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LIPSON NEILSON P.C. 
JOSEPH P. GARIN, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 6653 
ANGELA T. NAKAMURA OCHOA, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 10164 
9900 Covington Cross Drive, Suite 120 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89144 
(702) 382-1500  
Fax (702) 382-1512 
jgarin@lipsonneilson.com 
aochoa@lipsonneilson.com 
Attorneys for Defendants 
National Title Co. and 
Nikki Sikalis Bott 

 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

* * * 

LINDSEY LICARI, an individual, 
 
   Plaintiff, 

vs. 
 

NIKKI SIKALIS BOTT, and individual; 
NATIONAL TITLE CO., a Nevada 
corporation; DOES I through X and ROE 
CORPORATIONS I through X, inclusive. 
 
 
   Defendants. 
_________________________________ 

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

Case No:  A-20-808737-C 
Dept. No.: 11 
 
 
DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO THE 
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE THIRD 
PARTY COMPLAINTS 
 
 Date of Hearing: August 7, 2020 
 
Time of Hearing:  In Chambers 
 

 

Defendants Nikki Sikalis Bott and National Title Co. (“Title Company”), by and through 

their counsel of record, the law offices of LIPSON NEILSON P.C., hereby submit their 

Opposition to the Motion for Leave to File Third Party Complaints. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

///  

Case Number: A-20-808737-C

Electronically Filed
7/20/2020 5:01 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff Lindsey Licari (“Plaintiff” or “Licari”) is a disgruntled litigant who was finally 

caught in a web of lies and because of this, has filed a number of pleadings, attempting to 

sue anyone she has ever come in contact with, regarding the purchase of a house that she 

currently lives in.  In February 2020, Plaintiff concluded her divorce trial before Judge Rena 

Hughes.  In May of 2020, Judge Hughes issued her extensive minute order, finding as 

relevant to this case, that Licari was not credible, that she executed the Quit Claim Deed 

(that is the subject of this lawsuit), that she was awarded her sole and separate funds put 

into the purchase of the marital home, and that she would share in the marital home as a 

community asset.  These facts undercut each and every one of the claims currently pending 

in this case and presumably any potential amendment to this case.   

Pursuant to EDCR 2.30(a), “[a] copy of a proposed amended pleading must be 

attached to any motion to amend the pleading.”  Plaintiff has failed to do so, thus rendering 

her Motion procedurally deficient, and based thereon, grounds for denial.   

It is anticipated that upon Licari’s finalization of her Divorce Decree, this case can 

be summarily adjudicated.  It was last estimated that the Divorce Decree would be final by 

July 28, 2020.  Therefore, Defendants Nikki Sikalis Bott and National Title Company (Title 

Company) respectfully request, in addition to denying Plaintiff’s instant Motion, that the 

Court enter a stay as to all proceedings, including any action pending before the ADR 

Commissioner, until the Divorce Decree is issued and Title Company files their Motion for 

Summary Judgment, which in large part will be based on issue preclusion. 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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II. RELEVANT PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

Divorce Proceedings:  Antee v. Antee 

1. On June 26, 2018, Plaintiff Lindsey Licari aka Lindsey Antee (“Plaintiff” or “Licari”) 

filed a Complaint for divorce against her husband Bobby Antee (“Bobby”) in the Eighth 

Judicial District Court, Clark County, State of Nevada, case number D-18-573154-D.  The 

case was assigned to Judge Rena Hughes.   

2. In the Complaint, Plaintiff sought 100% ownership of real property located at 9564 

Scorpion Track Court, Las Vegas, Nevada 89178 (“Scorpion Track”). 

3.  By way of a Motion for Summary Judgment, Plaintiff also sought the court’s 

determination that she contributed $72,060.00 towards the purchase or maintenance of 

Scorpion Track and should be reimbursed accordingly.  Moreover, Plaintiff sought the 

court’s determination that she gave out of her sole and separate property to Bobby $26,100 

of which $8,374.04 was used by her husband to pay off his sole and separate student loan 

debt.   

3.  On February 7 and 12, 2020, in support of her claim to 100% ownership of 

Scorpion Track, Plaintiff testified in her Divorce Trial.  The Divorce Trial included testimony 

from Bobby and real estate agent, Linda Perdue. 

4. On May 22, 2020, the court issued its Minute Order setting forth its decision.  

Minute Order, attached hereto as Exhibit A.1  

/// 

/// 

/// 

 

1
 NRS 125.110 does not allow for the sealing of findings and a judgment. 
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5.  As of the filing of this instant Opposition, it is reasonably believed that the Divorce 

Decree has not been finalized due to Licari’s unwillingness to do so.2 

Licari v. Bott et al 

1. On January 17, 2020, Plaintiff filed her Complaint before this instant Court, 

alleging that Defendants National Title Co., and Nikki Sikalis Bott  either forged her 

signature on a Quit Claim Deed concerning Scorpion Track or lied that Plaintiff executed 

the Quit Claim Deed.  Complaint, ¶¶ 31-32. 

2. Plaintiff further alleged that Title Company owed her a duty not to allow for 

the disbursement of closing funds to Bobby’s student loan, in the amount of $8,374.04. 

3. On February 20, 2020, Title Company filed their Answer denying owing 

Plaintiff any legal duty and denying that Plaintiff’s signature was forged. 

4. On March 30, 2020, Plaintiff’s then counsel, Adam Fulton of Fulton Jennings, 

accepted an offer to settle the case releasing Nikki Sikalis Bott and National Title Co., for 

$5,000.  Email Exchange Between Counsel, attached hereto as Exhibit B.  Mr. Fulton, 

further evidencing acceptance of the essential terms of the agreement sent Plaintiff’s W9 

attached thereto. 

5.  Unbeknownst to Title Company, while Plaintiff had represented a settlement 

was in place, Plaintiff was working on making a claim against Nikki Sikalis Bott’s notary 

bond.  This is despite the fact, that the settlement contemplated a full release of Ms. Bott.  

See Communications between Plaintiff and Fulton, attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

/// 

/// 

 

2
 As the prevailing party, the Court Ordered Licari to memorlialize the Minute Order to a Formal 

Decree.   
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6.  Relying upon counsel’s representation that there was a settlement, Title 

Company sent a letter to then assigned Arbitrator Robert Apple, notifying him of a 

settlement. 

7. On May 21, 2020, Plaintiff in proper peson notified that Mr. Fulton would be 

withdrawing as her counsel and that she had no intent on executing the Settlement 

Agreement proferred to her and her counsel, and apparently assented to in privacy.  

Plaintiff’s plans to deceive Title Company to pay her twice was thwarted when the notary 

bond company rejected Plaintiff’s fictitious claims.  Liberty Denial, attached hereto as 

Exhibit D. 

8. On May 28, 2020, for good measure, Title Company served the Offer of 

Judgment that Plaintiff assented to on March 30, 2020.  For good measure, Plaintiff again 

rejected the settlement offer (that her attorney represented was accepted and quite clearly 

she assented to behind closed doors). 

Perdue v. Licari  

 1.  On December 17, 2018, real estate agent Linda Perdue, filed a Complaint 

against Licari for defamation.  It was assigned case number A-18-786141-C, and is pending 

before Judge Mary Kay Holthus. 

 2. On June 6, 2020, Licari filed a Motion for Leave to File Third Party Complaint 

and despite no hearing having ever been had, filed a Third Party Complaint and 

commenced serving people that included Bobby, and what appears to be the lender and 

people associated with the mortgage company who assisted Bobby in obtaining the 

mortgage for the house that Licari currently lives in. 

 3. As of the filing of this instant Opposition, pending before Judge Holthus is 

Licari’s Motion for Leave to File Third Party Complaints, Linda Naw’s Motion for Partial 

Summary Judgment against Licari, Linda Naw’s Motion for Sanctions against Licari, Third 
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Party Defendants Motion to Dismiss (Licari’s Errant Third Party Complaint), Third Party 

Defendants Motion for Summary Judgment or Motion to Dismiss (based on the impending 

Divorce Decree and res judicata).3 

III. THE MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE THIRD PARTY COMPLAINTS 
SHOULD BE DENIED 

Without compliance with EDCR 2.30 it is a shot in the dark as to whom Licari intends 

to include in this instant matter, along with what claims she intends to assert.  However, as 

best as it could be surmised, Licari intends to file suit against 1) Nevada Real Estate Division 

(NRED), 2) Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors (GLVAR), 3) the law firm of Jennings 

Fulton, and 4) Liberty Mutual.   

As this Court is aware, NRED and GLVAR deal with real estate agents.  They do not 

govern or have anything to do with escrow and title companies or notary agents.  It unclear 

what same transactions and occurrences would allow for Plaintiff to have leave to include 

these potential defendants in this case.   

Jennings Fulton is the law firm that initially filed this case, and as evidenced in the 

attached email exchanges, was complicit in Licari’s plan to commit fraud in the inducement 

to obtain double recovery from Title Company during the pendency of this case.  Based on 

Licari’s words of “GROSS NEGLIGENCE,” presumably, she seeks to sue Jennings Fulton 

for legal malpractice.  Such would not be the same transaction and occurrence regarding 

any alleged forged signature in 2018.  Additionally, it is well established that in a legal 

malpractice case, the judge who presides over the underlying case should not also preside 

over the case of legal malpractice. 

 Liberty Mutual is Nikki Sikalis Bott’s notary bond company.  In April, 2020, despite 

having already represented that the case was settled, Licari tendered a claim on Nikki Sikalis 

Bott’s bond to Liberty Mutual.  After an investigation, Liberty Mutual subsequently denied the 

claim based on Licari’s lack of damages.  A suit against an insurance company for a failure 

 

3
 Plaintiff had previously filed a Motion to Consolidate which Judge Holthus denied on July 15, 2020. 
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to investigate does not arise to the same transaction and occurrence of the alleged fraud that 

took place in 2018.    

IV. LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 

Whether to allow amendment to a pleading resides within the sound discretion of the 

trial court. Kantor v. Kantor, 116 Nev. 886, 891, 8 P.3d 825, 828 (2000).  Of course, “[in] the 

absence of any apparent or declared reason -- such as undue delay, bad faith or dilatory 

motive on the part of the movant – [leave to amend] should be freely given.” Stephens v. 

Southern Nev. Music Co., 89 Nev. 104, 105-106, 507 P.2d 138, 139 (1973) (emphasis 

added) (citing Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178 (1962)). However, where a plaintiff has 

previously amended her complaint, the discretion to deny further amendment is “particularly 

broad.” Cafasso v. Gen. Dynamics C4 Sys., 637 F.3d 1047, 1058 (9th Cir. 2011). And where 

there has been undue delay, bad faith, or dilatory motive, leave to amend is not to be “freely 

given.” Leave to amend should not be granted if the proposed amendment would be futile.  

Halcrow, Inc. v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 129 Nev. 394, 398, 302 P.3d 1148, 1152 (2013).   

 A plaintiff may only file a third party complaint, if the claims arises out of the transaction 

and occurrence that is the subject matter of the defendant’s third party complaint.  NRCP 

14(a)(3). 

V.  LEGAL ARGUMENT 

A. The Court must Deny the Procedurally Deficient Motion 

 EDCR 2.30 requires a moving party to attach a proposed pleading to the Motion for 

Leave to Amend for the very reason that the parties find themselves in-a need for due 

process and knowledge of what is being adjudicated.  Plaintiff’s failure to attach a proposed 

amendment or pleading renders the Motion void ab initio. 

B. The Court must Deny the Motion because any Such Pleading would be Futile  
Because Licari did not Suffer any Damages. 
 
According to pleadings filed in this case, including the Supplemental Exhibits for Leave 

of the Court to File Third Party Complaints, Licari faults her attorneys Jennings Fulton for 
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advising her that she has no damages.  P.3, Ll. 18-25.  The reality is, her attorneys were 

right-she has no damages.  

Licari wanted a house; she gave money to her fiancé/husband to purchase the house; 

thereafter demanded that he execute a post-nuptial that in the event they divorce, he would 

have to repay her the funds toward the house; then (irrespective of her claim that she did not 

sign the Quit Claim Deed) began living in the house and then kicked out her husband, 

requesting 100% ownership of the house.  At the conclusion of her Divorce Trial, Licari was 

found to have executed the Quit Claim deed she claims is forged. Further, as it relates to 

damages, Licari was awarded the funds that she required Bobby to repay her in the event of 

the divorce.  And as all attorneys know, Nevada is a no fault, community property state, thus 

the judge rightly, ordered Licari 50% ownership of the house.  (50% After the post-nuptial 

amount) 

There are no damages.  Licari got what she wanted, a house, and the return of the 

funds she gave to Bobby so he could get the loan for the house that she lives in.  Irrespective 

of the involvement of any of the defendants in closing on a loan that paid off Bobby’s student 

loan or other debt, Licari has been made whole through the Divorce Trial.  Plaintiff’s Supp. 

P.2 Ll.14-15 (Plaintiff seeking damages of $8,000 from Title Company).  It is a fundamental 

principle of law that no party can obtain double recovery. Elyousef v. O'Reilly & Ferrario, LLC, 

126 Nev. 441, 245 P.3d 547, 2010 Nev. LEXIS 47, 126 Nev. Adv. Rep. 43. Plaintiff cannot 

in good faith claim to be damaged by Title Company. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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C. The Court must deny the Motion because any Such Pleading would be Futile 

based on Judge Hughes’ Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 
   

The crux of the case against Title Company is they forged her signature.  Nothing 

could be further from the truth.   

Short of admitting that she signed the Quit Claim Deed she claims was forged, Licari 

admitted to everything else to support she signed the Quit Claim Deed, including going to 

Title Company on the day of closing! 

Testimony in her Divorce Trial showed that on the day of closing, Licari sent Bobby a 

post-nuptial agreement stating that in the event of the divorce, Bobby needed to repay Licari 

all the sums of monies she gave to him for the purpose of purchasing the house.  Bobby 

signed the Post Nuptial Agreement and then took the wire information to Licari.  Licari 

thereafter went to the bank and wired the funds, for the balance to close.  Licari thereafter 

sent Bobby a text message that said she had just wired the funds and was going to 

sign the Quit Claim Deed. 

Licari testified that she went to the Title Company as she told Bobby she would, 

but was turned away when she got there, leaving upset because she went there for no 

reason.4  And yet, she moved into the house within days of closing and began living there.  

Licari also testified that her signature tends to change when she is mad, like the day 

of the closing.  A video of Licari’s Divorce Trial can be found on a Veteran’s in Politics 

YouTube chanel, presumably provided to the association through Licari.5   

  Title Company intends to file a Motion for Summary Judgment upon the finalization 

of the Antee v. Antee Divorce Decree.  It is anticipated that Plaintiff will oppose the motion 

 

4
 On the internet, Licari stated that she never went to the Title Company at all.   

 
5 In and around May, 2020, Licari went onto the association’s TV show to complain about Judge 
Rena Hughes.  Then about one month later, Veteran’s in Politics called Licari out for 
misrepresentations she made on the show.   
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with an “expert” handwriting opinion from a person who has been stricken in multiple 

jurisdictions for his lack of scientific methodology.  No handwriting “expert” or witness can 

override Judge Hughes’ findings.  Licari signed the Quit Claim Deed. 

D. Licari’s Level of Deceit has no End and to Avoid Further Frivolous Filings,    
this Court should stay the case, pending Title Company’s Motion for Summary 
Judgment. 

As exemplified in her own exhibits, Licari will go to no end in spinning her web of 

deceit.  She, with her attorney complicit, attempted to dupe the undersigned by obtaining a 

settlement from Nikki Sikalis Bott’s bond company while obtaining funds from the settlement 

of this instant case.  Exhibit C.  

Licari has wasted enough of the Court’s resources, filing an appeal that was 

subsequently dismissed because she did not prepare the Divorce Decree6, filing a Third 

Party Complaint and serving individuals when not even granted leave to amend her 

pleadings7, and trying to sue a coroner8.  These are the acts of a vexatious litigant. 

In this specific case, Licari has filed a request for exemption from arbitration based on 

parties and claims that are not even in this case.  Title Company has opposed and 

respectfully requests in addition to denying the Motion for Leave to File Third Party 

Complaint, that the Court stay any additional motion practice in this instant case, pending the 

outcome of the Title Company’s imminent Motion for Summary Judgment.   

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

 

6
 See Antee v. Antee, Nevada Supreme Court Case 81292. 

7
 See Case No. A-18-786141-C. 

8
 See Case No. A-18-785162-C. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, Defendants Nikki Sikalis Bott and National Title Co. 

requests the court deny the Motion for Leave to Amend, and stay these proceedings until 

the Decree of Divorce is filed and Defendants can file their Motion for Summary Judgment. 

DATED this  20th day of July, 2020. 

LIPSON NEILSON P.C. 

  /s/ Angela Ochoa  
By:_________________________________________ 
     LIPSON NEILSON P.C. 
     JOSEPH P. GARIN, ESQ. 
     Nevada Bar No. 6653 
     ANGELA T. NAKAMURA OCHOA, ESQ. 
     Nevada Bar No. 10164 
     9900 Covington Cross Drive, Suite 120 
     Las Vegas, Nevada 89144 
     Phone (702) 382-1500 
     Fax (702) 382-1512 
     jgarin@lipsonneilson.com 
     aochoa@lipsonneilson.com 
     Attorneys for Defendants National Title Co. and 
     Nikki Sikalis Bott 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b) and Administrative Order 14-2, I certify that on the 20th day 

of July, 2020, I electronically served the foregoing DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO THE 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE THIRD PARTY COMPLAINTS to the Clerk’s Office using 

the Odyssey E-File & Serve System for filing and transmittal to the following Odyssey E-File 

& Serve registrants: 

Jared B. Jennings, Esq. 
Adam R. Fulton, Esq. 
Logan G. Wilson, Esq. 
Jennings & Fulton, Ltd. 
2580 Sorrel Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89146 
Phone: 702-979-3565 
Fax: 702-362-2060 
jjennings@jfnvlaw.com  
afulton@jfnvlaw.com  
logan@jfnvlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff  

Lindsey Licari 
9564 Scorpion Track Ct. 
Las Vegas, NV 89178 
Phone: 702-577-6657 
 
Plaintiff Lindsey Licari In Proper Person 

 

 

 

    /s/ Juan Cerezo_____________________________ 

An Employee of LIPSON NEILSON P.C. 
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