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serve the Division’s interests. This case justifies a quick move to conduct an emergency 
CIC Commission hearing.  Only during an open CIC hearing, where all facts can be 
exposed, will there be a chance for a long-term resolution to the issues.  The remedy 
sought will be for Mr. Dixon to be removed from being a Director, and prohibited from 
serving again on a Nevada CIC Board of Directors. 
 

4. This dispute officially originated on September 27, 2007 when I received a surprise 
notification from Ombudsman Waite that Mr. Michael A. Dixon, SCA Board President, 
had filed a complaint alleging 18 statute violations against me, the SCA Vice President. 
At that time, none of Mr. Dixon’s original affidavit was released to me based on the 
mistaken interpretation at that time of NRS 116.757.1.  Because of that error, it was 
impossible for me to learn what I had been charged with through the State of Nevada.   
 

5. Moreover, in its original notification letter, the Ombudsman Office did a very strange 
thing.  Because Mr. Dixon’s specific allegations were not listed in paragraph 7 of the 
basic IA as expected, since no list of allegations showed up until page 8 of his 110 
pages, and since Mr. Dixon’s list of ambiguous, unnumbered and unsubstantiated 
complaints could not be used in the Ombudsman’s letter to me, the Office had 
apparently tried to assist Mr. Dixon by rewriting, numbering, and summarizing his 
allegations.   
 

6. Of course, that meant the list of allegations contained in the Ombudsman’s Letter dated 
September 25, 2007 was unfamiliar and unjustified. I had previously told Mr. Dixon that I 
would respond if given specific examples of violations to correct. He had failed to do 
that before filing his IA.  By skipping that statute requirement, Mr. Dixon violated NRS 
116.760.  The Division violated the same statute by accepting his non-compliant IA. In 
addition, the action by the Division staff to try to assist Mr. Dixon with rewriting his 
allegations was yet another clear violation of NRS 116.760--as well as other statutes. 
 

7. Since I was not allowed to see the complete list of allegations, and since I could not 
know about the massive range and depth of the exhibits, how could I be reasonably 
asked to agree to meet for a mediation session?  Having been a military commander & 
manager of government and private sector civilians involved with labor unions for over 
40 years, I knew very well what was expected during such a “mediation” meeting.  I also 
knew how foolish it would be to attend such a meeting with a State Official and Mr. 
Dixon’s attorney without adequate preparations.  
 

8. But, after asking to see all of the allegations filed against me, the Ombudsman refused 
because Mr. Dixon had refused to allow me to see them. This was yet another example 
of his retaliatory actions in violation of NRS 116.31183 and NAC 116.405.2 and the 
Division staff was unable to deal with the basic issues of fairness and justice.   
 

9. Meanwhile, I was not allowed to see Mr. Dixon’s alleged law violations until November 
6—just 3 days before I was ordered by the Compliance Section to fully respond to all 18 
complaints.  It was not until November 6 that I discovered the full compliant actually 
contained 47 exhibits on 110 pages!  I complained strongly at the time about the abject 
unfairness of a procedure that violated the principles of traditional American justice, but 
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to no avail. 
 

10. Since I had not been able to agree to a mediation meeting without the full affidavit, the 
case should have been suspended or dismissed.  Instead, the case was turned into an 
investigation and action was immediately transferred to the Compliance Section on 
October 9—only a few working days after notifying me of the existence of the affidavit.  
This was on a fast track.  Meanwhile, I was working with a member of the Nevada 
Legislature to clarify the Legislative intent of NRS 116.757.1.  But, there was no time for 
such because the Division action had already been converted into an investigation.  See 
Exhibits document  25sep-18oct07_NRED_Fast-Track.pdf  for the sequence of Division 
actions between September 25 and October 18, 2007. 
 

11. Compliance Section notified me on October 18 of the decision to start an investigation 
while accomplishing a very unusual thing.   It did not disclose to me until early 
November that the full affidavit contained 47 exhibits and 110 pages of bogus 
allegations. In short, it was impossible for me or my defense attorney, Mr. Bob Maddox, 
to respond to the allegations in the IA.  It was also impossible to know that the affidavit 
failed to comply with NRS 116.760.  It was also impossible for me to see that none of 
the allegations were backed up by examples of actual statute violations.  Last 
September, I was put at an extremely serious disadvantage by the way Mr. Dixon filed 
his affidavit, and by the way it was processed.  It took until January 3, 2008 to reply. 
 

12. We were unable to proceed until Attorney Bob Maddox wrote (as quoted below) to 
Investigator II, Ms. Cheryl Fleming, to make it perfectly clear we could not respond to 
the allegations unless the entire affidavit was immediately released. Note that there was 
still some confusion as to exactly how many paged were included in the affidavit. 
 
“Dear Ms. Fleming:  Please be advised that I am counsel to Mr. Robert Frank. You sent Mr. 
Frank a letter dated October 18, 2007, in which you enclosed an Ombudsman Intervention 
Affidavit signed by Michael A. Dixon. Paragraph eight of that affidavit reads: "I have read the 
foregoing affidavit consisting of 106 pages (including all additional attached pages), and it is true 
and correct to the best of my knowledge." The affidavit you sent Mr. Frank consists of only two 
pages. You did not provide a copy of the 104 additional pages of the affidavit. Please fax or 
email these 104 missing pages to the undersigned forthwith. It is a fundamental principle of due 
process of law that a person required to respond to a complaint against him be made fully 
aware of all of claims of the complaining party. Mr. Dixon's affidavit claims that "Over the past 
several months, the Board has received numerous written complaints alleging violations of 
provisions of NRS 116 and NAC 116 by Board Member Robert Frank ... The allegations and 
supporting documentation (attached) were reviewed by our attorney, John Leach, who 
determined that those statutes had been violated."  Thus, Mr. Dixon is telling the Ombudsman's 
office that the documents attached to his affidavit support a claim that Mr. Frank has violated 
provisions of NRS 116 and NAC 116. Nothing else in the two-page affidavit that you provided to 
Mr. Frank supports any claim of a violation of NRS 116 or NAC 116. Thus, we cannot possibly 
respond to a claim that Mr. Frank has violated NRS 116 or NAC 116 without knowing what the 
allegations are. We appreciate your anticipated cooperation in providing these documents to us 
promptly. Sincerely, ROBERT C. MADDOX & ASSOCIATES”. 
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13. This document provides evidence to show that Mr. Dixon’s Intervention Affidavit  
(a) Failed to comply with the mandatory administrative requirements of NRS 116.760,  
(b) Failed to comply with state and community due process requirements,  
(c) Contained many willfully-false statements,  
(d) Failed to identify any statute violations by me, and  
(e) Implemented year-long violations of NRS 116.31183 and NAC 116.405.2 with 
      retaliatory acts and acts of self-interest, personal gain, prejudice and revenge.  
 

14. Of course, Mr. Dixon could not have accomplished so much harassment, revenge and 
retaliation during the past year without help from others. Individual affidavits for many 
other violations are being separately filed against Mr. Dixon’s collaborators. 
 
 

Types of Exhibits: 
 
Exhibit 1: Documents Confirming Compliance with Para. 6 of the IA 
 

1. 15jul08_frank-IA-para6-ltr+27jul08_dixon-reply.pdf 
2. Analysis and Response to Mr. Dixon’s 27jul08 letter 

 
 
Exhibit 2:  Documents Helping to Illustrate Violations of: 
 

1. NAC 116.405.2 --  Acting In Self interest, Gain, Prejudice, etc. and/or  
NRS 116.31183 -- Involving Committing Retaliatory Actions 

2. NAC 116.405.3 --  Involving Acting Due to Incompetence and/or Negligence 
3. NAC 116.405.4 --  Involving Unauthorized Use of Member Confidential  

                              Information in Case IS-07-1588 Without Obtaining  
                              Written Member Consent. 

4. NAC 116.405.1 --  Involving Acting Outside of Authority 
 

(Note: see list of 35 documents at end of this affidavit.) 
 
 
Additional Affidavit Details:  In the following paragraphs and exhibits I will review the 
range and depth of Mr. Dixon’s systematic and willful violations of Nevada Law and add 
additional information beyond that is found in the previous paragraphs. For brevity sake, 
only parts of the compelling details supporting the allegations against Mr. Dixon are 
included.  The other documents and witness statements will be made available during a 
CIC Commission hearing to further describe Mr. Dixon’s willful misconduct.  
 
15. Dixon Violated NRS 116.760 By With His False/Fraudulent Intervention Affidavit: 

My affidavit shows Mr. Dixon has followed a year-long program that willfully violated five 
(5) statutes when he launched his affidavit (assigned Division case number IS-07-1588).  
NRED managers will learn from this affidavit that in addition to violating NRS 116.760 
by willfully filing a false and invalid IA last September, Mr. Dixon has also flagrantly 
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violated NRS 116.3103, NRS 116.31183, NAC 116.405 and NRS 82.221 during the 
past year.   

 
16. Dixon’s Retaliatory Agenda Violating NAC 116.405.2 and NRS 116.31183:  Immediately 

after launching his bogus, 110-page, affidavit last year, Mr. Dixon began violating NRS 
116.31183 and NAC 116.405.2 by (1) aggressively pursuing his personal agenda, (2) 
doing everything he could think of to try to drive me to resign from the board, (3) 
creating unjustified financial impacts for me and the association, (4) influencing 
community politics and the subsequent board elections to ensure his preferred directors 
were elected in April 2008, and (5) working to destroy my life-long reputation of honest 
and ethical work.  Mr. Dixon’s affidavit filed against me in September 2007 was not 
really about valid statute violations. His goals as President were centered on amassing 
and exercising his personal power and keeping the community confused and/or in the 
dark. He even told various community associates on multiple occasions that he was 
intending to use his position as President of one of Nevada’s largest CICs as a 
foundation for his ambition to be elected or appointed to the Henderson City Council.  
For editorial examples of Mr. Dixon’s deceptive and dishonorable conduct as written by 
other SCA community leaders, see the attached Exhibit 1 documents: 13jun07_Board-
Secrecy.pdf and 19mar08_dixon_accused-of-fraud.pdf and 19apr08_dixon-most-
corrupt.pdf . 

 
17. Deceptions/Abuse of Power:  Mr. Dixon has systematically abused the power granted to 

him as SCA Board President of this 7,000+ unit community with an annual budget of $8 
Million. It is shown in this affidavit that during the past 12 months, Mr. Dixon has been 
attempting to  
     (1) damage my reputation (violating NAC 116.405.2),  
     (2) cause me and/or my wife to become stressed financially and emotionally 
          (violating NAC 116.405.2),  
     (3) drive me to resign from the Board (violating NAC 116.405.1),  
     (4) try to cause the CIC Commission to remove me from the board based on his 
          false affidavit, and/or  
     (5) cause me to become so marginalized in this community as to be unable to  
          effectively perform most of my lawful duties.  
 
For more details, see attached Exhibit 1 documents: 4ssep07_VP-Frank_Report.pdf 
and 23aug07-BoD-Rm-VP-notes.pdf and 23Aug07_Dump_Bob_Frank.pdf . 

 
18. Willful Misconduct: It should be clear from the facts provided by this affidavit that Mr. 

Dixon’s complaints were self-serving personal attacks, his subsequent behavior has 
violated many laws, and justice has been denied to me.  Nothing that Mr. Dixon has 
said in his affidavit or did during his subsequent harassment and retaliation against me 
has been on behalf of the community.  
 
I believe this affidavit shows Michael A. Dixon was serving his own self-interests when 
he filed his affidavit, and when he repeatedly refused to withdraw it when facts showed 
that he was wrong in his allegations.  Mr. Dixon should be investigated by the NRED, 
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the CIC Commission should hold public hearings, and Mr. Dixon should be found guilty 
of the law violations and severely punished.   
 
Because he filed a willfully false affidavit a year ago, he should be immediately 
suspended from being a director while the more serious allegations of gross misconduct, 
fraud, etc. are investigated.  When he is found guilty of my enclosed allegations, he 
should bared from ever serving on a CIC Board or Committee again, and required to 
pay me $50,000 as partial compensation for selfishly causing my unjustified expenses 
and losses. 

 
19. False & Illegal Affidavit: This part and the documents included in the Exhibits are 

focused on some of the primary reasons why Mr. Dixon’s affidavit (NRED case IS-07-
1588) contains false statements and failure to comply with NRS 116.760.   
 
It should be noted that in document list below, I have only attached 9 of the 110-pages 
of the Dixon affidavit. I am expecting the NRED to provide the remaining pages for the 
convenience of those Division staff members acting on this matter. 

 
20. Violation of NRS 116.760.4:  Prohibiting Filing A False Affidavit 

 
Mr. Dixon violated NRS 116.760.4 that prohibits knowingly filing a false affidavit. He  
falsely stated in his original affidavit that: 
 
• Dixon Affidavit, Para. 7 said:   “Over the past several months, the Board has 

received numerous written complaints alleging violations of provisions of NRS 116 
and NAC 116 by Board member Robert Frank.” 
 
False: No written and signed complaints backed up by specific incidences of any 
statute violations were ever shown to me or submitted to the NRED in support of the 
18 allegations in Mr. Dixon’s affidavit. NRED should not have allowed Mr. Dixon to 
submit that statement without requiring him to prove it with written, signed and 
notarized statements.  Otherwise, such an allegation is worthless and such a 
statement should not be allowed. 

 
• Dixon Affidavit, Para. 7 said:  “Mr. Frank refused to agree in writing to obey all 

applicable laws and our governing documents, instead responding that he did not 
believe that his actions were in violation of the statutes (Exhibit 2).” 
 
False.  Mr. Dixon’s and Ms. Berg’s arbitrary and unreasonable demands of me were 
ultra virus—without legal authority.  As a Director, I have already previously signed a 
statement to obey the laws and governing rules.   
 
Unless Mr. Dixon and Ms. Berg provides hard evidence of their alleged violations, 
and unless they follow due process to reach a fair judgment on such serious 
allegations, they have no legal authority to make such demands of other directors or 
association members.  We are a Nation of laws, not of men. And, nothing in the 
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Nevada Revised Statutes changes that principle. 
 
My letter very politely and respectfully stated: "Please be aware it is difficult to 'cease 
and desist' conduct when one has not been provided specific examples that such 
conduct has actually taken place. If you provide specific details and relevant legal 
authorities, I will be able to respond more fully."  
 
I did not refuse to do anything.  I simply made it obvious to Mr. Dixon and Ms. Berg 
that I was aware of their trap, and that it was their obligation to allege and prove that 
I had committed law violations.  Since Mr. Dixon and Ms. Berg had not provided 
examples of their alleged violations, and since they had not listed specific legal 
authorities to support their allegations, they had no legal authority to make such 
demands.  
 
Moreover, the written threats and subsequent actions to sanction/punish me before 
complying with due process procedures have provided incriminating evidence that 
Mr. Dixon and the other involved board members have knowingly violated NAC 
116.405 that concerns Prohibited Acts of Members of Executive Boards. They acted 
for reasons of self-interest, gain, prejudice, revenge, incompetence, negligence or 
gross negligence. These are serious violations. 
 

• Dixon Affidavit, Para. 7 said:  “Our discussions with Mr. Frank and with Mr. Leach on 
these matters took place in Executive Session.” 
 
False.  The context says we met together in executive session to discuss the 
complaints in the affidavit.  That is simply not true. There was a meeting to talk about 
complaints about me, but I was not allowed to participate in the discussions. Six of 
the board members and Mr. John Leach held the meeting—without me.  Mr. Leach 
and Mr. Dixon directed me to leave that executive session in July when they wanted 
to talk privately about their complaints about my refusal to agree to covering up 
previous board financial mismanagement.   
 
When I refused to leave, someone suggested that the Henderson Police might be 
called to remove me from the premises.  While I was perfectly willing to stand my 
ground on principle with the police, it was clear I was not gaining much by refusing to 
leave.  So, I left and stated that I was leaving under protest and that I totally rejected 
their claim to have the legal right to meet in executive session with the attorney and 
exclude me.   
 
As I left the meeting I asked Mr. Leach when would I be entitled to my own attorney--
since he was unable to represent my interests.  He just smiled and said something 
to the effect of “not yet”. 
 
It must again be stated that no valid complaints were ever submitted to me via 
official correspondence asking for my compliance.  The only true complaint  letter 
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ever shown to me was the August 6, 2007. 
 

• Dixon Affidavit, Para. 7 said:  “The Board believes that Mr. Frank's actions continue 
to put the Association at risk of a lawsuit”  
 
False.  No official/signed documentation has been produced by the Board describing 
any actions I have taken that could be considered putting the Association at risk of a 
lawsuit.  And, nothing I could find in the 110 pages of exhibits provides any 
compelling evidence to support that claim. The action I took that he disliked the most 
actually helped to significantly reduce an old law suit risk pending from community 
members.  Nothing was ever shown that I creating any new risks. That was simply a 
trumped up excuse to harass and retaliate against me as it is easy to refuse to talk 
about such law suit matters as they could always be considered “confidential” and 
avoid having to justify the cause of concerns.  Regardless, Mr. Dixons’s statement 
was not substantiated in the affidavit and it is considered false.  It should have been 
one of the reasons for dismissing the affidavit after it was analyzed by the 
Ombudsman. 
 

21. Violation of NRS 116.760.4:  Prohibiting Filing A False Affidavit 
 
As an early step in evaluating the claims in my affidavit, I ask the NRED/CIC 
Commission to carefully study all of the documents included in Exhibit 1. You will find 
my response to Dixon’s original letter on August 6, 2007 and my reply on August 14, 
2007 to be highly significant. Also, find my complete response to Mr. Dixon’s affidavit 
listed as file: 4jan08_frank-affidavit-response.pdf.   

 
Within that document please study Mr. Bob Maddox’s analysis of the legal situation.  
You should discover there is an overriding, seminal legal issue raised by the Dixon 
Intervention Affidavit against me – Mr. Dixon’s almost total failure to comply with NRS 
116.760.2(b). That statute states, in pertinent part, as follows: 
 
“2. An aggrieved person may not file such an affidavit unless the aggrieved person has 
provided the respondent by certified mail, return receipt requested, with written notice of 
the alleged violation set forth in the affidavit. The notice must: 
     (a) … 
     (b) Specify, in reasonable detail, the alleged violation, any actual damages suffered 
by the aggrieved person as a result of the alleged violation, and any corrective action 
proposed by the aggrieved person.” 
 
The Dixon Intervention Affidavit relies on the August 6, 2007 letter to me from Dixon and 
Board Secretary Lanie Berg as the written notice required by NRS 116.760. However, 
the August 6, 2007 letter (identified as Exhibit 1 to the Dixon Intervention Affidavit and 
included in my Exhibit 1 as file: 6aug07-Dixon-Berg-ltr+18aug07-frank-reply.pdf.  A 
reader can readily see that the letter does not remotely approach specifying with 
"reasonable detail, the alleged violation" claimed to have been committed by anyone.  
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The inadequacies of the August 6, 2007 letter are even acknowledged by Mr. Dixon by 
virtue of his including/adding pages 3-7 to his Affidavit where Mr. Dixon tries to explain 
what he meant in the vague allegations of the August 6, 2007 letter. In the document 
attached as pages 3-7, Mr. Dixon placed a letter designation (a - r) before each bullet 
point of the August 6, 2007 letter and throughout five pages he attempted to explain 
what he meant to say in the letter. That must be considered too little, too late. 
 
If the August 6, 2007 letter had specified the complaints in reasonable detail as required 
by NRS 116.760, there would have been no need for Mr. Dixon to attempt to provide the 
"reasonable detail" in a separate document attached to his Affidavit. Thus, by his own 
admission, Mr. Dixon has self-acknowledged the utter failure of his August 6, 2007 letter 
to satisfy the requirements of NRS 116.760.  The NRED acceptance process should 
have rejected Mr. Dixon’s document as soon as those pages 3-7 were seen. 
 
Mr. Dixon’s August 6, 2007 letter (with assistance from association attorney John 
Leach) finished up with the following outrageous demand:  
 
“In consideration of your willful malfeasance and gross negligence, the Board requests 
that you immediately cease and desist your aforementioned violation of NRS 116 and 
NAC 116, as well as the Association's governing documents and its contract with RMI. 
In addition, due to the severity of your behavior and your adamant refusal to act in 
accordance with the law, administrative code and governing documents applicable to 
the community, the Board further insists that you provide the Board with a written 
response within ten (10) days of the date of this letter stating that you will cease and 
desist the aforementioned conduct and will make every effort to comply with the law, 
administrative code and governing documents applicable to the community. If you fail or 
refuse to submit the requested written response in a timely manner, then the Board will, 
among other things, demand your resignation, initiate intervention proceedings with the 
Nevada Real Estate Division and notify the Association's insurance provider of the 
nature of your conduct.” 
 
My Certified/RRR letter on August 14, 2007 very respectfully stated:   
 
"Please be aware it is difficult to 'cease and desist' conduct when one has not been 
provided specific examples that such conduct has actually taken place. If you provide 
specific details and relevant legal authorities, I will be able to respond more fully." 
 
But, in Mr. Dixon’s affidavit on page 3 he stated (under oath) the following: 
 
“My understanding is that Mr. Frank had 10 business days to respond to the letter, 
therefore the response was due by August 21, 2007. On August 15, SCACAI Board of 
Directors received a letter from Mr. Frank (labeled 2) which was not responsive. 
Because Mr. Frank had until August 21 to send a responsive reply we did nothing.” 
 
Of course, Mr. Dixon’s game plan was transparent from the beginning. He and I both 
knew his demand was a political gambit to try to force me to either accept his demands 
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and admit I had been violating statues, or he would declare my response was 
insufficient and proceed immediately to punish me for unsubstantiated and unproved 
misconduct. Clearly, I was not refusing to do anything. I merely pointed out to Mr. Dixon 
that he had not provided examples of any claimed violations nor the specific legal 
authorities to support his allegations. By failing to do so, he was violating NRS 116.760. 
 
Moreover, Mr. Dixon’s own words condemn his actions at that time as he had clearly 
violated NAC 116.405 by performing a prohibited board member act.  The only question 
is whether he will be judged to have been acting for self-interest, gain, prejudice, 
revenge, incompetence, negligence or gross negligence.  At least one or more 
categories must apply as there is no doubt he was not acting in good faith and on behalf 
of the association interests. 
 
Because Mr. Dixon's Intervention Affidavit did not satisfied the mandatory pre-requisite 
of NRS 116.760, his Intervention Affidavit is a nullity upon which the Division of Real 
Estate has no authority to take any action. The legislature required that the respondent 
be given full notice in a certified letter of all claims against the respondent, specified in 
reasonable detail, before any intervention affidavit could be filed. That has not 
happened in this case, and Mr. Dixon’s affidavit must be considered false and illegal. 
The question remains as to why it has been accepted for so long without being 
dismissed with prejudice? 
 
File: IA-para6-notificaton+reply.pdf contains both my July 15, 2008 Certified/RRR letter 
to him and his July 27, 2008 reply by certified mail. When the Division reviews this 
Exhibit, it will understand that Mr. Dixon was both knowledgeable about NV Statute 
details, and has knowingly misstated their purpose and/or intent.  In my opinion, with 
this false affidavit, Mr. Dixon has consciously deceived and callously manipulated the 
Division and his fellow Sun City Anthem directors.  This has created tens of thousands 
of dollars of wasted effort and legal fees for me, SCA and the Office of the Ombudsman.  
Such behavior can not go unpunished. 
 
File: 25sep07-18oct07_NRED_Fast_Track.pdf contains Ms. Waite’s September 25, 
2007 notification of Mr. Dixon’s filing of his affidavit as well as other NRED documents 
received in September and October. The first document from Ms. Waite contains none 
of Mr. Dixon’s affidavit.  Instead, it included a 2-page list of 18 alleged complaints 
summarized and seemingly paraphrased by someone working in the Ombudsman 
Office.  Although I was told that there were many pages in the full affidavit, I was 
refused access. Only a summary list of 18 allegations was released to me at that time.  
After reviewing this initial document, NRED leadership and the CIC Commission will see 
the September 25, 2007 letter was an inadequate basis for asking for a mediation 
meeting to discuss a compromise.  How would anyone know how to approach a 
mediation meeting without knowing the actual charges to be discussed at the meeting?  
I advised the Ombudsman Office that I would have to wait until I had seen the submitted 
allegations before being able to meet to discuss mediation. 
 
The Ombudsman Office contacted Mr. Dixon, and upon advice of association attorney 
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John Leach, he refused to allow them to provide a copy to me.  I asked Ms. Broadbent 
why they allowed Mr. Dixon to refuse to release the allegations, and she said that the 
Compliance Section had advised that NRS 116.757.1 prohibited the Division from 
releasing any affidavit information to anyone without permission by the complainant.  
This seemed to be a case of Compliance Section providing legal advice to the staff and 
myself. In the meantime, it can be seen that the second letter (incorrectly) reported why 
a mediation meeting was not held and moved the action to Compliance. 
 
A few days later, I learned that the unfair and improper statute interpretation had 
probably come from Mr. John Leach.  After I asked him a question, he repeated the 
same interpretation to me a few days later, and I challenged its fairness and legality. Mr. 
Leach admitted the statute was probably unfair, but he claimed there was nothing that 
could be done before the NV Legislature changed the statute. And, while Leach’s 
interpretation was eventually proven to be incorrect, it served the purpose at that time to 
favor Mr. Dixon’s intent to move quickly to try to get the CIC Commission to remove me 
from the board.  See the last line in para.7 of his affidavit statement in Exhibit 1 
document:7sep07_Dixon-affidavit-first9pgs.pdf.” 
 
Another observation (with the benefit of hindsight) is that by having a convenient excuse 
for claiming that a mediation meeting was not feasible and therefore to be able to 
quickly pass the hot potato issue to the Compliance Section, the Ombudsman Office 
failed to look closely at whether the affidavit was in full compliance with NRS 116.760 or 
not.  Anecdotal information suggests that both Mr. Dixon and Mr. Leach had frequent 
contacts with the Ombudsman Office and the Compliance Section during those weeks 
and I believe they both had privileged opportunities to comment on this case and help 
expedite it along the fast track path they had selected.   
 
The third document in the Division’s Fast-Track set is the October 18, 2007 notification 
from Compliance Investigator II, Ms. Cheryl Fleming, that she had already initiated an 
investigation.  Note that the time between Ms. Waite’s first letter and the Notice of an 
Investigation was only three (3) weeks!  Some affidavits do not even have a case 
number assigned within 3 weeks—much less have an investigation opened up!   
 
To my great surprise, the October 18, 2007 letter from Investigator II, Ms. Fleming, 
indicated only six (6) violations—instead of the eighteen (18) previously stated by the 
Ombudsman Office.  It made me wonder under what authority did the Compliance 
Section change the list of allegations from 18 to 6?  That major modification to the basic 
affidavit would appear to a NRS 116.760 violation by both Mr. Dixon and the Division. 
 
The summary words had been changed on the six remaining complaints, and two of 
110 pages of the Mr. Dixon’s affidavit were enclosed.  However, neither the allegation 
summary of 18 counts from the first letter nor the 6 allegations from the third letter 
matched what Mr. Dixon stated in paragraph 7 of his IA.  This failure to include all 18 
claims suggests to me that Ms. Fleming may have already determined that 12 of the 18 
allegations were invalid and unsupportable.  The remarkable situation is that I had still 
not been allowed to see any of the allegations and there was already a formal 
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investigation started by the State of Nevada! 
 
At this point I became extremely concerned over the apparent unfairness of the process 
and asked Mr. Bob Maddox for assistance.  I understood as part of my Board Member 
training that NRS 116.31036, NRS 82 and our own SCA by-laws authorized me to be 
reimbursed for any legal fees that I needed to incur as a result of being named a 
respondent.  Mr. Maddox agreed that the statute clearly provided for my retaining his 
services, and we began the process to formulate my defense against the outrageous 
process that was clearly designed by Mr. Dixon to remove me as a SCA director.  

 
Exhibit 1: Documents List --Confirming Compliance with Para. 6 of the IA 
 

1. 15jul08_frank-IA-para6-ltr + 27jul08_dixon-reply.pdf 
2. Analysis and Response to Mr. Dixon’s 27jul08 letter 

 
Exhibit 2:  Documents List 
 

3. 1feb06_dixon-election-flyer.pdf 
4. 1feb06_Frank_resume+flyer.pdf 
5. 2apr08_Garin2Fleming_rebuttal.pdf 
6. 3apr08-Maddox2Elliott_due-process.pdf 
7. 4apr08_Can-Dixon-Be-Trusted.pdf 
8. 4jan08_Frank-reply2NRED_Dixon-affidavit.pdf 
9. 4jan08_Maddox-IS-07-1588-Legal-Analysis.pdf 
10. 4sep07_VP-Frank_Report.pdf 
11. 6aug07-Dixon-Berg-ltr+18aug07-frank-reply.pdf 
12. 7dec07_Maddox2Alitt_replace-fleming.pdf 
13. 7sep07_AttorneyGrant_Seminar.pdf 
14. 7sep07_Dixon-affidavit-first9pgs.pdf 
15. 8oct07_Who-Is-Guilty-of-What.pdf 
16. 11mar08_dixon-violation-NAC116-405-2.pdf 
17. 13dec07_Maddox2Waite_ask-mediation.pdf 
18. 13jun07_Board-Secrecy.pdf 
19. 14mar08_email2NRED.pdf 
20. 17feb08_dixon_refuses_frank_access_to_bids.pdf 
21. 19apr08_dixon-most-corrupt.pdf 
22. 19mar08_Corruption_in_SCA_reserves_RJ.pdf 
23. 22jun08_Dismissal-Ltr2BoD.pdf 
24. 23Aug08_Dump_Bob_Frank.pdf 
25. 23aug07-transcript-BoD-remove-VP.pdf 
26. 25sep07-18oct07_NRED_Fast_Track.pdf 
27. 26mar08_Dixon_attacks_RonJohnson.pdf 
28. 27mar08_dixon-illegal_disclosure.pdf 
29. 28mar08_Maddox-notice-to-Dixon.pdf 
30. 28nov07_Maddox2Alitt_ask-exten.pdf 
31. 29Aug07_Common-Sense.pdf 
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32. 29may07_The-Coup.pdf 
33. 29nov07_Alitt2Maddox_1st-exten.pdf 
34. 30aug07_SVN-remove-VP.pdf 
35. 31oct07_Maddox2Fleming_request-all.pdf 

 
 
(End of Intervention Affidavit Form 530 Text) 
 
  


