
Electronically Filed
Mar 02 2015 03:11 p.m.
Tracie K. Lindeman
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 66932   Document 2015-06502



1 
	

Motions to Consolidate be denied if the parties would be required to file additional 

3 

6 

7 

8 	parties need to submit new briefs that did not contain argument on the jurisdictional 

9 	issue. That part of the order needs no clarification. 

The order did not, however, indicate whether the arguments about the rotation 

12 	schedule should be included in the same brief with the other issues. Bentley 

13 	explained in its Motion for Clarification of Order that it would be difficult to include 

all issues in a single brief and that the issue of the rotation schedule arose first on 

16 	judicial review. The administrative record that will be considered on judicial review 

17 	(to the extent it exists) is not the same as the record on appeal from the decree. 

Intervenors' Opposition does not address the issues raised in Bentley's 

20 	Motion for Clarification of Order at all. Rather, Intervenors use their Opposition to 

21 	request no additional briefing on the rotation schedule issue, despite the fact that 

additional briefs have already been ordered, and take liberties with a number of 

inflammatory arguments about how Bentley is intentionally driving up costs by 

advocating for repetitive briefing. Although these types of inflammatory arguments 

may have had their intended effect in the court below, such arguments are irrelevant 

to this case and to the question presented in Bentley's Request for Clarification of 

2 
and repetitive briefing on those fully briefed matters which have already been 

submitted to the Court." (Response at p. 3, ls. 19-22). This Court ordered 
4 

5 	consolidation of the various cases in its January 22, 2015 Order. In that same order, 

this Court also explained that the jurisdictional issue was resolved; therefore the 
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Order. Bentley did not request additional briefing about the rotation schedule and 

would be happy to stand on the briefs submitted, with the single caveat that a 

supplement would be in order to address a later development. But this Court 

already ordered new briefs on that issue. 

Bentley now requests clarification on whether the rotation schedule issue can 

be briefed separately from the other issues. Regardless, all parties will likely need 

extensions to the page limit requirement and additional time to prepare the second 

appendix (or supplement the original appendix) and prepare the briefs. 

Respectfully subm d, 

Dated this 2- 	day of March 2015. 

By: MATUSKA LAW OFFICES 

MICHAEL L. MATUSKA, SBN 5711 

2310 South Carson Street, Suite 6 
Carson City NV 89701 
Attorneys for APELLANTS, 
LW. BENTLEY and MARYANN 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on the 	y of March 2015, I served a copy of this 

4 
	completed docketing statement upon all counsel of record: 

5 
	

By personally serving it upon him/her; or 

6 	
X 	By mailing it by first class mail with sufficient postage prepaid to the 

7 
	

following address(es): (NOTE: If all names and addresses cannot fit below, 

8 
	please list names below and attach a separate sheet with the addresses.) 

9 
	

Thomas J. Hall, Esq. 

10 
	 305 South Arlington Avenue 

P.O. Box 3948 
11 
	

Reno NV 89505-3948 

Jessica Prunty, Esq. 
13 
	

Dyer Lawrence Penrose Flaherty Donaldson Prunty 

14 
	 2805 Mountain Street 

Carson City NV 89703 
15 

5 
Bryan L. Stockton, Esq. 
Senior Deputy Attorney General 
State of Nevada/Attorney General's Office 
100 North Carson Street 
Carson City NV 89701 

Dated thi 	day of March 2015. 
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