continued on page 13
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MEDIATION MAT TERS
By Margaret M. Crowley, Crowley Mediation, L.L.C.

How to Blow Up a Mediation

“Rudeness is a weak imitation of strength.” Eric Hoffer, American moral and social philosopher.

R

ecently, two of my colleagues comediating a session reported that
they were referred to as “b**ches” and told
that they did not know what they were
doing. The most egregious part: it was not
an emotionally overwrought party making
the statements, it was an attorney in the
presence of her client and others.
While I have witnessed bad behavior
in mediation, I have never encountered
this level of disrespect. Poor behavior in
mediation runs the gamut, from yelling
or shouting, attempting to dominate the
discussion, to demonstrating poor body
language such as eye rolling, loud sighing
and violently shuffling through papers.
This behavior never helps parties to reach
resolution. As a mediation strategy, it is a
poor one.
The mediation described above ended
quickly, leaving participants angry and
frustrated. Sadly, this often happens when
participants engage in bad conduct. Lack
of civility in mediation is unacceptable for
obvious reasons.
People Stop Listening. One of the
foundations upon which agreements are
built is sharing information. Mediators
spend session time eliciting information
to ensure everyone has a common
understanding of the issues, how people
feel about them and what can be done
in the future. When people are being
bullied, however, they shut down and are
not able to really hear the information
being conveyed. While mediators often
reframe negative statements in a positive
way in order to help parties process, no
amount of reframing can save a mediation
that has gone severely off the rails.
Trust evaporates. Trust takes time to
build and can be shattered in moments.
Parties coming to mediation often have
lost trust in each other. A critical part
of the session is discussing ways trust can
be rebuilt. As you can imagine, being
on the receiving end of another party/
attorney’s negative tirade in mediation will
not help in building trust. We know that
bullying causes the victims to feel insecure,
angry, resentful and anxious. When one
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mediation participant bullies another, the
most likely result is that trust erodes even
more.
Rudeness inhibits creativity. A Harvard
Business Review article, “The Price of
Incivility,” describes an experiment where
each participant had to figure out what to
do with a brick. One group was treated
badly while the other was not. When
asked what they could do with the brick,
the people treated badly proposed logical
but not particularly imaginative things,
such as “build a house,” “build a wall,” and
“build a school.” Those who were treated
well, however, came up with more creative
solutions for the brick, such as, “sell the
brick on eBay,” “use it as a goalpost for a
street soccer game,” “hang it on a museum
wall and call it abstract art,” and “decorate
it like a pet and give it to a kid as a present.“
Overall, participants who were treated
rudely were 30% less creative than others
in the study. They produced 25% fewer
ideas, and the ones they did come up with
were less original. Creativity is essential
to the mediation process. Mediators are
taught to lay the foundation for resolution
by gathering as much information as they
can and then facilitating the most creative
brainstorming session possible. As this
article shows, bad behavior will sabotage
the option generating portion of the
mediation (if the participants can even get

that far without ending the session).
So how should participants behave in
mediation? Follow Justice Ruth Bader
Ginsburg’s lead, “You can disagree without
being disagreeable.”
Practice good
negotiation techniques, such as:
•
Keeping an open mind;
•
Respectfully presenting your side;
•
Listening to others in the room;
•
Helping clients regulate their
emotions;
Demonstrating a hopeful attitude;
•
•
Ensuring your client understand
the pros and cons of possible
deals; and

•

Treating mediation as a
conversation, not a competition.
Thankfully, for every rude mediation
participant, there are 100 who behave
well. Most people can recognize a bad
negotiation tactic: calling your mediator
a b**ch is one of them.

Margaret Crowley is an
experienced mediator, Supreme
Court Settlement Judge, EEOC
Mediator, Second JD Custody
& Dependency Mediation
Panels, Pro Tem Family
Court Master and mediation
instructor.
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SPECIALTY COURTS
By Honorable Dorothy Nash Holmes

Best Practices and Standards

N

evada has come a long way
since opening our first Specialty
Courts in 1992, but in some ways, we are
still catching up. Individual drug courts
had long recognized and followed the
Ten Key Components, the foundational
document defining the basis for a Drug
Court, as written by the founders of the
National Association of Drug Court
Professionals (NADCP) in 1996. Since
2003, when the Legislature created the
original funding mechanism of a $7
assessment per misdemeanor conviction,
the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) had been managing the distribution
of Nevada’s fees and assessments to three
or four dozen treatment courts. But our
Judicial Council was not presented with
the Nevada version of the state’s Specialty
Court Guidelines until 2015. It wasn’t that
no one followed the guidelines. Rather, it
was that Nevada is a sparsely-populated,
large land-mass populated by rugged
individualists who find ways to solve their
own problems and make things work
without outside guidance or assistance.
The 2015 Legislature approved the
infusion of more than $3 million in
General Funds into Nevada’s Specialty
Court apparatus, requiring that 800900 new court participants had to be
added to keep the funding. A doubling
of the number of drug courts drove the
AOC and the Specialty Court Funding
Committee1 to create more structure
around our statewide treatment court
efforts. The realities of Nevada had to be
considered because of the character of our
state. Southern Nevada has a majority of
the 3 million residents, and gets upwards
of 50 million visitors a year. The rural
cities and counties have few local resources
for drug treatment and mental health
services, so the state must provide them.
Washoe County has remote areas with
no services. Reno-Sparks is growing and
has more services than ever before, but
not yet enough to adequately address our
addiction and mental health problems.
The Specialty Court Funding
Committee is now renamed the Specialty
Court Funding and Policy Committee. A
subcommittee has been busy translating
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and applying the national Adult Drug
Court Best Practice Standards, Volumes
I and II, into workable standards and
practices for Nevada. An outline of
aspiration standards was initially adopted.
It was aspirational for obvious reasons.
Rural counties don’t have a sufficient
number of the types of criminal justice
professionals to comprise a full-blown
team in each specialty court. Some have
part-time public defenders. Some have
a small sheriff’s office so cannot get a
member of law enforcement or parole/
probation officers on a team. Some have
no resident counselors and traveling ones
cannot always attend every staffing and
court docket of the treatment courts.
Often the judge’s immediate staff serves as
both the drug court coordinator and the
judge’s Judicial Assistant or Court Clerk.
Some programs are presided over by a
crew of traveling judges who take turns
each week in remote counties conducting
specialty courts.
Judge Steve Dobrescu heads the
subcommittee that has been doing a wordfor-word review of the national standards
and Nevada’s initial version. It is now an
81-page document in its final stages of
revision before presentation to Nevada’s
Judicial Council for approval.
The Mission Statement says:
The mission of the Nevada Specialty
Courts is to enhance public safety, to
reduce prison and jail populations,
and to reduce recidivism with a costeffective, integrated continuum of care,
by partnering with government agencies
and community resources to focus on
recovery from substance abuse disorders.
Specialty Courts will hold defendants
accountable and assist offenders with
a substance abuse disorder to achieve
long-term recovery to become lawabiding citizens, and successful family/
community members.
The purpose stated in the document is
straightforward:
… to set forth both required standards
and recommended guidelines to
provide a sound and consistent
foundation for the operation and for
the evaluation of Nevada’s Specialty

Courts. These standards and practices
articulate evidence-based practices,
as well as broadly-accepted consensus
practices that are correlated with
positive and cost-effective outcomes.
These standards and practices are not
rules of procedure and have no effect
of law. …[but rather]… provide a basis
for each Specialty Court to establish its
own written policies and procedures
that reflect the standards and practices,
the needs of participants, the resources
available in the community, and
the unique characteristics of each
individual court. The standards and
practices are based on principles
gleaned from current research and
credible published resources in the
areas of criminal justice and addiction
treatment, with specific focus on
specialty courts.
Importantly, the document provides
that “All Specialty Courts shall, to the
extent of available funding, services and
local practice, follow the most current
Best Practice Standards published by the
National Association of Specialty Court
Professionals.
A new goal for our specialty courts
is monitoring and evaluation through
peer review, by annual evaluations of
adherence to the drug court model, and to
demonstrate that the funding provided by
Nevada’s legislature and citizens achieves
the goals of treatment courts. It would
include development of a remedial plan
for deficiencies. Outcomes would also be
studied. Recidivism would also be assessed
based upon a widely-accepted definition
that measures programs uniformly.
Eventually, Nevada may have a system
of program certification to ensure that
funding is allocated to “what works” in
treatment courts.
________________________
1
The subcommittee of the Judicial Council
originally created to oversee the distribution of
AB 29 revenue generated from the $7 assessment.

Judge Dorothy Nash Holmes presides over Dept. 3
in Reno Municipal Court. She is adjunct faculty at
TMCC and UNR, and teaches a course on Specialty
Courts for the online Justice Management Master’s
Degree Program at UNR.

FAMILY L AW
By Rayna Brachmann, Surratt Law Practice, PC

Family Law Practitioners and Secondary Trauma

I

t is no secret that the practice
of family law is a stressful and
challenging way to spend the majority of
your waking hours. It is a common refrain
from other non-family law lawyers that
they could never practice family law. The
emotions, the clients with extraordinary
needs, the acrimony, it’s all too much for
the lawyers who practice other types of
law.1 This feedback actually reflects the
reality that attorneys, judges, and staff
who work in the family law arena are
at risk for secondary traumatic stress.2
Cumulative exposure to others’ trauma
can result in emotional duress to those
working with traumatized populations.3
Dr. Shawn Marsh, director of Judicial
Studies and associate professor of Judicial
Studies, Communication Studies and
Social Psychology at the University of
Nevada, Reno, stated that training and
technical assistance in the area of trauma
and the legal system/courts – including
secondary trauma - is the most frequent
request he and his colleagues have received
over the last ten years. Secondary trauma
is a significant issue in the legal field and
most courts and lawyers are woefully
unequipped to recognize and address it
when it occurs.
What is secondary trauma? Secondary
trauma, also referred to as vicarious
trauma4, is manifesting the psychological
signs and symptoms from ongoing
involvement with traumatized clients.5
Professionals such as family lawyers, judges
and staff who are consistently exposed to
the trauma of their clients may experience
symptoms similar to those experienced by
their clients.

Symptoms of secondary trauma are
similar to those of Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder. Symptoms in the workplace
may include avoidance (arriving late,
leaving early, missing meetings, not
taking calls from clients); hypervigilance
(feeling on edge, perceiving threats
where none exist, worrying that all
clients are in danger); viewing the world
as “black and white” without grey area
or ambiguity; becoming argumentative;

shutting down or numbing out (often

assisted by reliance on alcohol or drugs).6
Secondary trauma can also impact a
family lawyer’s personal life. Symptoms
may include disrupted sleep, headaches,
stomach pain, intrusive thoughts and
memories, emotional distress or physical
reactions to something that reminds
the lawyer of the trauma, avoidance
of people, places and things that are
reminders of trauma, irritability, angry
outbursts, aggressive behavior, inability to
focus, extreme fatigue, strained personal
relationships, compromised parenting and
doubts about safety in the world.7
Much of the research regarding
secondary trauma involves other caring
professions such as therapists. Research
is just beginning on the impacts of
secondary trauma on those in the legal
field.8 Therapists and social workers are
usually trained in secondary trauma as
part of their formal education and thus are
more likely to recognize it. Law schools
do not generally address secondary trauma
for lawyers. Although most lawyers know
that the profession is stressful, few of us
have received any training in secondary
trauma, most of us don’t recognize it
when it occurs, nor do most of us have
an awareness of how to address it when
it happens. In some instances, lawyers
experiencing secondary trauma distance
themselves from clients, have less empathy
and are less supportive of clients’ needs
overall due to unrecognized secondary
stress.9 In short, family law practitioners
experiencing unaddressed secondary
trauma are less effective advocates for
clients, are unequipped to make difficult
decisions when acting in a judicial capacity,
and may choose to leave the practice of
family law. If you want to take a look at
how you are balancing work stress and its
impacts, you can do a self-assessment at
https://proqol.org/.
If you are experiencing symptoms of
secondary trauma, there are things you
can do. Take vacations. Real vacations,
without checking email, social media, or
being available by telephone to the office.
Take breaks during the workday when you
need them. It’s okay to step away from
your computer and take a walk, talk to a

friend, grab a cup of tea. Pay attention
to what you eat and drink. Coping
with stress with food and/or alcohol will
not alleviate symptoms of secondary
trauma, and can create other sets of issues.
Maintain connection with friends and
family, especially those who can help you
leave work stress behind. Exercise is a
natural stress reliever. Yoga, meditation,
stretching, natural light and a walk in the
fresh air help with stress. Reduce your
caseload where you are able. If you can,
balance your most stressful and difficult
cases with cases that don’t demand as
much from you. Dr. Marsh states that the
physical environment of the workplace can
be changed in small ways to address some
of the symptoms of secondary trauma
and stress. Evaluate your workspace and
the courtroom. Are there repetitive loud
noises that increase arousal? Can they
be fixed with sound dampeners, oiling a
squeaky hinge or adding fabric and plants
to reduce the noise? Small changes can
make an impact.
If you have tried these things, and
are still experiencing the symptoms of
secondary trauma, don’t hesitate to seek
professional assistance. Therapy increases
resilience and provides other tools to make
you more effective in your professional life
and more satisfied in your personal life.

Practicing family law is challenging.
Experiencing secondary trauma is likely
at some point in your legal career.
Recognize the symptoms and address

them when they appear. You will be a
better attorney or judge if you take time to
take care of your needs and not only those
of your clients.

________________________
1
This is not to discount that the practice of law
generally is a high stress profession, regardless of
the substantive area of law.
2
Research shows that attorneys in the areas of
immigration, civil rights, public defenders and
prosecutors, as well as juvenile justice attorneys
are also at higher risk for secondary trauma.
Lawyers Are at Risk for Secondary Traumatic Stress,
Hallie Newman Love, New Mexico Bar Bulletin,
February 15, 2017, Volume 56, No. 7
3
Ibid
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LAW CLERK CORNER
By Kelly Brill, Law Clerk, Second Judicial District Court

W

hat has surprised and impressed
me most during my foray
into family law is the creativity attorneys
and judges alike have when fashioning
solutions for everything from custodial
rights, to division of property, as well as
everything in between (including a fan
favorite – jurisdictional issues). Creative
lawyering is often necessary to find
individualized solutions for families whose
situations are not yet accounted for by the
law.
Recently, I attended a hearing where
counsel argued a victim of domestic
violence should not have to pay alimony
to the ex-spouse, who perpetrated the
violence against them. It seems like a
common-sense argument that victims
should not have to support their abusers.
How does this “common-sense” position
square with the current law in Nevada
since we are a no-fault state with case law
stating misconduct cannot be considered?
How have other states grappled with
the tension between no-fault laws and
potentially rewarding abusers financially
with an alimony award?
Nevada’s no-fault divorce laws are clear:
Fault cannot be considered for purposes
of alimony. A lengthy explanation of the
history behind this rationale is outlined in
Rodriguez v. Rodriguez.1 Instead of fault,
courts may consider the Buchanan factors
when awarding alimony.2 Included in
the factors are “the financial condition of
the parties; the nature and value of their
respective property . . . the husband’s
income, his earning capacity, health and
ability to labor; and the wife’s age, health,
station and ability to earn a living.”3 And
yet, with creative lawyering, there may be
a potential way to argue a victim does not
owe a batterer alimony.
In Rodriguez, the Nevada Supreme
Court notes, “if one spouse commits
repetitive acts of physical or mental abuse
against the other, causing a condition in
the injured spouse which generates expense
or affects that person’s ability to work, the
physical and/or mental condition caused
by the misconduct can be taken into
account in two ways: first, as a compelling
reason to make an unequal distribution of
property, or second, without considering
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fault or misconduct, the court in deciding
alimony will . . . take that spouse’s physical
and mental condition into account when
examining his or her financial condition,
health and ability to work."4 This second
method will require the court to undertake
an analysis of a victim’s finances, require
the victim to potentially be re-traumatized
to prove the abuse happened in the first
place, and then determine if the abuse
impacted the victim-spouse financially.
While possible for Nevada courts to
consider abuse as misconduct, it takes
attorneys and courts a few steps to get
there. So, how do other states handle this?
Basically, they don’t – yet.
California Family Code § 4320 governs
the factors to be considered in ordering
support. Section 4320(i) allows courts to
consider, “[a]ll documented evidence of
domestic violence . . . between the parties
or perpetrated by either party against
either party’s child.” The Code also allows
the court to consider “[e]motional
distress resulting from domestic
violence” but only when the violence is
“perpetrated against the supported party
by the supporting party.” Which makes
one wonder… why is domestic violence
only considered when the perpetrator
supports the victim? As clearly evidenced
by the hearing I witnessed, there are (and
will continue to be) cases where victims
will be required to support abusers when
the victims have a greater income.
Washington, D.C. has tried to remedy
this issue with a more neutral law that
specifically bars abusers from profiting
off their abuse through alimony. The
bill, introduced in October 2018 but
now stalled, is known as “Elaine’s Law”.5
Elaine’s Law states when there has been a
judicial finding of an “intrafamily offense”
the injuring party cannot claim alimony,
gain any interest in the injured party’s
pension or retirement benefits, or be
awarded attorney’s fees. Of course, because
this is family law, no bill will account for
every situation perfectly. Elaine’s Law is
not without criticism. Domestic violence
advocates and organizations point out an
abuser could easily lodge false allegations
of abuse by their victims, muddying the
waters and making it harder to protect said

victims. Bills in both Virginia and New
Jersey, like Elaine’s Law, have been unable
to gain traction.
____________________
1
116 Nev. 993, 13 P.3d 415 (2000).
2
90 Nev. 209, 215, 523 P.2d 1, 5 (1974).
3
Id.
4
116 Nev. at 999.
5
Nadeau introduces Elaine’s Law to Protect
Survivors of Abuse in Divorce Proceedings: Office
of DC Councilmember Brianne K. Nadeau. (n.d.).
Retrieved from https://www.brianneknadeau.com/
updates/press-release/nadeau-introduces-elaines-lawprotect-survivors-abuse-divorce-proceedings.
6
Schmidt, S. (2019, February 4). She reported that
her husband abused her. Then the divorce became
‘another form of abuse.’ The Washington Post.
Retrieved from https://www.washingtonpost.com/
local/social-issues/she-reported-that-her-husbandabused-her-then-the-divorce-became-another-formof-abuse/2019/02/04/efa7ed8e-2653-11e9-90cddedb0c92dc17_story.html
                                                                                   

Kelly Brill is the law
clerk to the Honorable
Sandra A. Unsworth.
She graduated with
her Juris Doctor from
Arizona State University
in 2019 and promptly
returned
home
to
Nevada where she is
thrilled to be starting her
legal career.

SAVE THE DATE
2020 District Court Conference
The 2020 US District Court Conference
will be held in Reno on Tuesday, May
19, 2020 at the Joe Crowley Student
Union on the campus of UNR. This
year's theme is Hindsight & Vision,
celebrating the 100th Anniversary of the
Nineteenth Amendment. Other topics
will include Supreme Court Review, the
Dark Web Explained, Privacy Rights
and the Internet, Substance Abuse,
and the traditional breakout sessions.
Following the conference will be the
FBA dinner. For further information
visit: usdistrictcourtconferencenv.com.

Family Law continued from page 11

Judicial Reflections continued from page 7

Justice Collins died in 1987. The
Supreme Court’s memorial ended with
Governor Sawyer’s personal reminiscence:
I should confess that I am
entirely incapable of putting into
words what should be said about
Jon Collins. Given the fact that
he was a distinguished Nevadan,
that he was an outstanding jurist,
a highly respected attorney, the
more personal side of Jon is what
I would really like to talk about.
He was so real; no artifice, no
guile, no con. What you saw
was what you got with Jon.
He was totally unaffected and
unassuming, dead honest, but
probably the most important fact
of Jon’s character was his abiding
concern about other people. He
had friends in all walks of life,
and he spent a lot of his life
trying to help others. . . . He
knew and was close to people in
highest government circles and
he was friend and counselor to
the poor and the needy and the
disadvantaged. His girls were the
basis of his life as he was theirs.
He gloried in the successes and
achievements of others . . . he
was totally selfless. Jon was one
of the few people that I’ve known
who never in my presence made
a mean, petty or unkind remark
about another person.
That
rare quality of Jon’s was felt,
if not understood, by people
throughout this State. I never
went anywhere in the State of
Nevada but that someone, usually
a number of people, did not ask
about Jon Collins. He knew and
was respected by everyone, and
loved by all those who knew him
well. He leaves a void in our lives
and we will miss him.
Washoe County District Judge
Thomas Craven spoke at Justice Collins’
investiture and predicted he “will leave an
indelible and constructive imprint on the
legal annuals of this state.” These words
could have been honorific hyperbole
at the time. However, much of Justice
Collins’ 1969 legislative agenda has been
implemented in the modern court system
we now enjoy. We are all indebted to the
wisdom and efforts of Justice Jon Collins,

whose name shall be timeless in the history
of Nevada justice.
__________________________

References for this essay include: Collins Scholar
Chosen, Reno Gazette-Journal, June 18, 1990, at
14; In Memoriam, Jon R. Collins, 105 Nev. 939
(1989); Collins Resigns Energy Job, Reno GazetteJournal, July 25, 1976, at 13; Collins to Head
Energy Board, Reno Gazette-Journal, July 14,
1988, at 7; Colleagues, Friends Honor Jon Collins
on Retirement, Reno Gazette-Journal, Dec. 19,
1970, at 3; A Special Session of the Supreme Court of
the State of Nevada, 86 Nev. 949 (1970); National
Judges’ Group Honors Justice Collins, Reno GazetteJournal, July 3, 1970, at 3; Justice Collins Won’t
Seek Re-Election, Reno Gazette-Journal, June 10,
1970, at 1; Brotherhood Understanding Call by
Collins, Reno Gazette-Journal, May 30, 1970, at
1; Pre-Legal Group Carries Name of Collins, Reno
Gazette-Journal, Mar. 12, 1970, at 15; Brotherhood
Idea Shelved, Collins Claims, Reno GazetteJournal, Feb. 28, 1970, at 9; Freedom Medal Goes
to Collins for Speech, Reno Gazette-Journal, Feb.
23, 1970, at 15; Nevada Ready to Suspend Collins’
Driving License, Reno Gazette-Journal, Jan. 14,
1970, at 1; Collins Wants Judiciary Reorganized,
Reno Gazette-Journal, Oct. 17, 1969, at 1–2;
Collins Supports State Public Defender System, Reno
Gazette-Journal, Sept. 3, 1969, at 21; Chief Justice
Seeks Answers to Problems, Reno Gazette-Journal,
Aug. 7, 1969, at 6; Solutions Elusive, Reno GazetteJournal, May 20, 1969, at 4; Chief Justice Argues
Need for Legislative Reform, Reno Gazette-Journal,
May 17, 1969, at 4; Collins Praises Public Defender,
Reno Gazette-Journal, May 6, 1969, at 3; Collins
Traveled Long Road to Head of Tribunal, Reno
Gazette-Journal, Jan. 6, 1969, at 9; New Chief
Justice Jon Collins: Some Changes in Future, Nevada
State Journal, Jan. 4, 1969, at 9; Reno Evening
Gazette, Reno Gazette-Journal, Oct. 30, 1967,
at 14; Washoe Bar Endorses Collins, Reno GazetteJournal, Oct. 21, 1966, at 24; Judge Collins Sworn
as Justice, Reno Gazette-Journal, May 6, 1966,
at 21; Jon Collins Takes Oath for Supreme Court
Post, Reno Gazette-Journal, May 6, 1966, at 1; A
Special Session of the Supreme Court of the State of
Nevada, 82 Nev. 471 (1966); Accused Says ‘Don’t
Recall Court Shooting,’ Reno Gazette-Journal, July
7, 1961, at 18; Accused Man’s Property is Ordered
Sold, Reno Gazette-Journal, Jan. 19, 1961, at
17; Bullet Wound is Fatal to E.C. Mulcahy, Reno
Gazette-Journal, Nov. 28, 1960, at 13; Attorney
Slain in Court, Reno Gazette-Journal, Nov. 25,
1960, at 1, 13.

1

Vicarious trauma is defined by the fifth edition
of the Diagnostic and Statistics Manual (DSM-5)
as “repeated or extreme exposure to details of the
event(s).” This is a regular occurrence for family
law practitioners.
5
Secondary trauma in the legal professions, a clinical
perspective, Yael Fischman, PhD, Torture Volume
18, Number 2, 2008.
6
Understanding Secondary Trauma: A Guide for
Lawyers Working with Child Victims, Christina
Rainville, https://www.americanbar.org/groups/
public_interest/child_law/resources/child_
law_practiceonline/child_law_practice/vol-34/
september-2015/understanding-secondarytrauma--a-guide-for-lawyers-working-with/,
September 01, 2015
7
Ibid
8
A study was conducted by Andrew P. Levin and
Scott Greisberg, and reported at Vicarious Trauma
in Attorneys, 24 Pace L.Rev. 245 (2003). The study
participants were attorneys working with domestic
violence victims, family law and legal aid criminal
services. The study also compared the impacts
of vicarious trauma on lawyers, mental health
providers and social service workers. The study
found that attorneys experienced more symptoms
of secondary trauma than either mental health
professionals or social service workers. Attorneys
rated consistently higher on subscales of secondary
trauma with higher levels of intrusive recollection
of trauma material, avoidance of reminders of
the trauma, diminished pleasure and interest in
activities and difficulty with sleep, irritability and
concentration.
9
Secondary trauma in the legal professions, a clinical
perspective, Yael Fischman, PhD, Torture Volume
18, Number 2, 2008.
4
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attorney in private practice.
She is certified as a Specialist
in Family Law by the Nevada
State Bar and is a member of
the Family Law Executive
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APPELLATE BRIEFS
By Debbie Leonard, Leonard Law, PC

TRUSTEES WHO EXERCISE POWER OF SALE IN NON-JUDICIAL FORECLOSURES
NEED NOT BE LICENSED DEBT COLLECTORS

I

n its latest decision arising from
Nevada’s foreclosure crisis, the
Nevada Supreme Court reconciled two
conflicting chapters of the Nevada Revised
Statutes as they relate to non-judicial
foreclosure sales of real property. Benko
v. Quality Loan Serv. Corp., 135 Nev.
Adv. Op. 64 (December 26, 2019). NRS
Chapter 107 sets forth the requirements
by which a trustee named in a deed of trust
may exercise the power of sale when a loan
is in default. NRS Chapter 649 regulates
those who are engaged in debt collection
activities. In Benko, the Court held that,
even though Chapter 107 trustees engage
in activities that meet the definition of a
debt collection agency, basic principles of
statutory construction exclude them from
Chapter 649’s licensing requirements.
Because the allegations in the operative
complaint occurred between 2008 and
2011, the Court interpreted the version of
Chapter 107 that existed at that time.
The Statutes at Issue in Benko
NRS Chapter 107 addresses deeds
of trust, by which a trustee holds legal
title to a borrower’s property as security
for the borrower’s loan obligations to
a lender. When a borrower defaults, a
trustee may pursue nonjudicial foreclosure
only according to the specific procedures
set forth in that chapter. NRS Chapter
107 also delineates the consequences if a
trustee fails to comply with the statutory
requirements.
NRS Chapter 649 addresses the
regulation of collection agencies by the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions,
including licensure. The statute defines
“debt collection agency” as “all persons
engaging, directly or indirectly, and as a
primary or a secondary object, business or
pursuit, in the collection of or in soliciting
or obtaining in any manner the payment
of a claim owed or due or asserted to be
owed or due to another.” NRS 649.020(1).
The Benko Case
Benko and 18 other individuals (the
“Homeowners”) brought a putative class
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action against current or former Chapter
107 trustees (“the Trustees”), alleging they
engaged in unlicensed debt collection
agency activities by pursuing nonjudicial
foreclosures on the Homeowners’ homes.
The Homeowners asserted claims of
statutory consumer fraud under NRS
41.600, based on violations of NRS
649.075 and NRS 649.171, and unjust
enrichment. The statutory fraud claim
was premised on the contention that
the Trustees acted as collection agencies
when they pursued payment of claims
purportedly owed or due to lenders yet
did not hold the requisite license to act as
a collection agency.
The Trustees moved to dismiss the
Homeowners’ claims, maintaining that
they need not be licensed as collection
agencies when acting in their capacities as
Chapter 107 trustees. The district court
granted the motion and dismissed the
Homeowners’ claims pursuant to NRCP

12(b)(5). The Homeowners appealed.
The Supreme Court’s Analysis
Pointing to the recent U.S. Supreme
Court decision of Obduskey v. McCarthy
& Holthus LLP, 139 S. Ct. 1029, 1036-38
(2019), the Nevada Supreme Court agreed
with the Homeowners that nonjudicial
foreclosure of a deed of trust constitutes
debt collection under NRS Chapter
649. In Obduskey, the U.S. Supreme
Court concluded that a law firm hired
by a creditor to engage in nonjudicial
foreclosure would satisfy the primary
definition of a debt collector under the
federal Fair Debt Collection Practices
Act. In light of this holding, the Nevada
Supreme Court deemed the Trustees’
actions to similarly come within the ambit
of NRS Chapter 649.
Nevertheless, the Court concluded
that the Trustees need not satisfy Chapter
649’s licensure requirements. To reach that
result, the Court deemed the two chapters

in conflict and applied three principles
of statutory construction to reconcile the
conflicting provisions.
First, the Court noted that “a specific
statute controls over a general statute.” The
Court deemed Chapter 107 to be a specific
and comprehensive statutory scheme
that dictated how a trustee must exercise
the power of sale and the consequences
for failing to do so. In contrast, the
Court viewed Chapter 649 as conferring
general powers to the Commissioner of
the Division of Financial Institutions to
regulate collection agencies. As a result,
the specific provisions of Chapter 107
trump the general provisions of Chapter
649.
Second, the Court observed that
conflicting statutory provisions should
be read in harmony as long as the
interpretation does not violate statutory
intent. The Court pointed out that the
noticing, pre-sale counseling and other
requirements that bind a trustee before
it may exercise the power of sale are at
odds with NRS 649.375, which prohibits
advertising the sale of a claim, publishing
a list of debtors or offering counseling
in conjunction with debt collection.
This principle likewise led the Court to
conclude that the intent of both statutes
can be effectuated if trustees are not
subject to licensure under Chapter 649.
Third, the Court relied on “the
fundamental rule of statutory construction
that the mention of one thing implies the
exclusion of another.” In that the only

reference to nonjudicial foreclosure in
Chapter 649 concerns a “community
manager” foreclosing on an assessment
lien in a common interest community or
condominium hotel (NRS 649.020(3)),
the Court inferred that the Legislature’s
exclusion of trustees from Chapter 649’s
licensure requirements was intentional.
Implications

In 2011, the Legislature enacted
NRS 107.028, which identifies certain
categories of persons and entities who
may serve as a deed of trust trustee.
This list includes, but is not limited
to, “[a] person who engages in the
business of a collection agency pursuant
to chapter 649 of NRS.” Although
Benko relates only to allegations that

Debbie Leonard owns Leonard Law, PC, where
her practice focuses on
appeals before Nevada’s
appellate courts, the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals
and administrative agencies.
She served as the 2013-2014
Chair of the State Bar’s
Appellate Litigation Section
and is Lead Editor of the
Nevada Appellate Practice Manual, 2016 and
2018 editions. She is also a mediator and Nevada
Supreme Court settlement judge.

predate this 2011 amendment, because
numerous foreclosures occurred before
that time, its holding nevertheless plays an
important role in the Court’s foreclosure
jurisprudence.
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lAW LIBRARY / PRO BONO CORNER
Lawyer in the Library: A Volunteer’s
Perspective
The Lawyer in the Library program
recently celebrated its 20th consecutive
year of providing legal information to
self-represented litigants. We reached out
to one of our most consistent volunteer
attorneys, Sarah M. Molleck, in order to
get her thoughts on the program.
What prompted you to participate in
the Lawyer in the Library program?
I attended Gonzaga University
School of Law (go Zags!), a Jesuit school
that placed a strong emphasis on using
your knowledge and position to serve
the underprivileged and better your
community. While there, I spent several
semesters working in various legal aid
clinics and loved it. When I moved back
to Reno, I wanted to do something similar
and Lawyer in the Library was the perfect
occasion for me. You get the opportunity
to help people navigate our legal system
and provide them with advice that they
would otherwise be unable to afford.
What has surprised you about
participating?
How much I look forward to it.
Of course, fate would always have my
volunteer evening land during the week
that I am the busiest, but when the time
rolls around, I never regret volunteering.
What have you enjoyed the most about
your volunteer experience?
How grateful the participants are. I
have never met someone who does not
appreciate the time you take out of your
schedule to help. They know you are busy
and you only get about 12-15 minutes
with each person, but they are so thankful
to just have someone else to talk to and
a “game plan” to follow. The Lawyer
in the Library staff are also amazing.
Their attention to detail and care for the
participants makes volunteering an easy
choice.
Has volunteering impacted your
practice? If so, how?
Volunteering has definitely introduced
me to some new areas of the law that I
otherwise would not have exposure to. It’s
caused me to think more quickly on my
feet. It has also drawn my attention to
the desperate need for more mental health
and low-income resources for the RenoSparks community. Some of the program
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participants present with issues that have
little to do with the law but more to do
with denial of access to critical services that
they need. I would like to work on more
collaboration between interdisciplinary
programs to better help the participants.
What would you tell someone who is
considering volunteering?
I challenge you to try just one evening.
You will be surprised by how quickly the
time flies and by the interesting issues you
will face. I bet you will find it as rewarding
as I do. And, you don’t have to practice in
a particular area of the law. The General
Law night needs volunteers!
Sarah M. Molleck practices civil litigation
at Lemons, Grundy & Eisenberg.
If you are interested in volunteering
your time for the Lawyer in the Library
program or would like more information
about the program, contact Emily Reed
at Emily.Reed@washoecourts.us or (775)
325 – 6625.
February Lawyer in the Library & LAW
Volunteers
Thank you to all our February Lawyer
in the Library and LAW volunteers!
Volunteers in bold have volunteered more
than once this year.
Benjamin E. Albers
Michael G. Alonso
Elizabeth M. Bittner
Pete Cladianos III
Nicole M. Harvey
Kendra J. Jepsen
Kevin R. Karp
Bronagh M. Kelly
Kenton C. Karrasch
Colton T. Loretz
Kristen D. Matteoni
Mikyla J. Miller
Sarah M. Molleck
John M. Samberg
Madelyn B. Shipman
Gary R. Silverman
Jeffrey S. Spencer
Jill K. Whitbeck
Leah R. Wigren

New Items at the Washoe County Law
Library
Please come down and check out our
new materials:
December 2019:
•
Consumer bankruptcy law and
practice, 12th edition, (Henry J.
Sommer) KF1524 .S65 2020
•
Nevada gaming law index, 2nd
edition, (Jeffrey R. Rodefer) KFN985
.R53 2019
•
Child-custody jurisdiction: the
UCCJEA & PKPA, (Marie Fanert &
Melyse Mpiranya) KF418.C78 F34
2015
•
Pet law and custody: establishing a
worthy and equitable jurisprudence
for the evolving family, (Barbara J.
Gislason) KF390.5.A5 G57 2017
•
The American Bar Association
legal guide for dog owners (Yolanda
Eisenstein) KF390.5.D6 E37 2014
January 2020:
•
Sanctions: the federal law of
litigation abuse (Gregory P. Joseph)
(6th ed. 2019) KF8887 .J64 2019.
•
Nevada revised statutes: containing
all statute laws of Nevada of a
general, public, and permanent
nature (Legislative Counsel Bureau)
(2019) KFN630 1957 .A22 2019.
•
McCormick on Evidence (Robert
P. Mosteller) (8th ed. 2020) KF8935
.M29 2020.

Second Judicial District Court
Title Changes
Emily Reed and Julie Wise's titles
have been changed to Assistant
Court Administrator. Their contact
information remains the same.

MILLENNIAL MINUTE
By Kelci Binau, McDonald Carano
What's Wrong with Giving Advice?
“Oh, you’re an attorney? I have a
quick legal question for you, it shouldn’t
take too long.” Whether asked by a family
member, a friend, or a friend of a friend,
there is no doubt you have found yourself
in this situation. Typically, someone
close to you who trusts and looks up to
you is in a bind and seeking some legal
advice. The context of the conversation
is generally unlike your typical meeting
room, and more akin to a weekend BBQ,
your daughter’s soccer game, or a UNR
sporting event. Sometimes, the question
is within your wheelhouse; other times,
you haven’t analyzed a similar issue since
law school.
Offering off-the-cuff legal advice can
be tempting, especially when you have
tried to say no and the requester insists
that they will be grateful for “whatever
information you can provide.” However,
before providing free, out-of-office legal
advice, there are a few things you should
keep in mind.
First, consider the Nevada Rules of
Professional Conduct (NRPC).
The
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) define
“client” as “a person…who is rendered
professional legal services by a lawyer,
or who consults a lawyer with a view to
obtaining professional legal services from
the lawyer.” NRS 49.045. In the situation
above, the requestor is consulting you,
the attorney, for legal advice; therefore,
depending on how you respond, a clientlawyer relationship may exist.
In connection with the client-lawyer
relationship is the duty of confidentiality.
Unlike most duties, the duty of
confidentiality attaches even before the
lawyer has agreed to render legal services.
The duty of confidentiality attaches when
the lawyer is still considering whether
a client-lawyer relationship shall be
established. See NRPC 1.18. Therefore,
even before you have responded to the
requestor, you owe her or him a duty to
keep all learned information pertaining to
the matter confidential.
Next, you should consider the conflict
of interest rules. Typically, before entering
into an agreement to offer legal advice,
lawyers run a conflict check to rule out or

receive waivers of any potential conflicts
with current or past clients. See NRPC
1.7-1.11. In the above situation, you do
not have the opportunity to confidently
clear a conflict check prior to potentially
initiating a client-lawyer relationship. If
you act impetuously, you run the risk of
putting yourself at risk for violating the
NRPC. Id.
If you violate the NRPC, you could
find yourself facing State Bar disciplinary
proceedings. See NRPC 1.0A. Although,
the disciplinary assessment of a lawyer’s
conduct and the severity of the discipline
depends on all the circumstances, such as
willfulness, seriousness of the violation
and previous violations, you do not want
to put your professional career at risk
for some small talk at your local college
basketball game. Id.
If a client-lawyer relationship exists,
you must keep in mind the duty of
competence. As an attorney, you must
provide “competent representation” to
your client. NRPC 1.1. “Competent
representation
requires
the
legal
knowledge, skill, thoroughness and
preparation reasonably necessary for the
representation.” Id. Characteristically,
after you engage with a client, you
thoroughly research and study a client’s
issue(s) before advising them. When
asked for off-the-cuff legal advice, you
typically do not have the time nor the
resources to adequately research and
prepare a response. Depending on your
response and how knowledgeable you
are on a topic, you could find yourself in
violation of the duty of competence.
Attorney malpractice occurs where
an attorney fails to exercise the duty of
competence, and thereby causes damage to
a client. Far too often, family and friends
believe because we are attorneys, we have a
knowledge of the “law” generally, and that
we can easily answer any legal question.
Little do they know, one practice group
to the next is like trying to understand
French when you only speak English.
Your drive and interest in “helping” out
a friend may end up being anything but
helpful. Off-the-cuff, unresearched and
unprepared legal advice, when relied on,

can lead to major malpractice issues. You
do not want to find yourself having an
intimate conversation about your law firm’s
malpractice policy with the managing
partner because of a conversation over the
nacho cheese dip at last year’s Superbowl
party.
The next time you are at the gym or a
friend texts you for legal advice, think twice
before responding. Play it safe and respond
that you are happy to set up a meeting to
discuss the issue in your office, or that your
law firm has a strict policy that its attorneys
cannot offer legal advice without a conflict
check and a signed engagement letter.
Furthermore, if you have no intention
of representing the person, you have the
responsibility to clearly communicate that
no client-lawyer relationship exists. The
initial awkward moment or feeling like
you have “let a friend down” shall quickly
pass; a disciplinary action or malpractice
suit may not.
If a friend insists that you represent
them and you believe you can do so and
still comply with the NRPC, run a conflict
check and execute an engagement letter.
Treat the relationship as you would any
other client-lawyer relationship and discuss
goals and clearly structure boundaries and
fees. A wise man once said, “don’t take a
case for a friend, unless you are prepared
to lose both.”
Kelci Binau is an
Associate
with
McDonald Carano
in the firm's Business
Entities & Transactions
and Real Estate & Land
Use practice groups.
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WCBA Welcomes New Members!
Ethan Birnberg
Porter Simon, PC
40200 Truckee Airport Rd. #1
Truckee, CA 96161
(530) 550-4498
Email: birnberg@portersimon.com
Marcus Bolinder
Employers Insurance
10375 Professional Circle
Reno, NV 89521
(775) 327-2700
Email: mbolinder@employers.com
Michael W. Cabrera
Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie
One East Liberty St., Ste. 300
Reno, NV 89501
(775) 321-3452
Email: mcabrera@lrrc.com
Gerri Hardcastle
Nevada Attorney General's Office
100 N. Carson St.
Carson City, NV 89701
(775) 684-1215 / fax 684-1108
Email: ghardcastle@ag.nv.gov
Hunter O. Heidrich
Washoe County D.A.'s Office
1 South Sierra St.
Reno, NV 89501
(775) 328-3200
Email: hheidrich@da.washoecounty.us
Todd A. Jones
Mokri, Vanis & Jones, LLP
2251 Fair Oaks Blvd., Ste 100
Sacramento, CA 95825
(916) 306-0434 / 226-7150
Email: tjones@mvjllp.com
Chloe McClintick
(775) 304-5354
Email: chloemcclintick@gmail.com
Leann E. Schumann
Jesse Kalter Law
1150 Selmi Dr., Ste. 505
Reno, NV 89512
(775) 331-3888 /fax 331-3891
Email: Leann@jessekalterlaw.com
Zachary Shea
Parsons Behle & Latimer
50 W. Liberty St., Ste. 750
Reno, NV 89501
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(775) 323-1601 / fax 348-7250
Email: Zshea@parsonsbehle.com
Cindi Smith
Washoe Co. Public Defender's Office
350 S. Center St., 6th Floor
Reno, NV 89501
(775) 328-3955
Email: cesmith@washoecounty.us
Terra Thomas
Employers Insurance
10375 Professional Circle
Reno, NV 89521
(775) 327-2878 / fax 886-1796
Email: tthomas@employers.com
ElliotWeiss
Holland & Hart LLP
5441 Kietzke Lane
Reno, NV 89511
(775) 327-3000 / fax 786-6179
Email: esweiss@hollandhart.com
Michael C. Winn
Thorndal, Armstrong, Delk, Balkenbush &
Eisinger
6590 S. McCarran Blvd., Ste. B
Reno, NV 89509
(775) 786-2882 / fax 786-8004
Email: mcw@thorndal.com

Member Moves
Brian M.Brown
Law Office of Brian Brown
3500 Lakeside Ct., Ste. 206
Reno, NV 89509
(775) 393-9386
Email: brian@brianbrownmediation.com
Shannon Bryant
Washoe County D.A.'s Office
Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor
1 So. Sierra St.
Reno, NV 89501
(775) 337-5751 / fax 328-3870
Email: sbryant@da.washoecounty.us

E
Karla Butko
1885 S. Arlington Ave., Ste. 105
Reno, NV 89501
(775) 786-7118 fax 786-1361
Email: butkolawoffice@sbcglobal.net
Sandi DeSilva (Paralegal member)
new Email: sandides1212@gmail.com
Scott Gilles
Office of the Governor, State of Nevada
101 N. Carson St.
Carson City, NV 89701
(775) 684-5667
Email: scottgilles@gov.nv.gov
Kate Martin (Paralegal member)
11th Judicial District Court
Court Clerk & Administrator
400 Main St., PO Box H
Lovelock, NV 89419
(775) 273-2410 / 273-4921
Email: ClerkAdmin@11thjudicialdistrictcourt.net
James McCarty
555 Double Eagle Court, Ste. 1000
Reno, NV 89521
(775) 824-8830 / fax 824-8838
Email: jim@bym-law.com
Aaron P. Richter
Lyon County D.A.'s Office
801 Overland Loop, Ste. 308
Dayton, NV 89403
(775) 246-6132
Email: arichter@lyon-county.org
Alaina Sylvester
Dunham Trust Company
241 Ridge St., Ste. 100
Reno, NV 89509
(775) 826-7900
Email: alainam@gmail.com
Hal Taylor
223 Court St., Reno, NV 89501
(775) 825-2223
Email: haltaylorlawyer@gbis.com

Proud Member Benefit

The #1
payment solution
for law ﬁrms.

Special offer
for bar members.
Call for details
lawpay.com/wcba
866-369-0323
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See wcbar.org/events for details and registration
MARCH

4

Douglas-Carson Legal Professionals
meet for lunch and CLE at noon at Red’s
Old 395 Grill, Carson City. Speakers
are announced on website www.
douglascarsonlegalprof.org.

SAVE THE DATE
WCBA FAMILY WELLNESS HIKE
MAY 30, 2020 - details coming

The Washoe County Bar
Association (WCBA) is looking
for volunteers!
• Assist with CLE. Please
contact us if you’re interested
in either presenting and/or
planning a CLE or writing
CLE articles and quizzes (15
questions) for credit to be
published in the Writ.

11

WCBA Luncheon, 12 noon,
Harrah’s, The Opioid Crisis, 1 hour CLE
credit. Register at www.wcbar.org/events.

23

WCBA Bar Directory Photos.
A photographer will be in Reno the week
of March 23 to shoot photos for the bar
directory. Details will be emailed shortly.

• Write for the Writ
Call 786.4494 or email gina@
wcbar.org.

27

Nevada Legal Services, 9:00
a.m. - 12:00 p.m., Estate Planning, email
Edith Zarate at ezarate@nlslaw.net to sign
up.

APRIL

15

WCBA Luncheon, 12 noon,
Harrah’s, Cyber Security, 1 hour CLE credit.
Register at www.wcbar.org/events.

16

Nevada Legal Services, 2020
Champions of Justice Luncheon, 12 noon,
The Grove at South Creek, 95 Foothill Rd.
(See page 9 for more information)

STOP THE BLEEDING

17

Local MEDIATION SERVICES at a Reasonable Rate

24

 40 Years of experience in Commercial
Litigation and Employment Litigation with
numerous Jury Trials and hundreds of
Judge Trials representing both Plaintiffs
and Defendants.

Nevada Legal Services, 10:00
a.m. - 12:00 p.m. Sealing Criminal Records,
email Edith Zarate at ezarate@nlslaw.net to
sign up.

Nevada Legal Services, Serving
Seniors in Northern Nevada, 9:00 a.m.12:00 p.m. (See page 15 for details)

 AAA Trained Mediator.

 Has conducted over 40 mediations as a
mediator, both public and private, and has
participated in over 50 mediations as an
attorney for a party.
If you would like to see if you can resolve your
dispute at a reasonable cost, please give me a
call:
Dan C. Bowen
BOWEN LAW
5595 Kietzke, # 114, Reno, NV 89511
(775) 323-8678
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Classifieds
Please visit www.wcbar.org/classifieds for full job descriptions & deadlines.
EMPLOYMENT
LAW OFFICES OF THORNDAL
ARMSTRONG with offices in Reno and
Las Vegas, currently has an associate position
available in its Reno office to a qualified
candidate with interest in a diverse civil
defense practice.
Successful candidates
will be Nevada bar passed and have strong
research and writing skills and academic
background. Please send resume, writing
sample and cover letter to kfp@thorndalcom.
All inquires will remain confidential.
SEEKING ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY with
1-5 years of practice experience or judicial
clerkship. Full-time position in busy,
medium-sized, well-respected law firm.
Individual will work with multiple attorneys,
with a variety of clients, and in varied practice
areas, to include litigation, employment law,
and business. Nevada bar license required.
Salary commensurate with experience. Full
benefits offered. Submit letter of interest and
resume to sburgess@allisonmackenzie.com.
NEVADA LEGAL SERVICES is hiring a
staff attorney in the Reno office, Please visit
www.wcbar.org/classified for details.

L I T I G AT I O N
AT T O R N E Y
(RENO) McCormick Barstow Sheppard

Wayte & Carruth LLP, an AV rated
firm, is hiring a litigation attorney (1–5
years) for our Reno, NV office. Prior
court appearance, written discovery and
deposition experience preferred. Excellent
academic credentials, exceptional writing
skills and strong interpersonal skills are a
must. Must be a member of the Nevada
State Bar. Candidate Requirements:
State Bar of Nevada license, active and in
good standing. Please visit www.wcbar.org/
classifieds for more information.
ESTABLISHED RENO LAW FIRM seeks
an experienced Family Law paralegal. This
is not an entry level position. The candidate
will be responsible for assisting attorneys in
all areas of a high level family law practice.

The candidate must have three plus years of
recent, strong experience in family law as a
paralegal in Northern Nevada. Please go to
www.wcbar.org for more information.

SERVICES
LEGAL RESEARCH & WRITING 20+
years experience at the Nevada Supreme
Court, now available on a freelance basis
for research and writing projects. Briefs,
petitions, motions, etc. tlindeman@
appellatesolution.com 775-297-4877.

OFFICE SPACE
SHARE SPACE Mostly retired attorney
looking for another similarly situated to
share my single office at 63 Keystone Ave.
Fully furnished. Kitchen, conference room.
Contact Sherry, 775-323-1469 or attorney.
sherry.bowers@gmail.com.
ONE PERSON LAW OFFICE - Midtown
(105 Mt. Rose St.) Furnished, $750 mo.
includes utilities, parking. Available now.
Call 324-6447.

