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ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION
RULES

Adopted Effective March 1, 2006

Includig Amendments Received Through Februar 1. 2016

'doptig Rules Governing Alternative Dispute Reso-

and Nevada Mediaticm Rules and - Amending the
,'Abitraton Rules and Nevada Short Tral Rules.

A. GENERAL PROVISIONS

d,B. NEVADA ARBITRATION RULES
e Cour Anllexed Arbitration Program.

t of Program and Application of Rules.
rs Subject to Arbitration.

Dship to Distrct Cour Jurdiction and Rules.
tiona from Arbitrtion. '

to Arbitrat.
. ¡cations of Arbitrators.
ority of Arbitrators.
atons and OthelDocuments.
'ctions on Communcations.

overy.
duling of Heargs; Pre-Hearing Conferences.

e-Hearg Sttement.

R ADOPTNG RULES GOVERNING AL.
RNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION AN
V ADA MEDIATION RULS AN
'ENDING THE NEVADA ARBITRATION

Rm:~~ , AN NEVADA SHORT TRIA

'EREAS, on June 7, 2000, this cour adopted the

da Short Tria Rules implementig the short tral

"il and' alowig partes to participate in the
'am by mutual consent; and
~ERBAS, the Supreme Court Achisoll Committe
e Shört Tral Rules fied a report with this court
.pteiner 17, 2003, proposing .amendmênts to the
ada Short Tral Rules tht would mandate a short

û. certain ciies; and '
HI'RBAS, the Advisory Committe alao recom-
ed amendments to the Nevada Aritration Rules

;the adoption of two new sets of rules: Rules
r.g Alternatie Dispute Reolution and Nevada

':Kon Rules; and
HERBAS, the Judges ofthe Eighth Judicial Distrct

, have also petitioned this cour to amend the
....adaArbitration Rules; and

14. Conduct of the Healng.
15. Arbitraton in tJe Absence of a Party.

16. Form and Content of Award.
17. Fiing of Award.

18. Request for Tral De Novo.

19. Judgment on Award.
20. Procedures at Tral De Novo.

21. Scheduling of Tral De Novo.

22. Sanctions,

23. Costs.

24. Fees for Ariti'ators.

C. NEVADA MEDIATION RULES
1. The Cour Annexed Mediation Program.
2. Mattrs Enteg the Mediation Progr.
3. Assigrnt to Mediatr.
4. Qualifcatins of Mediators.

5. StipuiatioJÌa and Other Documents.

6. Schedigof Medi!ltion Proceedings.

7. Conduct of the Medition Proceedig.

8. Report to the Comnisioner.
9. Matters Not Resolved in Mediation.
10. Fees and Costs for Medators.

11. Confdentiali; Immunty of Mediators.

WHEREAS, this court held a public hearng on these

matte and accepted public comment on the proposed

amendments to this court's rules; and

WHEREi), this cour subsequently referred draft
rue amendments to the Short Tral Reew Commit-
tee to analyze and critique li modified short tral
program; and

WHEREAS, the Review Committe submitted its re-

port to this cour on Octber 25, 2004, ase88ing the .

draft rules and prospective mandatory program; lind

. WHEREAS, it appeas to ths court that amendment

of the Nevada Arbitration Rules and Nevada Short
Trial Rules and adoption of Rules Governing Alterna-
tive Dispute Resolution and Nevada MeditIon Rules
.is waranted; and .

WHEREAS, it fuher app¡¡rs to this cour that
reorganiation of the existing court rues is necessary
to 'effect the expansion of the short tral program and
the irplementationof the cour annexed mediation
program; accordingly,

IT Is HEREBY ORDERED that Part V of the Supreme

Cour Rules shan be amended by removig Subpar A
1300
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f
f~ti

~9i:erence for the purose of faciltating settlement of
','lhe case.
g.~
¡~ add eff Mar. 1, B005.
~.:i'_~

~fBule 2. Forms of court annexed alternative dis-
t~t pute resolution.

(A) For certain civil Ciies commenced in judicial
'cts that include a county whose population is
00 or more, there shall be made available the

wing forms of cour annexed alternative dispute
lution:

(1) Arbitration, pursuant to Subpart B of these
f,rules;
l'~~' (2) Mediation, pursuant to Subpart C of these
~,á'rules;

~;., (3) Settement conference, ii provided herein;

I'"'
rty~.-.

~Í:;!;

NEVADA ARBITRATION RULES Rule 3

(4) Such other altenative dispute resolution
mechanisms contemplatd by NRS 38.250 as may
from tie to time be promulgated.

(B) Judicial distrcts having a lesser population may
adopt local roles implementing all or part of these

forms of alternative dispute resolution.
(C) Each distrct may appoint an alternative dis-

pute resolution commIBioner to serve at the pleasure
of the cour. The alternative dispute resolution com-

missioner (hereafr the commioner) may be an
arbitration commissioner, discovery commissioner,

short tral commissioner, other special master, or any

qualed and licensed Nevada attorney appointe by
the cour. The appointment shall be made in accor-
dance with local rues. The commissioner so appoint-

ed shall have the responsibilties and powers con-

ferred by these Alteative Dispute Resolution Rules

and any local rules.
As add ej M 0,'1. 1, B005.

B

NEVADA ARBITRATION RULES

'Ie 1. The court annexed arbitration progm.
The Court linexed Arbitrtion Program (the pro-
, is a mandatory, non-binding arbitrtion pro-

as hereinafter descrbed, for certin civil cases
enced in judicial distrcts that include a county
population is 100,000 or more. Judici dis-

having a lesser population may adopt local rules
menting al or part of the program.
as Rt 1 in Subart A of Part V of the Supr
Ruls, eff July 1. 1992. As amed, eff May 7,
Amendd and reassig a8 Ruk 1 in PI1 B of the
GO'ing ALteve Dite ResoLutio eff Jan. I,

nle 2. Intent of program and application of
rules.

;(A) The purpose of the progrm is to provide a
plied procedure for obtaining a prompt and equi-
Ie resolution of certin civi matters.
(B) These rules shall apply to all arbitration pro-

'ngs commenced in the program.
(C) These arbitration rues are not intended, nor
QuId they be construed, to address every issue
,'ch may are during the arbitration process. The
nt of theBe rules is to give considerable discretion
the arbitrator, the commissioner and the distrct
e. Arbitration hearings are intended to be infor-

expeditious and consistnt with the purposes and
t of these rules.
) These rules may be known and cite as the

a Arbitration Rules, or abbreviated N.A.R.
as Rule B in Su/Yrt A of Pari V of tJi Suprme
Ru!æs, eff July 1, 1992. As amendd, eff Dec. £4,
Amended and 'leasigned as Rul 2 in Pa.rt B of the
GO'6''ning Alternive Dispute Resolutio eff Jan. 1,

Rule 3. Matters subject to arbitration.
(A) All civi C!es commenced in the distrct courts

that have a probable jur award value not in excess of

$50,000 per plainti, exclusive of interest and costs,
and regardless of comparative liabilty, are subject to
the progrm, except class actions, appeals from cour
of limited jursdiction, probate actions, divorce and

other domestic relations actions, actions seeking judi.
cial review of administrative decisions, actions con-

cerning title to real esta, actionß for declaratry
relief, . actions governed by the provions of NRS
41A.003 to 41A.069, inclusive, actions presntig sig-

nifcant issues of public policy, actions in. which the
pares have agreed in wrtig to submit the contro-
ver to arbitration or other alternative dispute reso-
lution method prior to the accral of the cause of

action, actions seeng equitable or extordinar re-
lief, actions that present unusual circumstaces that
constitute good cause for removal from the program,
actions in wroch any of the pares is incarcerate and
actions utiizing mediation puruant to Subpar C of
these rules.

(B) Any civi case, regardless of the moneta val-
ue, the amount in controversy, or the relief sought,
may be submitted to the program upon the agreement
of all partes and the approval of the district judge to
whom the Ciie is assigned.

(C) Whle a case is in the program, the paries may,
with the approval of the ditrct judge to whom the
case is asigned, stipulate, or the court may order that
a settlement conference, mediation proceedig, or oth-

er approprite settlement technique be conducted by

another ditrict judge, a senior judge, or a special

masr. The settlement procedure conducted pursu-
1305
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NEVADA ARBITRATION RULES Rule 20

Rule 18. Request for trial de novo,
CA) Within 30 days aftr the arbitration award is

served upon the parties, any party may fie with the
clerk of the court and serve on the other paries and
the commissioner a written reqmistfor tril de novo of

the action. Any party requestig a trial de novo must
ceti that all arbitrator fees and costs for such par

¡ . have been paid or shall be paid within 30 days, or that
t" an objection is pending and any balance of fees or

I; costs shall be paid in accordance with subsection (C)
¡ , of this rue.

(B) The 30-day filing requirement is juridictional;
s.:' an untimely request for tral de novo shall not be
e considered by the district court.

l'
. (C) Any party who has failed to pay the arbitrator's

biU in accordance with this rue shall be deemed to
~;' have waived the right to a tral de novo; if a timely

objection to the arbitrator's bil has been fied with the

is commsioner pursuant to Nevada Arbitration Rules
¡t: 23 and/or 24, a pary shall have 10 days from the date

of servce of the commssioner's decision in which to
pay any remaiing balance owig on said bilL. No

11. such objection shall toll the 30-day filing requirement

~ ; of subsection (B) of this rule.

(0) Any party to the action is entitled to the benefit
3' of a tiely fied request for tral de novo. Subject to

ie Rule 22, the case shal proceed in the district court as

i.. to all parties in the action unless otherwe stipulated
id by all appearg parties in the arbitration. In judicial
at distrcts that are required to provide a short trial

progl'm under the Nevada Short Tral Rules, the trial
~d de novo shall proceed in accordance with the Nevada
Ie Short Trial Rules, unless a party timely fied a de-

mand for removal from the short trial program as
provided in N.S.T.R. 5.

(E) Aftr the filing and servce of the wrtten re-
quest for trial de novo, the case shal be set for trial
upon compliance with applicable cour rules. In judi-

ci districts that ar required to provide a short tral

progrm under the Nevada Short Trl Rules, the
cae shall be set for trial as provided in those rules,

unless a party timely fied a demand for removal from
the short tral program as provided in N.S.T.R. 5.

(F) If the district cour strikes, denies, or dismisses
a request for trial de novo for any reason, the court
shan explain its reasons in wrting and shall enter a
fial judgment in accordance with the arbitration
award. A judgment entered pursuant to this rule
shall have the same force and effect ii a final judg-
ment of the court in a civi action, and maybe
appealed in the same manner. Review on appeal,
however, is liited to the order strikig, denying, or

dismissing the trial de novo request and/or a wrtt.en
interlocutory order disposing of a portion of the ac-
tion.

r
to.

L

)n
va ,

ty
jn
'or

on

he

an
on

he
~ts

'ei-

es.
fa!

me
~l,
tlw
, 1,

(G) A motion to strke a request for tri de novo
may not be filed more than 30 days aftr servce of

the request for tral de novo.

Addd as Rul. 18 in SubpaJrt A of Part 17 of the SU'feme
Court Rules, efj July 1, 1992. As amed, efj Dec. 21"
1997., Amended and reas8igned as Rute 18 in Part B of the
n'Ule.~ Governing A/tti1J DÌ81nite Resolutio efj Jan. 1,

2005. AlIied efj Mar. 25, 2005, governg all 'fOCeeing8
commenced after Jan. 1, 2005,

Rule 19. Judgient on award.

(A) Upon notifcation to the prevailng party by the
commissioner that no par has filed a wrtten request

for tral de novo within 30 days aftr servce of the

award on the parties, the prevaiing party shal submit
to the commssioner a form of final judgment in
accordance with the arbitrtion award, including any

grant of fees, cots and/or interest, which judgment
shall then be submitted for signature to the ditrict

judge to whom the case was assied; the judgment
must then be fied with the clerk.

(B) A judgment entered pursuant to this rule shall
have the same force and effect ii a final judgment
of the cour in a civil action, but may not be appeal-
ed. Except that an appeal may be taken from the

judgent ü the district court entered a wrtten in-
terlocutory order diposing of a portion of the action.
Review on appeal, however, is limited to the interloc-
utory order and no issues detemined by the arbitra-
tion wil be considered.

(e) Although clerical mistakes in judgments and
elTOrs therein arisig from oversight or omission may
be corrected by the court at any tie on its own
inititive or on the motion of any party, no other
amendment of or relief from a judgment entered
pursuant to this rule shal be allowed.

Added as Rul 19 in Sidpart A of Part V of the SU'feme

Covrt Rute8, efj July 1, 1992, As amendd, ejf Dec. 2h,
1997. Amendd and rea8i.d as Rul 19 in Part B of the
Rules Govering AlterntiVi lJo;te Re8olutio efj Jan. I,
2005.

Rule 20. Procedures at tnal de novo.
(A) Evdence. If a trial de novo is requested, the

arbitration award shall be admitted as evidence in the
trial de novo, and all discovery obtined durng the
course of the arbitration proceedings shall be admissi-
ble in the trial de novo, subject to all applicable rules

of civil procedure and evdence.

(B) Attorney fees; costs; interest.
(1) The prevailig par at the tral de novo is

entitled to all recoverable fees, costs, and interest
pursuant to statute or N.R.C.P. 68.

(2) Exclusive of any award of fees and costs
under subsection (1), a party is entitled to a sepa-
rate award of attorney's fees and costs as set forth
in (a) and (b) below.

Ca) Awards of $20,000 or less. Whcrc the arbi-
tration award is $20,000 or less, and the party

1311
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Rule 20 ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION RULES

requesting the trial de novo fails to obtan a
judgment that exceeds the arbitration award by
at leiit 20 perceDt of the award, the noncrequest-
ing pary is entitled to its attorney's 'fees and

costs associated with the proceedigs following

the request for trial de novo, Conversely, if the
requestig paty fail to obtai a judgment that

reduces by at least 20 percent the amount for
which that pary' is liable under the arbitration
award. the non.requestig party is entitled to its
attrney's fees and costs asocited with the pro-
ceedings following the request for 'trial de novo.

(b) Awards over $20,000. Where the arbitra-
tion award is more than $20,000; and the party

requesting the' tral de novo fails to obtain a

judgment that exceeds the arbitration award by
at leiit 10 percent of the award, the non-request-
ing part is entitled' to its attorney's fees and

costs asociated with the proceedings followig

the request for trial de novo. Conversely; if the
requesting part fails to obta a judgIent that
reduces by at leiit 10 percent the 

amount foÍ'

which that party is liable under the arbitration

award, the non-requestg party is entitled to its
attorney's fees and costs ~ociated with the pro-
ceedings following the. request for tral de novo.

(3) Xn compáring the arbitratiqn award and the
judgment, the court shii not include costs, attor.
ney's fees, and interest with respect to the amount
of the award or judgment.. If multiple pllies are

ìnvòlved in the action, the cour shall consider each

pary's respective award and judgment in making
its comparson between the award and judgment.

Add al Rul fO in Subpar A of Part V of th. Suprme
CO'rt Ruls. eff July 1, 199~. As amendd, eff May 7,
199£; eff Aprl 27, 2000; eff June 27, 2009. Amendd and
reirned al Rule 20 in Part B of the R'ls Govering
Altive Dispute Resolution etf Jan. 1, 2005.

als de novo will be processed in the ordina .

the district court's business.

Addd Il Rv. 21 in Siibpart A of Part V of
CO'rt Rules, el July 1, 199£. Amed and T
Rul 21 in Par B of the Rul Goerning
Dispu Resolutian eff Jan. 1, 2005. Amend 8
2005, goveriniJ u. prceedings com'Íncd aft,t
2005.

Rule 22. Sanctions.

(A) The failure of a party or an attorne~
prosecute or defend a Ciie in good faith. dù
arbitration proceedings shall constitute a"waf '.
right to a tral de novo. .

(B) If, during the proçeedings in the trial
the district court determines that a party or
engaged in conduct designed to obstruct;.:
otherwise achersely afect the arbitraton p

it may impose, in its discretion, any sactíQ \
ized by N.R.C.P. 11 or N.R.C.P. 37. .. ".

Added Il Rv. 1$2 in S'lrirt A of Part V of tfu(
Court RUlc8, effJuly 1, 1992, As amed,
1997. Amendd and rea8signed as Rul 2f in P
Rulæs Govming Altrntive Diiie Resolutio
2005.

Rule 23. Costs.

(A) The arbitrator is entitled to recover.
not to exceed $250, that the arbitrator:r
incur in processing and deciding an seW:(.

recoverable by the arbitrator are limited to: .

1. Resonable costs for telecopies;
2. Reas~nable costs for photocopies;
3. Reasonable costs for long distance .calls; .
4. Reasonable costs for postage;
5, Reasonable costs for travel and lodging'i-;' .

6. Reiionable cost for secretarial serv~~
(B) To recover such costs, the arbitrator

Rule 21. Scheduling of trial de novo. mit to the parties an itemized bil of costs
(A) Injudicial district required to provide a short days of the date that the arbitratr serVes,

trial program under the Nevada Short Tral Rules, a in an action; within 15 days of notice ofrein
trl de novo shall be processed ii provided in those case from the program by resolution ore

rules, unless a pary timely fied a demand for remov- within 15 days of notice of change of arbit( ,ever date is earliest. ' . ..
al from the short trial program as provided in
N.S.T.R. 5. Cases that are removed from the short (C) Costs must be borne equally bythø-:

trial program will not be given preference on the trial the arbitration, and must be paid to tn!t

calendar of the district court simply because those within 10 days 

of the date that the arpi .

ciies were subject to arbitration proceedigs pursu- the bil reflecting the 

arbitrator's cost,.:

ant to these rules. Tiials de novo in cases removed faUs to pay that pary's porton of the
from the short tral progriim will be processed in the costs within the time prescribed in this aU

ordiry course of the district courts business. district court shall, afr ging approp .'opportunity to be heard, enter a jud ' .
(B) In judicial districts that do not provide a short of execution against the delinquent

trial progrm, cases requirg a tral de novo will not amount owed by that par to the
be gien preference on the trial calendar of the dis- costs and attorney's fees inèurred by
trc~ court simply because those cases were subject to the collection of the costs. If one of thep
arbitration proceedings pursuant to these rules. Tr- arbitration is an indigent person who WllS";
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NRS: CHAPTER 2 - SUPREME COURT Page 1 of 1

NRS 2.090 Jurisdiction to review on appeal. The Supreme Cour has jurisdiction to review upon appeal:
i . A judgment in an action or proceeding, conienced in a district cour, when the matter in dispute is embraced in

the general jurisdiction of the Supreme Cour, and to review upon appeal from such judgment any intermediate order or
decision involvin the merits and necessarily. affecting the judgment and, in a criminal action, any order changing or
refusing to change the place of trial of the action or proceeding.

2. An order granting or refusing a new trial in such cases; an order in a civil action changing or refusing to change
the place of trial of the action or proceeding after motion is made therefor in the cases in which that court has appellate
jurisdiction; and from an order granting or refusing to grant an injunction or mandamus in the case provided for by law.

(6:L9:1865;B § 915;BH § 2430; C § 2513;RL §4833; NCL § 8375)-(NRSA 1981, 1706)

htt://ww.leg.state.nv.us/NINRS-002.htm 4/11/2016
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NRS: CHAPTER 18 - COSTS AND DISBURSEMENTS Page 1 of 1

NRS 18.010 Award of attorney's fees.
1. The compensation of an attorney and counselor for his or her services is govemed by agreement, express or

implied, which is not restrained by law.
2. In additon to the cases where an allowance is authorized by specific statute, the court may make an allowance of

attorney's fees to a prevailing par:
(a) When the prevailing par has not recovered more than $20,000; or

(b) Without regard to the recoveiy sought, when the cour finds that the claim, counterclaim, cross-claim or thid-
par complaint or defense of the opposing party was brought or maintained without reasonable ground or to harass the
prevailing I?arty. The court shall liberally construe the provisions of this paragraph in favor of awarding attorney's fees in
all appropnate situations. It is the intent of the Legislature that the court award attorney's fees pursuant to this paragraph
and impose sanctions pursuant to Rule 11 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure in all appropriate situations to punish
for and deter frivolous or vexatious claims and defenses because such claims and defenses overburden limited judicial
resources, hinder the timely resolution of meritorious claims and increase the costs of engaging in business and providing
professional services to the public.

3. In awardig atomey's fees, the cour may pronounce its decision on the fees at the conclusion of the trial or
special proceedig without written motion and with or without presentation of additional evidence.

4. Subsections 2 and 3 do not apply to any action arising out of a written instrent or agreement which entitles the

prevailng part to an award of reasonable attomey's fees.
(l911 CPA § 434; A 1951, 59)-(NRS A 1957, 129; 1967, 1254; 1969,435,667; 1971, 165,802; 1975,309; 1977

774; 1985,327; 1999,903; 2003, 3478)

http://ww.leg.state.nv.us/NS/NRS-O i 8.html 4/11/2016
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NRS: CHAPER 233B - NEVADA ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT Page 1 of 1

NRS 233B.130 Judicial review; requirements for petition; statement of intent to participate; petition for
rehearing.

1. Any pary who is:

(a) Identified as a part of record by an agency in an administrative proceeding; and
(b) Aggrieved by a fmal decision in a contested case,

.. is entitled to judicial review of the decision. Where appeal is provided within an agency, only the decision at the highest
level is reviewable unless a decision made at a lower level in the agency is made fmal by statute. Any preliminary,
procedural or intermediate act or ruling by an agency in a contested case is reviewable if review of the final decision of the
agency would not provide an adequate remedy.

2. Petitions for judicial review must:

(a) Name as respondents the agency and all paries of record to the administrative proceeding;
(b) Be instituted by filing a petition in the district cour in and for Carson City, in and for the county in which the

aggrieved pary resides or in and for the county where the agency proceeding occurred; and
(c) Be fied within 30 days after service of the fmal decision of the agency.

.. Cross-petitions for judicial review must be fied within i 0 days after service of a petition for judicial review.
3. The agency and any par desiring to paricipate in the judicial review must file a statement of intent to parcipate

in the petition for judicial review and serve the statement upon the agency and every par within 20 days after service of
the petition.

4. A petition for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed withi i 5 days after the date of service of the final
decision. An order granting or denying the petition must be served on all parties at least 5 days before the expiration of the
time for fiing the petition for judicial review. If the petition is granted, the subsequent order shall be dcemcd thc final
order for the purose of judicial review.

5. The petition for judicial review and any cross-petitions for judicial review must be served upon the agency and
every par with 45 days after the fiing of the petition, uness, upon a showing of good cause, the district cour extends
the time for such service. If the proceeding involves a petition for judicial review or cross-petition for judicial review of a
fial decision of the State Contractors' Board, the district court may, on its own motion or the motion of a par, dismiss
from the proceeding any agency or person who:

(a) Is named as a part in the petition for judicial review or cross-petition for judicial review; and
(b) Was not a party to the administrative proceeding for which the petition fol' judicial review or cross-petition for

judicial review was fied.
6. The provisions of this chapter are the exclusive mean of judicial review of, or judicial action concerning, a fmal

decision in a contested case involving an agency to which this chapter applies.
(Added to NRS by 1965,966; A 1969,318; 1975,495; 1977, 57; 1981, 80; 1989, 1651; 1991,465; 2003,1904; 2005,

1003; 2007,558)
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NRS 233B.135 Judicial review: Manner of conducting; burden of proof; standard for review,
1. Judicial review of a fmal decision of an agency must be:

(a) Conducted by the cour without a jur; and

(b) Confined to the record.
.. In cases concerning alleged irregularities in procedure before an agency that are not shown in the record, the court may
receive evidence concerning the iregularities.

2. The final decision of the agency shall be deemed reasonable and lawful until reversed or set aside in whole or in
par by the cour. The burden of proof is on the par attacking or resisting the decision to show that the final decision is
invalid pursuant to subsection 3.

3, The court shall not substitute its judgment for that ofthe agency a~ to the weight of evidence on a question of tact.
The cour may remand or affin the final decision or set it aside in whole or in par if substantial rights of the petitioner
have been prejudiced because the fmal decision ofthe agency is:

(a) In violation of constitutional or statutory provisions;
(b) In excess of the statutory authority of the agency;
(c) Made upon unlawful procedure;
(d) Affected by other error oflaw;
(e) Clearly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative and substEltial evidence on the whole record; or
(f) Arbitrar or capricious or characterized by abuse of discretion.

(Addedto NRS by 1989, 1650)
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NRS 233B.i 50 Appeal from final judgmentof district court. An aggrieved par may obtain a review of any fmal
judgment of the district cour by appeal to the appellate court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to the rules fixed by the
Supreme Coui1 pursuant to Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution. The appeal shall be taken as in other civil
cases.

(Added toNRS by 1967,811; A 2013,1768)
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NRS 485.010 Short title. This chapter may be cited as the Motor Vehicle Insurance and Financial Responsibilty Act.
(21: 127: I 949J-(RS A 1995,2734)
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NRS 485.035 "Judgment" defined. "Judgment" means any judgment which shall have become final by expiration
without appeal of the time within which an appeal might have been perfected, or by final affrmation on appeal rendered
by a cour of competent jurisdiction of any state or of the United States, upon a cause of action arising out of the
ownership, maintenance or use of any motor vehicle for damages, including daages for care and loss of services because
of injury to or destruction of propert, including the loss of use thereof, or upon a cause of action on an agreement of
settlement for such damages.

(Added to NRS by 1957,722)
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INSURANCE REQUIRD

NRS 485.185 Insurance for payment of tort Uablltles arising from maintenance or use of motor vehicle:
Coverage to be obtained from Insurance company duly licensed and approved; minimum thresholds of coverage.
Every owner of a motor vehicle which is registered or required to be registered in this State shall continuously provide,
while thc motor vehicle is present or registered in this State, insurance provided by an insurance company licensed by the
Division of Insurance of the Deparent of Business and Industr and approved to do business in this State:

1. In the amount of$l 5,000 for bodily injUl to or death of one person in anyone accident;

2. Subject to the limit for one person, in the amount of $30,000 for bodily injury to or death of two or more persons

in anyone accident; and
3. In the amount of $1 0,000 for injury to or destruction of property of others in anyone accident,

.. for the payment of tort liabilties arising from the maintenance or use of the motor vehicle.
(Added to NRS by 1979, 1820; A 1981.1862; 1987. 1090; 1993,2484; 1995,2734;2007,2049)

NRS 485.186 Operator's policy of liabilty insurance: Use in lieu of owner's policy of liabilty insurance;
requirements for issuance; required statements; operation of motor vehicle by person other than insured; required
and excluded coverages; applicabilty,

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 7, any natural person may satisfy the requiements ofNRS 485.185 by
obtaining, in lieu of an owner's policy of liabilty insurance, an operator's policy of liabilty insurace which meets the
requirements of this section and NRS 485.3091.

2. An operator's policy of liabilty inurance may only be issued to a person if:
(a) The number of motor vehicles that the person owns is greater than the number of persons in his or her household

who possess a driver's license; and
(b) Each person in his or her household who possesses a driver's license is covered by an operator's policy of liabilty

insurance.
3. An operator's policy of liability insurance must state, in addition to the requirements ofNRS 485.3091, that:
(a) The insurer is only liable under the policy for liabilty incured by the insured while the named insured is the

operator of a motor vehicle or while a motor vehicle owned by the insurd is not being operated by any person;
(b) The policy does not provide coverage for any vicarious liabilty imposed on the owner of the motor vehicle as a

result of the operation by another person of a motor vehicle owned by the insured or for any liabilty imposed by NRS
41.440 or 483.300; and

(c) The coverage provided by the policy may not meet the requirements of thc financial responsibilty laws of other
states,
"' unless such extended coverage is expressly included in the policy. No operator's policy of liabilty insurance may be
delivered or issued for delivery in this Stat unless the inured has signed an endorsement stating that he or she has read
and understood the policy and its limitations.

4. An owner of a motor vehicle which is registered or required to be registered in this State and who holds an
operator's policy of liability insurance shall not permit another person to operate the motor vehicle if the owner knows or
should have known that the person does not have liabilty insurance to cover the person's own operation of that motor
vehicle.

5. An operator's policy of liabilty insurace must not provide coverage for damages incurred while a person other

than the named inured is operating a motor vehicle.
6. An operator's policy of liability insurance must provide coverage for liability incurred by the insured while a

motor vehicle owned by the insured is not being operated by any person.
7. This section does not apply to a lessor, dealer, manufactuer, rebuilder or distributor of a motor vehicle, an owner

of a fleet, a common, contract or private motor carrier or any other employer who owns a motor vehicle for use in his or
her business.

(Added to NRS by 1987, 1088; A 2001 Special Session. 252)

NR 485.187 Unlawful acts; flnes and penalties; exceptions.
1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 5, the owner of a motor vehicle shall not:
(a) Operate the motor vehicle, if it is registered or required to be registered in this State, without having insurance as

required by NRS 485.185.
(b) Operate or knowingly permit the operation of the motor vehicle without having evidence of insurance of the

operator or the vehicle in the vehicle.
(c) Fail or refuse to surender, upon demand, to a peace oftcer or to an authorized representative of the Deparment

the evidencc of insurance.
(d) Knowinly permit the operation of 

the motor vehicle in violation of subsection 3 ofNRS 485,186.
2. A person shall not operate the motor vehicle of another person unless the person who wil operate the motor

vehicle:
(a) First ensures that the required evidence of 

inurance is present in the motor vehicle; or

(b) Has his or her own evidence of insurance which covers that person as the operator of the motor vehicle.
3. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4, any person who violates subsection I or 2 is guilty of a

misdemeanor. Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, in addition to any other penalty, a person sentenced
pursuant to this subsection shall be punished by a fme of not less than $600 nor more than $ I ,000 for each violation. The
fme must be reduced to $100 for the first violation if the person obtains a motor vehicle liabilty policy by the time of
sentencing, unless:
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(a) The person has registered the vehicle as par ofa fleet of 
vehicles pursuant to subsection 5 ofNRS 482.215; or

(b) The person has been issued a certificate of self-insurance pursuant to NRS 485.380.
4. A cour:

(a) Shall not find a person guilty or fine a person for a violation of 
paragraph (a), (b) or (c) of subsection i or for a

violation of subsection 2 if the person presents evidence to the court that the insurance required by NRS 485.185 was in
effect at the time demand was made for it.

(b) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph (a), may impose a fme of not more than $1,000 for a violation of
paragraph (a), (b) or (c) of subsection 1, and suspend the balance of the fme on the condition that the person presents proof
to the cour each month for 12 months that the insurance required by NRS 485.185 is curently in effect.

5. The provisions of pargraphs (b) and (c) of subsection i do not apply if the motor vehicle in question displays a
valid permit issued by the Deparent pursuant to subsection.1 or 2 of NRS 482.3955, or NRS 482.396 or 482.3965
authorizing the movement or operation of that vehicle within the State for a limited time.

(Added to NRS by 1987. 1089; A 1987, 1443; 1989, 1844; 1993, 157,00, 2485, 2492; 1995.576, 2357, 2735; 1997.
662; 1999.2727; 2001.922)
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SECURITY FOLLOWING ACCIDENT

NRS 485.190 Department to determine amount of security required; hearing; suspension of license and
registration; procedure regarding erroneous information.

1. If, 20 days afer the receipt of a report of an accident involving a motor vehicle within this State which has

resulted in bodily injur or death, or damage to the property of anyone person in excess of$750, the Deparent does not
have on fie evidence satisfactory to it that the person who would otherwise be required to fie security under subsection 2
has been released from liabilty, has been finally adjudicated not to be liable or has executed an acknowledged written
agreement providig for the payment of an agreed amount in installents with respect to all claims for injuries or damages
resulting from the accident, the Deparent shall upon request set the matter for a hearing as provided in NRS 485. i 91.

2. The Deparent shall, imediately after a determination adverse to an operator or owner is made in a hearing
pursuant to NRS 485.191, suspend the license of each operator and all registrations of each owner of a motor vehicle
involved in such an accident, and, if the operator is a nonresident, the privilege of operating a motor vehicle within this
State, and, if the owner is a nonresident, the privilege of the use within this State of any motor vehicle owned by him or
her, unless the operator or owner, or both, imediately deposit security in the sum so determined by the Departent at the
hearing. If erroneous information is given to the Department with respect to the matters set forth in pargraph (a), (b) or
(c) of subsection i of NRS 485.200, the Departent shall take appropriate action as provided in this section after it
receives corrct infonnation with respect to those mattrs.

(Par 4:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.04J-(NRS A 1961, 139; 1965,264,1275; 1973, 1545; 1981. 1862; 1987.1090;
1993,2486; 1999,3579; 2007,2050)

NRS 485.191 Right to hearing; notice; request for hearing; waiver.
i. Any operator or owner of a motor vehicle who was involved in an accident and who is not exempt from the

requirements of depositing sccurity by the provisions of NRS 485.200, is entitled to a hearing before the Director or a
representative of the Director before a determination of the amount of security required pursuant to NR 485.190, and
before the suspension of his or her operator's license or registration as provided in subsection 2 of NRS 485.190. The
hearing must be held in the county of residence of the operator, If the operator and owner reside in different counties and
the hearing would involve both of them, the hearing must be held in the county which wil be the most convenient for the
sumoning of witnesses.

2. The owner or operator must be given at least 30 days' notice of the hearg in writig with a brief explanation of

the proceedings to be taken against the owner or operator and the possible consequences of a determation adverse to the
owner or operator.

3. If the operator or owner desires a hearing, the owner or operator shall, within i 5 days, notity the Deparment in
writing of such intention. If the owner or operator does not send this notice within the i 5 days, he or she waives his or her
right to a hearing, except that, the Director may for good cause shown permit the owner a later opportnity for a hearing.

(Added to NRS by 1973,1544; A 1981, 1863; 1987, 1091; 1999,3580)

NRS 485.193 Scope of hearing. The hearg must be held to determine:
i. Whether or not there is a reasonable possibility that a judgment may be rendered against the owner or operator as

a result of the accident in which the owner or operator was involved if the issue is brought before a court of competent
jurisdiction; and

2. The amount of security that may be required of the operator or owner to satisfy any judgment for damages that
may be rendered against the owner or operator.

(Added to NRS by 1973, 1544; A 1981, 85)

NRS 485.195 Powers of offcer conducting hearing. The Director or a representative of the Director may certity
to all official acts and issue subpoenas for attendance ofwitiiesses and the production of books and papers,

(Added to NRS by 1973, 1544; A1981, 85)

NRS 485.197 Enforcement of subpoenas issued by Director.
1, The ditrict cour in and for the county in which any hearing may be held shall have the power to compel the

attendance of witnesses, the giving of testimony and the production of books and papers as required by any subpoena
issued by the Director.

2. In case of the refusal of any witness to attend or testif or produce any papers required by such subpoena the

Director may report to the ditrict court in and for the county in which the hearing is pending by petition, settg fort:

(a) That due notice has been given ofthe time and place of attendance of the witness or the production of the books
and papers;

(b) That the witness has been subpoenaed in the manner prescribed in this chapter;
(c) That the witness has failed and refused to attend or produce the papers required by subpocna before the Director in

the cause or proceeding named in the subpoena, or has refused to answer questions propounded to the witness in the
course of such hearing,
.. and asking an order of the court compelling the witness to attend and testify or produce the books or papers before the
Dirctor.

3. The cour, upon petition of the Director, shall enter an order diecting the witness to appear before the court at a
time and place to be fixed by the cour in such order, the time to be not more than 10 days from the date of the order, and
then and there show cause why the witness has not attended or testified or produced the books or papers before the
Director. A certified copy of the order shall be served upon the witness. If it shall appear to the cour that the subpoena
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was regularly issued by the Director, the court shall thereupon enter an order that the witness appear before the Director at
the time and place fixed in the order and testify or produce the required books or papers, and upon failure to obey the
order the witness shall be dealt with as for contempt of court.

(Added to NRS by 1973, 1545)

NRS 485.200 Exceptions to requirements as to security and suspension of license and registration.
1. The requirements as to securty and suspension in NR 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, do not apply:
(a) To the operator or owner if the operator or owner had in effect at the time of the accident a motor vehicle liability

policy with respect to the motor vehicle involved in the accident;
(b) To the operator if there was in effect at the time of the accident a motor vehicle liabilty policy with respect to his

or her operation of any motor vehicle;
(c) To the operator or owner if the liability for damages of the operator or owner resulting from the accident is, in the

judgment ofthe Deparent, covered by any other form of liabilty insurance policy or a bond;
(d) To any person qualifying as a self-insurer pursuant to NRS 485.380, or to any person operating a motor vehicle for

the self- insured;
(e) To the operator or the owner of a motor vehicle involved in an accident wherein no injur or damage was caused

to the person or propert of anyone other than the operator or owner;
(f) To the operator or the owner of a motor vehicle legally parked at the lime of Lhe accident;
(g) To the owner of a motor vehicle if at the time of the accident the vehicle was being operated without the owner's

permission, express or implied, or was parked by a person who had been operating the motor vehicle without permission;
or

(h) If, before the date that the Deparent would otherwise suspend the license and registration or nomesidents
operating privilege pursuant to NRS 485.190, there is fied with the Department evidence satisfactory to it that the person
who would otherwise have to fie security has been released from liabilty or has received a detennation in his or her
favor at a hearing conducted pursuant to NRS 485.191, or has been finally adjudicated not to be liable or has executed an
acknowledged written agreement providing for the payment of an agreed amount in installments, with respect to all clainis
for injuries or damages resulting from the accident.

2. An owner who is not the operator of the motor vehicle is not exempt from the requirements as to security and
suspension in NRS 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, if thc owner holds a motor vehicle liabilty policy which provides
coverage only when the owner is operating the motor vehicle and, at the time of the accident, another person is operating
the motor vehicle with the express or implied permission of the owner.

(par 4:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.04) + (5:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.05)-(RS A 1961,140; 1973,836, 1546;
1979.1515; 1981. 1863; 1987. 1091; 1995.2736; 1999,3580)

NRS 485.210 Requirements as to policy or bond. For the purposes of NRS 485.200, a policy or bond is not
effective unless:

1. The policy or bond is. subject, if the accident has resulted in bodily injury or death, to a limit, exclusive of interest
and costs, of not less than $15,000 because of bodily injur to or death of one person in anyone accident and, subject to
the limit for one person, to a limit of not less than $30,000 because of bodily injur to or death of two or more persons in

anyone accident and, if the accident has resulted in injur to or destruction of propert, to a limit of noiless than $10,000
because of injury to or destrction of propert of others in anyone accident; and

2. The insurance company or surety company issuing that policy or bond is authorized to do business in this State or,
if the company is not authorized to do business in this State, unless it executes a power of attoiney authorizing the
Director to accept service on its behalf of notice or process in any action upon that policy or bond arising ouL of an
accident.

(P 4:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.04)-(RS A 1961,141; 1963,220; 1969, 177; 1981,628; 1985.1958; 1987,
1092; 1995.2731)

NRS 485.220 Form and amount of security,
1. The security required pursuant to NRS 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, must be in such a form and amount as the

Departent may require, but in no case in excess of the limits specified in NRS 485.210 in reference to the acceptable
limits of a policy or bond.

2. The person depositing the security shall specify in writing the person or persons on whose behalf the deposit is
made and, at any time while the deposit is in the custody of the Departent or the State Treasurer, the person depositing it
may, in writing, amend the specification of the person or persons on whose behalf the deposit is made to include an
additional person or persons, but a single deposit of security is applicable only on behalf of persons required to fuish
security because of the same accident.

(par 8:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.08)-(S A 1961,141; 1981, 1128; 1995.2737; 1999.3581)

NR 485.230 Duration of suspension; requirements for reinstatement.
1. The license, all registrations and the nonresident's opemting privilege suspended as provided in NRS 485.190

must remain so suspended and may not be renewed nor may any license or registration be issued to any such person unti:
(a) The person deposits or there is deposited on his or her behalf 

the security required under NRS 485.190;

(b) Two years have elapsed following the date of the accident and evidence satisfactory to the Departent has been
fied with it that during that period no action for damages arising out of the accident has been instituted; or

(c) Evidence satisfactory to the Departent has been fied with it of a release from liability, or a final adjudication of
nonliabilty, or an acknowledged written agreement, in accordance with NRS 485.190.
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2. Upon any default in the payment of any installment under any acknowledged written agreement, and upon notice
of the default, the Departent shall suspend the license and all registrations or the nonresident's operating privilege of the
person defaulting, which may not be restored until:

(a) The person deposits and thereafter maintains secunty as required under NRS 485.190 in such an amount as the
Deparent may then detennine; or

(b) One year has elapsed following the date of default, or 2 years following the date of the accident, whichever is
greater, and during that period no action upon the agreement has been instituted in a cour in this State.

3. Proof of financial responsibilty, as set forth in NRS 485.307, is an additional requirement for reinstatement of the

operator's license and registrations under this section. The person shall maintain proof of financial responsibilty for 3
years after the date of reinstatement of the license in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. If the person fails to
do so the Department shall suspend the license and registrations.

(6:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.06)-(NRS A 1957,721; 1961, 141; 1981, 1864; 1985, 1175; 1999,3581)

NRS 485.240 Application to nonresidents, unlicensed drivers, unregistered motor vehicles and accidents In
other states.

1, If the operator or the owner of a motor vehicle involved in an accident withi this State has no license or

registration, or is a nonresident, the operator or owner must not be allowed a license or registration unti the operator or
owner has complied with the requirements of NRS 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, to the same extent that would be
necessary if, at the time of the accident, the operator or owner had held a license and registration.

2. When a nonrsident's operating privilege is suspended pursuant to NRS 485.190 or 485.230, the Deparent shall
transmit a certfied copy of the record of that action to the offcer in charge of the issuance of licenses and registration

certficates in the state in which the nonrsident resides, if the law of that state provides for action in relation thereto
similar to that provided for in subsection 3.

3. Upon receipt of a certification that the operatig privilege of a resident of this State has been suspended or
revoked in any other state puruant to a law providing for its suspension or revocation for failure to deposit security for the
payment of judgments arising out of a motor vehicle accident, under circumstances which would require the Departent
to suspend a nonresident's operating privilege had the accident occurred in this State, the Departent shall suspend the
license of the resident if the resident was the operator, and all of his or her registrations if the resident was the owner of a
motor vehicle involved in uiat accident. The suspension must continue until the resident furnishes evidence of compliance
with the law of the other state relating to the deposit of that security.

(7:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.07)-(NRS A 1957,722; 1961, 142; 1981. 1128; 1995.2737; 1999,3582)

NRS 485.250 Authority of Department to reduce amount of security. The Depaitment may reduce the anlOunt
of security ordered in any case within 6 months afer the date of the accident if, in its judgment, the amount ordered is
excessive. In case the securty originally ordered has been deposited, the excess deposited over the reduced amount
ordered must be returned to the depositor or his or her personal representative forthwith, notwithstanding the provisions of
NRS 485.270.

(Part 8:127:1949; 1943 NeL § 4439.08J-(S A 1961, 143; 1999. 3582)

NRS 485.260 Custody of security. Security deposited pursuant to the requirements ofNRS 485.190 to 485.300,
inclusive, must be placed by the Departent in the custody of the State Treasurer.

(Par 9:127:1949; A 1955, 192)-(NRS A 1961, 143; 1981. 1129; 1995.2738; 1999.3583)

NRS 485.270 Disposition of security. Security deposited in compliance with the requirements of this chapter is
applicable only to the payment of a judgment or judgments rendered against the person or persons on whose behalf the
deposit was made for dilages arising out of the accident in question in an action at law, begun not later than 2 years after
the date of the accident or within 1 year after the date of deposit of any security under NRS 485.230, whichever period is
longer, or to the payment in settlement, agreed to by the depositor, of a claim or claims arising out of the accident.

(Par 9:127:1949; A 1955, i 92)-(NRSA 1957,722; 1981, 1865)

NRS 485.280 Return of deposit. A deposit or any balance thereof must be retul1ed to the depositor or his or her
personal representative:

1. When evidence satisfactory to the Departent has been fied with it that there has been a release from liabilty, a
fmal adjudication of non liabilty or an acknowledged agreement, in accordance with paragraph (h) of subsection i ofNRS
485.200; or

2. If 2 years after the date of the accident or i year after the date of deposit of any security under NRS 485.230,
whichever period is longer, the Deparent is given reasonable evidence that there is no action pending and no judgment

rendered in such an action left unpaid.
(Par 9:127:1949; A 1955, 192)-(RS A 1961,143; 1981, 1865; 1987, 1093; 1999,3583)

NRS 485.290 Transfers of deposits to State Highway Fund; procedure for payment of claimants after
transfer.

1. In cases where a return to a depositor or his or her personal representative is authorized and warranted under NRS
485.280 but the address or present whereabouts of the depositor is unown and cannot be readily ascertined by the
Deparent, the security deposited may, 90 days after its retun would be authorized by NRS 485.280, be tranferred from
the custody of the State Treasurer to the State Highway Fund for the general use of the Departent of Transportation upon
the writen and certified request of the Deparent.

http://ww.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-485 .html 4/11/2016

016



NRS: CHAPTER 485 - MOTOR VEHICLES: INSURANCE AND FINANCIAL RESPO... Page 4 of 4

2. The request made by the Deparent must state the names of the parties, the dates and a concise statement of the
facts involved and must be forwarded in duplicate to the State Controller and the State Treasurer.

3. The State Controller and thc State Treasurer are directed to trsfer the amounts of security deposits from the
custody of the State Treiiurer to the State Highway Fund to effectuate the puroses of this section upon being satisfied
that the provisions otthis chapter have been complied with.

4. If the depositor of the security or his or her rightful heirs or legatees, within 5 years after the transfer ofthe deposit
to the State Highway Fund, present a verified claim to thc Deparent and make proof of the validity of the claim, the
Deparent, if it is satisfied as to the validity of the claim, may determine the amount thereby found to be due and certify
it to the State Controller who shall draw a warrant therefor on the State Treasurer, who shall pay the warant out of the
State Highway Fimd.

5, If the Deparent denies the validity of the clai, the claimant, upon notice to the Attorney General, has a right to

appeal to the First Judicial District Cour of the State of Nevada, in and for Carson City, and present proof ofthe validity
of the claim. If, afer hearing, the cour is satisfied the claimant is rightfully entitled to the deposit, the court shall enter a
decree that the money be paid to the claimant The decree must be certified to the State Board of Examiners, stating the
amount thereby found to be due, and the State Board of Examiners shall allow the amount and certify it to the State
Controller who shall draw a warrnt therefor on the State Treasurer, who shall pay the warrant out of the State Highway
Fund.

6. The amounts in the custody of the State Treasurer on March 19, 1955, fallng underthe provisions of this section,

may be transferred to the State Highway Fund, after the expiration of 
90 days from March 19, 1955, in accordance with

the provisions of this section.
(pait 9:127:1949; A 1955, i 92)-(S A 1961,143; 1971,231; 1979. 1815; 1999.3583)

NRS 485.300 Matters not to be evidence in civil suits. Any action taen by the departent pursuant to NRS
485.190 to 485300, inclusive, the findings, if any, of the department upon which the action is based and the security filed
pursuant to NRS 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, are privileged against disclosure at the trial of any action at law to recoverdamages. .

(10:127:1949; 1943 NCL § 4439.l0)-(NS A 1961, 144; 1971,809; 1981, 1129; 1995,2738; 1999,3584)
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NONPAYMENT OF JUDGMENT

NRS 485.301 Judgmcnt creditor authorized to report nonpayment of judgment entered as result of motor
vehicle accident; Department to transmit copy of judgment to nonresident's state.

1. Whenever any person fails within 60 days to satisfy any judgment that was entered as a result of an accident
involving a motor vehicle, the judgment creditor or the judgment creditor's attorney may forward to the Deparent
immediately afer the expiration of the 60 days a certified copy of the judgment.

2. If the defendant named in any certified copy of a judgment that was entered as a result of an accident involving a
motor vehicle and reported to the Department is a nonresident, the Deparment shall transmit a certifed copy of the
judgment to the offcer in charge of the issuance of licenses and registration certificates of the state in which the defendant
is a resident.

(Added to NRS by 1957,723; A 1961, 144; 1983,266; i 999,3584; 2007. 2050)

http://ww.leg.state.nv.usINRSINRS-485.html 4/1112016
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NRS: CHAPTER 485 . MOTOR VEHICLES: INSURANCE AND FINANCIAL RESPO... Page 1 01 1

NRS 485.302 Suspension for nonpayment of judgment; exceptions.
I. The Deparent shall, upon the receipt of a certfied copy of a judgment, suspend the license, all registrations and

any nonresident's operating privilege of any person against whom the judgment was rendered, except as otherwise
provided in this section and in NRS 485.305.

2. If the judgment creditor consents in writing, in such a fonn as the Deparment may prescribe, that the judgment
debtor be allowed a license and registration or nonresident's operatùig privilege, it may be allowed by the Departent
until the consent is revoked in writing, notwithstanding default in the payment of the judgment or of any installments
thereof prescribed in NRS 485.305, if the judgment debtor furnishes proof of financial responsibilty as provided in NRS
485.307. The debtor shall maintain proof of financia! responsibilty for 3 years afer the date of reinstatement of the
license pursuant to the provisions of this chapter. If the debtor fails to do so, the Deparent shall suspend the license and
registrtions of the debtor.

(Added to NRS by 1957, 723; A 1961, 144; 1985, 1176; 1995,2738; 1999,3584)

http://ww.leg.state.nv.usINSINRS-485 .htm 4/11/2016
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NEVADA RULES OF APPELLATE
PROCEDURE

Effective July 1, 1978

Including Amendrnents Received Through Februar 1, 2016

?' ' 1. APPLICABILITY OF RULES

¡¡"
F', Scope, Constillction of Rules.

~~' Suspension of Rules.

!:;.~;1I. APPEALS FROM JUDGMENTS AND
~šr, ORDERS OF DISTRICT COURTS
""""-:¡peal-How Takeu.

:Olyl Actions: Standing to Appeal; Appealable Dete-
" :" l\ations.
;Orlminal Actions: Rules Governing.
:V~'it,'lack Onminal Appeals.

'dicia Discipline: Right to Appeal; How Taken;
R.ules Governing.

,~t Tiack Chid Qustody Appeals.
,. -When Taken.

tion of Questions of Law.ed. '
" or Costs on Appeal in Civi Cases.

,fiy or Injunction Pending Appeal or Resolution ofdQi'glal Writ Proceins.
~ ,ilìlscript; Diity of Counsel; Duty of the Cour
,,Reportr or Recorder.

'eRecord.
iing and Forwardig the Record.

cketig the Appeal; Filing of the Record.
'\U Reportrs' and Recorders' Duties and Obli.

Sanctions.
Stment.

nt Conferences in Civi Appeals.

of Cass Between the Supreme Cour and the
ur of Appeal.
rved.
rved.
rved,

'II EXTRAORDINARY WRITS
"ts of Mandamus and Prohibition and Other Ex-
traordinar Writs.

HABEAS CORPUS; PROCEEDINGS
IN FORMA PAUPERIS

" as Corpus Proceedis.
dy of Prisoners in Habeas Corpus Proceedings.
edgs in Forma Pauper.

V. GENERAL PROVISIONS

g and Serce.
, Composition, Session, Quorum and Adjour-

ta.
tig and Extending Tie,

OSurB Statements.

1049

Rule
27.
28.
28.1.
28.2.
29.
80.
81.

82.
33.
34.
35.
36,
37.
88.
39.
40.
40A.
4OB.
41.
42.
43.
44.

45.
45A.
46.
46A.
47,
48.

Motions.
Biiefs.
Cross-Apeals.
Attrney's Certifcate.
Brief of an Amicus Curae.
Appendi to the Briefs.
Fig and Serce of Briefs.
Form of Briefs. the Appendix and Other Papers.
Appeal Conferences.
Oral Argim.ent.
Disqualficaon of a Justice or Judge.
Entr of Judgment.
Interest on Judgments.
Frivolous Civi Appes-Damages and Costs.
Costs.
Petition for Rehearg.
Petition for En Banc Reconsideration.
Petition for Review by the Supreme Cour.
Issuancs of Remitttur; Stay of Remittr.
Volunta Dismisa
Substution of Pares.
Cases InvolVg Constitutional Questions Where State

Is Not a Pary.
Clerk's Duties.
Seal of Supreme Cour.
Attorneys.
Pares Appearig Without CounseL.
Rules of Appellate Practice.
Tile.

APPENDIX OF FORMS
Form

Docketig Statement-Civi Appeals.
Docketing Statement-Crinl Appeal,

1. Notice of Appeal to the Supreme Cour from a Judg-
ment or Order of a District Cour.

2. Cas Appeal Statement.
8. Transcrpt Request Form.
4. Afdavit and Order to Accompany Motion for Leave to

Appeal in Forma Pauperis.
6. Request for Roiih Draf Trnscrpt of Proceeding in

the District Cour.
6. FBB Track Sttement.
7. Fast Track Response,

8. Notice ófWithdrawa of Appeal,
9. Cercatof Compliance.
10. Settlement Statement.

11. Request for Rough Draf Transcript of Child Custoy
Proceedi in the Distict Court.

12. Chid Custody Fast Trac Statement.
13. Child Custody Fast Trac Response.

14. Cercate of No Transcript Request.
16. Notice of Completion and Delivery of Tranacript.

16. Cerifcate of Compliance Pursuant to Rules 40 and
4OA.
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Rule 3 RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE

clerk of the Supreme Court the required fiing fee,
together with 3 certifed, fie-tamped copies of the
following documents:

. the notice of appeal;

. the case appeal statement;

. the district court docket entries;

. the civi case cover sheet, if any;

. the judgment(s) or order(s) being appealed;

. any notice of entr of the judgment(s) or order(s)

being appealed;

. any certifcation order diectig entry of judg-

ment in accordance with NRCP 64(b);
. the minutes of the district cour proceedings; and
. a list of exhibits offered into evidence, if any.

If, at the time of fiing of the notice of appeal, any of
the enumerate documents have not been fied in the
district court, the distrct court clerk shall nonetheless
forward the notice of appeal together with all docu-

ments, then on file with the clerk.

(B) The district court clerk shall promptly for-
ward any later docket entries to the clerk of the
Supreme Cour.

(2) Appellant's Duty. An appellant shaii take all
action necessary to enable the clerk to asemble and
forward the documents enumerated in this subdivi-
sion.
As (lmeCÙd, ef Sfft. 1, 1996; Jvly 1, f¿008; July 1, 2009;
Jan. 120, fJ015.

RUL 3A. CIVIL ACTIONS: STANDING TO AP.
PEAL: APPEALABLE DETERMNATIONS

(a) Standing to AppeaL. A party who is aggreved
by an appealable judgment or order may appeal from
that judgment or order, with or without first moving
for a new tral.

(b) Appealable Determinations. An appeal may
be taen from the followng judgments and orders of a
district court in a civil action: '

, (1) A fial judgment entered in an acon or pro-
ceeding commenced in the court in which the judg~
ment is rendered.

(2) An order granting or denying a motion for a
new triaL.

(3) An order granting or i'efusing to grant an in-
juncton or dissolvig or refusing to dissolve an injunc-
tion.

(4) An order appointing or refusing to appoint a
receiver or vacating or refusing to vacate an order
appointing a receiver.

(5) An order dissolving or refusing to dissolve an
attachment.

(6) An order chiingng or refusing to change the
place of tral only when a notice of appeal from the

order is fied within 30 days.

(A) Such an order may only be review
timely direct appeal from the order andmii
reviewed on appeal from the judgment in t
or proceeding or otherwe. On motion
party, the court granting or refusing to,
motion to change the place of tral of an'
proceeding shall ente an order stayig t'

the action or proceedng unti the time
from the order grantig or refusing to
motion to change the place of tral has expo

an appeal has been taken, unti the appeal'

resolved.

(B) Whenever an appeal is tan fro~;'
order, the clerk of the ditrct court shaln
certif and transmit to the clerk of the"

Cour as the record on appeal, the origÌ:
on which the motion was heard in the djil
and, if the appellant or respondent dem
transcript of any. proceedings had in th
cour. The ditrct court shall requi;
reportr to expedite the prepartion of
script in preference to any other requ
transcrpt in a civi matter. When the,

docketed in the court, it stands subintt
further briefs or oral argument unless .
otherwse orders.

(7) An order entered in a proceedig th
arise in a juvenile court that fially es

alters the custody of mior children.

(8) A special order entered afr final j
excluding an order granting a motion to

default judgment under NRCP 60(b)(l) when
tion was fied and served withn 60 days afr.the default judgment. .

(9) An interlocutory judgment, order or
an acton to redeem real or personal prope
mortgae or lien that determnes the right
and diects an accounting.

(10) An interlocutory judgment in an
partition that determines the rights and in
the respective parties and direct a partio

divion.
Pararaph, (5) deted ef Jvly 18, 1988.

Jvly 1, fJ009; Jan f¿0, £015,

. .... E 3C. FAST TRAC
'j Applicabilty.
) This Rule applies 1
judgment or orde
nviction proceedin¡

State or the defendan
) The Supreme COUl'

'apply this Rule to a
:postconviction procei
;'Rule.

. Unless the court 0
ubject to this Rule iJ

.(A) the appeal chall
a cae involving a Cf

"NRS 193.130(2)(a),
imprionment in th
hout the possibilty

) the appeal is
. 'oner who was n.
ditrict court.; or

C) the appeal is f
).

Reponsibilties i
Definition, For
'" means the at
ant or postconvici

\mderlying proce

peal.

Responsibilties.
of appeal, rough
t trck stateme

for the ciie r

raised. Tra:

and adjust tl
rnpensation to
imposed by this J

Withdrawal. To
the appeal, tri

a motion to withe
shal be conside

e notice of app
d fast track st:
shal be condi

tion 'with appel
otice of Appe~
from a district
y this Rule, api
a notice of apt
tes.
ugh Draft T
a computer-g
usly preparee
fread, correcto

ript.
Format. For
dra transcript

RULE 3B. CRIMINAL ACTIONS: RULÊ,ERNING ",'
Appeas from ditrct court determnatio'"

nal actions shall be governed by these R .
NRS 176.09183, NRS 177.015 to 177305;,
34,676. All appeal in capital cies are also:
the provisions of SCR 260. Rule 3C ap
other diect and postconviction crminal

cept those matters specifcally excluded by

As amød, eff Sept. 1, 1996; Ji,iy 1, 2009;
Oct. 1, 2015.
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NEVADA RULES OF APPELLATE
PROCEDURE

Effective July 1, 1973

Including Amendments Received Though Februar 1,2016

APPLICABILITY OF RULES

"APPEALS FROM JUDGMENTS AND
~jjRDERS OF DISTRICT COURTS
~"~'al-How Taken. '

,Actions: Stadig to Appeai¡ Appeaable Dete-
i1tions.

',' Actioiis: Rules Governing.
,Track Criinal Appeals.

al Disciplie: Right to Appeai; How Takeni
es Governig.
. ack' Child Çustody Appeals.

en Taken. ,.
cation of Questions of Law.",ed. .

;for Cost. on Appeal in CiylLCases.
Qr Injunction Pending Appeal or Resolution of
. ai Writ Proceedlgs.

t; Duty òf Counsel; Duty of the Cour
, r or Recorder.
rd.

g and Forwarding the H.eoord.
the Appea; Fil of the Record.
ortrs~ and Recorders' Duties and Obli-
Sanctions.
Sttement.

ent Conferences in Civ Appeals.
n of Cases Between the Supreme Cour and the

of Appeals.
ed.
ed.
ed.

i. EXTRAORDINARY WRITS

of Mindamus and Prohibition and Other Ex-
Ì'inary Writs.

ABEAS CORPUS; PROCEEDINGS
IN FORMA PAUPERIS

Corpus Proceedings.
dy of Prisoners in Habeas Corpus Proceedings.
dings in Forma Pauperi.

V. GENERAL PROVISIONS

and Adjourn-

Rule
27.
28.
28.1.
28.2.
29.
ao.
al.
32.
83.
84. .

SI.
36.
37.
88.
39.
40,
40A.
40B.
41.
42.
43.
44.

45.
45A.
46.
46A.
47.
48.

Motions.
Briefs.
CrosS-Appeals.
Attrney's Certcat.
Briefolan Ancus Curae.
Appeiidi' to the . Briefs.
Filg anliBervce of Briefs.
Fori'of'Brifs, the Appendix and Other Papers.

Appeal Conferences.
Orai Arment.
Dlqua1Cltion of a Justice or Judge.
Entry òfJudgent.
Jnterest on Judgnents.
Frvolous OiVi Appea-Damages and Costs.
Costs.
létition for Reheag.
Petition for En Baíi Reconsideration.
Petition for Review by the Supreme Cour.
Issuance of Remitttur; Stay of Remitttur.
VOIIIar Dis!Jsal. .

. Substitution of Pares.
cas IIvòlVlg Con'stitutional Questions Where Sta

Is Nota Pary.
Clerk's Duties.
Seiil of Supreme Court
Attorneys, .
Pares Appearig Without Counsel.
Rules of Appellate Practice.
Title.

APPENDIX OF FORMS
Form

Docketig Stament-Civil Appeals.
Docketing Stateent-Criinal Appeals.

1. Noj;ce of Appea to the Supree Cour from a Judg-
ment or Order of a Distrct Court.

2. Cas Appea Statement.
3. Trancript Reqqsst Form.
4. Afdavit and Order to Accompany Motion for Leave to

Appeal in Forna Pauperis.
6. Reques for Rough Draft Transcrpt of Proceeding in

the District Court
6. Fast Tiaè Statement.

7. Fast Trac Ilesponse.

8. NotiCe òf Withdrawal of Appeal.

9. Oertcate of Compliance.

10. SetlJement Statement.

11. Request ~or Rough Dra Transcript of Child Cutody
Proceedig in the Distrct Cour.

12. Ohll Custody Fast Track Statement.

13. Chid CÛBtòdy FàSt Tràck Response.
14. Certcate of No Transcrpt Request.
15. Notice of Completion and Delivery of Transcript.

16. Certcate of. Cumpliance PUrSU&lt to Rules 40 and
40A
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Rule 16 RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE

the settlement judge wihi 15 days from the date of
the clerk's assignment notice. A settement state
ment shall not be fied with the Supreme Court and
shall not be served on opposing counsel.

A settlement statement is lited to 10 pages, and

shall concisely state: (1) the relevant facts; (2) the

issues on appeal; (3) the arguent supporting the
pary's position on appeal; (4) the weakest points of
the party's position on appeal; (6) a settement pro-
'posal that the pary believes would be fai or would be
wing to make ln order to conclude the matter; and
(6) al matters which, in counsel's professional opinion,

may assist the settlement judge in conductig the
settlement conference. Form 10 in the Appendix of
Forms is a suggested form of a settement statement.

(e) Settlement Conference. The settlement con-
ference shall be held at a time and place designated
by the settlement judge.

(1) Attendance. Counsel for all paries and their
clients must atted the conference. The settement
judge may, for good cause shown, excuse a client's
attendance at the conference, provided that counsel

hii wrtten authorization to resolve the case fully or

hii immediate telephone acces to the clieni.

(2) Agenda. The agenda for the settlement confer-
ence and the sequence of presentation shall be at the
discretion of the settlement judge. A subsequent
settlement conference may be conducted by age-
ment of the partes or at the directon of the settle-
mentjudge.

(3) Settlement Conference Status Rcport. With-
in 10 days from the date of any settlement conference,
the settlement judge shall fie a settement conference
status report. The report must state the result of the
settlement conference, but shall not disclose an mat-
ters discussed at the conference.

(4) Settlement Documents. If a settlement is rRULE. 17. DIVISION OF CASES BE. THE SUPREME COURT AND THEroached, thE; parties shall imediately execute a set- OF APPEAL
tlement agreement and a stipulation to diiss the

appeal, and shall fie the stipulation to dismiss with (a) Cases Retained by the Supreme Có
the clerk of the Supreme Cour. The settlement Supreme Court shall hear and decide the'
agreement does not need tobe fied with the Supreme (1) Except as provided in (b) of this ruØiCOUI.t. ings invokig the original jursdiction of thé.
(f) Length of Time in Settlement Conference Court;'Program. (2) All direct appeals, post-conviction aii
(1) Time Limits. Withn 180 days of assignment, writ petitions in death penalty cass;

the settlement judge must file a fial settlement con- (3) Cases involving ballot or election que

ference status report indicatig whether the pares
were able to agee to a settement. For cases involv- (4) Cases involvig judicial disciplie;
ing cluld custody, viitation, relocation or guardianship (5) Cases involvig attorney admission, .'
issUes, a frnal settlement conference status report discipline. disabilty, reinstatement, and .
must be fied within 120 days of assignment. (6) Cases involving the approval of pt:'

(2) Extensions. Upon stipulation of all parties or servce plans;
upon the settlement judge's recommendation, the set- (7) Questions of law certified by a federlÙ:'
tlement program administrator may extend the time .
for filing a final settement conference status report. (8) Disputes between branches of gove
In cases not involving child custoy, visitation, reloca- local governments;

1070

tion or gudianship issues, the time may be

for an additional 90 days, In caes involving

custody, visitation; relocation or guardianship
the time may be extended for an additional

(3) Reinstatement of Rules. At the disc
the settlement program administratr, the
for requesting transcripts under Rule 9
briefs under Rule 31 may be reinstated d
extension period granted under Rule 16(f)(2).

(g) Sanctions. The failure of a pary, or'
ty's counsel, to participate in good faith in th
ment conference process by not attendirg a .

conference or not complying with the proce

quirements of the program may be grounds,
tions against the pary, the pary's counsel,

If a settlement judge believes sanctions are,

ate, the settlement judge may file a settleme
ence status report recoimending the sane:
imposed and describing the conduct, warar
sanction. Sanctions include, but are not l

payment of attorney's fees and costs of the
party, dismissal of the appeal, or revers,

judgment below. .'
(h) Confidentiality. Papers or docum

pared by counelor a settlement judge in
of a settlement conference, excluding the

conference status report, shall not be av:

public Inspection or submitted to or consider,
Supreme Cour or Court of Appeals.'
cussed at the settlement conference and

documents prepard under thi rule shall n
misible in evidence in any judicial proce .
shall not be subject to dicover.
Addd, eff Feb. 26, 1997. A8 amendd, eff Jan.
Oct. 17, 2000; Sept. 2~ 202; Apr. 18, 2006; Jan,

Administrative ag

r, or public util tiei

0) Oases origiating

1) Appeals from orc
, . bitration;

) Cases involving
or NRS Chapter 4

Matters raising a
t impression inv(

a constitution or c(

Mattrs raising a
wide public impoi
an inconsistency

rt of Appeals or
between publish€

Cases Assigned 1

'of Appeals shall
". assigned to it l

'ng case categorie!
. Oourt of Appeals;

All post-conviction
caes and cases

enses that are a c

i from a judgment
ty, guity but mei

,,: ; diect appeals f
.:,chaIJenges only th
~ ency of the evideJ

judgment of convi
s not involve a co

gory A or categOl

ppea from a juc
y fees, and costs

21. WRITS OF J
ION AND OT
ITS
andamus or Pro
and Filing.
ing and SeriCE
andamus or pr(
clerk of the S¡;

h the respondent
rd or offcer and
e petition shall i
ne of the categ(

. to the Court of
'either by virtue of
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EXTRAORDINARY WRITS Rule 21

,A

(9; Administrative agency appeals involving ta,
water, 01' public utiities commission determinations;

(10) Cases originating in business court;

(11) Appeals from orders denying motions to com-
pel arbitration;

(12) Cases invohing the tennination of parental
rights or NRS Chapter 432B;

(13) Matters raising as a principal issue a question

of first impression involving the United States or
Nevada constitution or common law; and

(4) Matters raising as a principal issue a question

of statewide public importance, or an issue upon which
there is an inconsistency in the published decisions of
the Court of Appeals or of the Supreme Court or a
confict between published decisions of the two courts.

(b) Cases Assigned to Court of Appeals. The
Court of Appeals shall hem' and decide only those
matters assigned to it by the Supreme Court. The
foJìowing case catBgories are presumptively assigned

to the Court of Appeals;

(1) All post-conviction appeals except those in death
penalty cases and cases that involve a convicLion for
any offenses that are a category A felony; any direct

appeal from a judgment of conviction based on a plea
of guilty, guilty but mentally il, or nolo contendere
(Alfoi'd); direct appeals from a judgment of conviction
that challenges only the sentence imposed or the
suffciency of the e\idence; and any diect appeal

from a judgment of conviction based on a jury verdict
that does not involve a convietion for any offenses that
are category A OJ' category B felonies;

(2) Appeals from a judgment, exclusive of interest,
attorney fees, and costs, of $250,000 or less in a tort

case;

(3) Appeais in statutory lien matters under Chapter
.108 of the Nevada Revised Statutes;

.c-'.

.:;.

:~~

.,
. ~~

~.,.~~

(4) Administrative agency appeals except those in-
volving tax, water, or public utilties commission de-

terminations;
(5) Cases involving family law matters other thaii

termination of parental rights or NRS Chapter 432B
proceedings;

(6) Appeals challenging venue;
(7) Appeals challenging the grant or denial of in-

junctive relief;
(8) Pretrial writ proceedings challenging discovery

orders, or orders resolving motions in limine;

(9) Appeals in trust and estate matters in which the
corpus has a value of less than $5,430,000;

(10) Appeals arising from the foreclosure mediation

program,
(e) In assigning cases to the Court of Appeals, due

regard wil be given to the workload of each court.

(d) A party who believes that a matter presump-
tively assigned to the Court of Appeals should be

retained by t.he Supreme Court may state the reasons
as enumerated in (a) of this rule in the routing state-
ment of the briefs as provided in Rules 3C, 3E, and
28, A part~' may not fie a motion or other pleading
seeking reassignment of a case that the Supreme

Court has assigned to the Court of Appeals.
(e) Transfer and Notice. Upon the transfer of a

case to the Court of Appeals, the clerk shall issue a
notice to the parties. With the exception of a petition
for Supreme Court review under Rule 40B, any plead-
irigs in a case after it has been transferred to the
Court of Appeals shall be entitled "In the Court of
Appeals of the State of Nevada."
Adde eff Jan, 20. 2015,

RULE 18. RESERVED
RULE 19. RESERVED
RULE 20. RESERVED

III

EXTRAORDINARY WRITS

RULE 21. WRITS Of' MANDAMUS AND PROHI.
BITION AND OTHER EXTRAORDINARY
WRITS

(a) Mandamus or Prohibition: Petition for Writ;
Service and Filng.

(1) Filing and Service. A party petitioning for a
writ of mandamus or prohibition must fie a petition
with the clerk of the Supreme Court with proof of
s~rvice on the respondent judge, corporation, commis-
sion, board or offcer and on each real party in inter-
est The petition shall identify whether the matter
falls in one of the categories of cases presumptively
assigned to the Court of Appeals pursuant to NRAP
Ií(b), cithci' by yirtuc of its subject matter or under

1071

~i~

~~
ill
'l:(
'.:~'

!1~
,:~.::

~):..

m~

I

NRAP : 7(b)(8). A petition directe to a court shall
also be accompanied by a notice of the fiing of the
petition, which shall be served on all parties to the
proceeding in that court.

(2) Caption. The petition shall include in the cap-
tion: the name of each petit.ioner; the name of the
appropriate judicial offcer, public tribunal, corpora-

tion. commission, board or person to whom the writ h;
directed as the respondent; and the name of each real
party in interest, if any.

(3) Contents of Petition. The petition must state:
CAl the relief sought;
(B) the issues presented;
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NEVADA RULES OF COURT

RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
FOR THE

NEVADA DISTRICT COURTS

Effective January 1, 1953

Including Amendments Received Through February 1, 2016

I. SCOPE OF RULES-ONE
FORM OF ACTION

Scope of Rules.
One Form of Action.

COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION; SERVICE
OF PROCESS, PLEADINGS, MOTIONS,

AND ORDERS
3. Commencement of Action,
4. Process,
5. Service and Filing of Plp.aings and Other Papers,

6. Time.

7.

7.1.
8,

9.

10.

11.

12.

II. PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS
Pleadings Alowed; Form of Motions,
Disclosure Statement.
General Rules of Pleading.
Pleading Special Matters.
~~orm of Pleadings.

Signing of Pleadings.
Defenses and Objections-Wlen and How Present-

ed-by Pleading or Motion-Motion for Judg-
ment on Pleadings.

Counterclaim and Cross-Clai.

Third-Party Practice.
Amended and Supplemental Pleadigs.
Pretiial Conferences; Scheduling; Management.
Mandatory Pre-Trial Discovery Requirements.
Mandatory Pre-Tral Discovery Requirments.
Mandatory Prejudgment Discovery Requirements

in Divorce, Anulment, Separate Maintenance. or
Dissolution of Domestic Partnership Matters.

Mandatory Prejudgment Discovery Requirements
in Paternity or Custoy Matters,

Pos1;udgment Discovery in Domestic Relations
Mattrs.

Child Witnesses.
Discovery Commissioners,

Rule
2.~.2.
24.
25.

54.
55.
56.
57.

933

Actions Relating to Unincorporated Associations.
Intervention.
Substitution of Parties.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3l.
32.
33.
34,

V. DEPOSITIONS AND DISCOVERY
General Provisions Governing Discovery.
Depositions Before Action or Pending AppeaL.

Persons Before Whom Depositions May Be Taken,
StipulationR Regarding Discovery Procedure,
Depositons by Oral Examination.
Depositions Upon Written Questions.
Use of Depositions in Cour Proceedings,
Interrogatories to Parties.
Producing Documents. Electronieally Stored Infor-

mation, and Tangible Things, or Entering Onto

Land, for Inspection and Oter Purposes,
Physical and Mental Examination of Persons.
Requests for Admission.
Failure to Make Disclosure or Cooperate in Discov-

ery; Sanctions.

13.

14,

15,

16,

16.1.
16,1.

16.2.

16.205.

16.21

16.215,
16.3.

IV_ PARTIES

Partes Plaintiff and Defendant; Capacity.

Joinder of Claims and Remedies.
Joinder of Persons Needed for Just Adjudication.
Permissive Joinder of Parties.
Misjoinder and Non-Joinder of Parties,
lnterpleader.
Class Actions,

Derivalive Artions hy Shareholders,

35,
36.
37.

38,
39.
40.
41,
42.
43.
44,
44.1.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

VI. TRIALS

Jury Trial of Right
Trial by Jury or by the Court.
Assignment of Cases for TriaL.
Dismissal of Actions.
Consolidation; Separate Trials.
Evidence,
Proof of Official Record.
Determination of Foreign Law.
Subpoena.
Exceptions Unnecessary.
Jurors.
Juries of Less Than Eight.
Special Verdicts and lnterrogatories,
Judgment as a Matter of Law in Jury Trals; Alter-

native Motion fot' Ncw Trial; Conditional Rul-

ings,
Instructions to Jury; Objections; Preserving a

Claim of Error.
Findings by the Court; Judgment on Partial Find-

ings,
Masters.

51.

52.

53.

VII. JUDGMENT
Judgments; Attorney Fees,
Default.
Summary Judgment.
Declaratory Judgments.
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Rule 9 RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

place are material and shall be considered like all
other averments of material mattr.

(g) Special Damage. When items of special dam-
age are claimed, they shall be specifcally stated.
At amendd, eff Jan. 1, 2005.

RULE 10. FORM OF PLEADINGS

(a) Caption; Names of Parties. Every pleading
shal contain a caption settng fort the name of the
cour and county, the title of the action, the file
Dumber, and a designation as in Rue 7(a). In the

complaint the title 'of the action shall include the
names of al the pares, but in other pleadings it is
sufcient to state the name of the fist pary on each
side with an appropriate indication of other paries.
A party whose Dame is not known may be designated
by any name, and when the'tre name is discovered,
the pleading may be amended accordingly.

ADVISORY COMMITTE'S NOTE
The federa rule is revised to include the name of

the county wi the name of the cour, and to add
proviion for suing a pary whose name is notknown. .

(b) Paragraphs; Separate Statements. Al aver-
ments of cl or defense shall be made in numbered

paragrphs, the contents of each of which shall be
limited a8 far as practicable to a statement of a single
set of circumstances; and a pargraph may be re-
ferred to by number in all succeedig pleadngs. Each
claim founded upon a separate transaction or occur-
rence and each defense other than deiúals shall be
stated in a separat count or defense whenever a

separation facilitas the clear presentation of the

matters set fort.

(c) Adoption by Reference; Exhibits. Stte-
ments in a pleading may be adopted by reference in a
different par of the same pleading or in another
pleadig or in any motion. A copy of any wrttn
instrment whch is an exibit to a pleadig is a par
thereof for al purposes.
As ameru eff Jan. 1, fJ005.

RULE 11, SIGNING OF PLEADINGS
(a) 'Signature. Every pleading, wrtten motion, and

other paper shall be signed by at least one attorney of
record in the attorney's individual name, or, if the
par is not represented by an attrney, shall be
signed by the party. Each paper shal state the
signer's address and telephone number, if any. Ex-
cept when otherwse specically provied by rule or
statute, pleadings need not be verifed or accompanied
by afdavit. An unsigned paper shall be stricken
unles omision of the signature is corrected promptly
aft being called to the attention of the attrney or

party.
(b) Representatiuns to Court. By presenting to

the court (whether by signing, filing, submitting, 01'. 942

latr adocating) a pleading, wrtten motion, or '
paper, an attorney or unrepresented pary is
ing that to the best of the person's knowledge, .

mation, and belief, formed after an inquiry reasohunder the cicumstances,- ,
(1) it is not being presented for any impr:

purpose, such as to haras or to cause unnec

delay or needless increase in the cost of Utig

(2) the claims, defenses, and other legal
tions therein are waranted by exsting law 01
nonfrivolous argument. for the exnsion, mo
tion, or reversal of exiting law or the establis
of new law;

(3) the allegations and other factual conten
have evidentiy support or, if specifcally so id
fieø, are likely to have evidentiar support
reasnable opportuty for futher inveatigatf
discovery; and

(4) the denials of factual contentions are
ed on the evidence or, if specically so iden(
are reasonably biid on a lack of inormtil!

belief."

(c) Sanctions. If, aftr notice and a reao
opportunity to respond, the court deterinineii
subdivision (b) has been violated, the cour "..,
subject to the conditions stated below, impose liit'
propriate sanction upon the attorneys, law fi$,i

pares that have violated subdiviion (b) or are:
sponsible for the violation.

(l How initiated.
(A) By Motion, A motion for sanctions un,

thi rue shall be made separately from9t
motions or requests and shall describe the '

ic conduct alleged to violate subdivision (b)

shall be served as provided in Rule 5, but.
not be fied with or presented to the court u ,
within 21 days aftr service of the motion (or
other period as the cour may prescribe),
challenged paper, claim, defense, contention"
gation, or denial is not withdrawn or approp
ly corrected. If warranted, the cour may
to the par prevaiing on the inotion the

able expenses and attorney's fee incure

presenting or opposing the motion, Absent
ceptional cirmstaces, a law finn shal be:
jointly responsible for violations coinitted b
parners, asociates, and employees. , .

(B) On Cour's Initiative. On its own '.
tive, the court may enter an order describi"
specifc conduct that appears to violate s.
sion (b) and dicting an attorney, law

pary to show cause why it has not viol
subdiviion (b) with respect thereto. .

(2) Nature of SancHon; Limitations. A BP;,
tion imposed for violation of this rule sha~

limited to what is sufcient. to deter repetitio~:

such conduct or comparable conduct by others s
Inrly situated. Subject to the limitations in sub

agraphs (A) and
include, directiv.

""der to pay apf
"l:,',inotion and war
'Ii;;d;corder directing
',' ciil of the reasOl

,.penses incurd
(A) Moneta

against a rei
subdivision (b:

(B) Moneta
the couits in

. order to show
or settlement

the pary whi.

sanctioned.
(8) Order. W

shall describe tl
,,8 violation of thi
j,,'disanction impose(

~';':'(d) Applicabill
'~"tJiough (c) of this
,'~'\¡iïicovery requests
j,')llat are subject ti
~;;;'¡¡iíd 26 through 3
r:,?Iqicovery are gove

~Ä;;l £i11 ef Feb
ti.'RUL:U~; D~

PLEADING
JUDGMENT

(a) When Presi
(1) A defendi

days afer bel
complait, unle

when servce of

4(e)(3),

(2) A party;
'. eross-claim ag¡ui
thereto within

plaintif shall se
. answer withi 2
" or, if a reply is (
,aftr servce of

wise diects.

(3) The State
SIon thereof, an

COmmssion mei
political subdivii

fie an answer (

45 days after thi

(4) The sei'V(
rue alters these
diferent time is

(A) if the CJ

its dispositior

026



PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS Rule 12

h8 (A) and (B), the sanction may consist of, or
diectives of a nonmonetar nature, an or-

pay a penalty into cour, or, if imposed on
and warranted for effective detelTence, an

.' ecting payment to the movant of some or
e reiionable attorney's fees and other ex-

incuri'ed as a diect result of the violation.
Monetar sanctions may not be awarded

st a represented pary for a violation of
Viion (b )(2).

j Monetar sanctions may not be awarded on

'~oourt's inititive unless the court issues its

'ètw show cause before a voluntary dismissal
settement. of the claims made by or against
. ty which is, or whose attorneys are, to be

woned.
L)rder. When imposing sanctions, the court
descibe the conduct detemined to constitute

. n of tls rule and explain the basis for the
imposed.

Iicabilty to Discovery. Subdivisions (a)

)ôf this rule do not apply to disclosures and
requests, re,sponses, objectons, and motions

. u,bject to the provisions of Rules 16.1, 16.2,
though 37. Sanctions for refusal to make

iiè governed by Rules 26(g) and 37.
'11 ef Feb. 11 1986; Jan. 1, :e005; July 1, 2008.

12. DEFENSES AN OBJECTIONS-
,N AND HOW PRESENTED-BY
AoING OR MOTION-MOTION FOR
: .MENT ON PLEADINGS

en Presented.

A. defendant shall serve an answer within 20
¡aftr. being served with the summons and
áit, unless otherwse provided by statute
service of process is made puruant to Rule

A party served with a pleading stating a
claim against that party shall serve an answer

within 20 days after being served. The

shall serve a reply to a counterclaim in the
within 20 days aftr servce of the answer

eply is ordered by the court, within 20 days
Nice of the order, unless the order other-

,,: cts.

::i'he State of Nevada or any political Bubdivi-
.thereof, and any offcer, employee, board or
. sion member of the State of Nevada or

subdivision, and any state legilator shall

answer or other responsive pleading within
s aft their respective dates of servce.

The servce of a motion permitted under this
ters these periods of time ii follows, unless a

nt tie is fied by order of the court:

(A.) if the court denies the motion or postpones
diposition until the tral on the merits, a

943

responsive pleading shall be served within 10
days after notice of the courts action;

(B) if the court grants a motion for a more
defite statement, a responsive plèading shall be

served within 10 days afr servce of the more
defiite stament.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S NOTE
The federal rue, allowing 20 days to answer, is

adopte in preference to the 10-20-0 day provi-
sions of pres,ent state law. This also applies to
answer or default after servce by publication: The
fist sentece of the federal rue is revised to pro-

vide for answer within 20 daYB unlesB othere
provided by statute, rather than iinless the cour
directs otlerse, and to refer speifcally to subsec.

(3) of Rule 4(e). When servçeis made puruant to
a specal statute utier Rule 4(é)(3), and thát statute

presbes the time withi which to answer, such
provon will apply'rather than the 20 day rule.
However; the general statutes governg servce are
superseded .in, their entirety by Rule 4, and the 20
day periøtl .applies. 'i'he fourth sentence of the

federal. nie,perting to. answer by the United
State, is deletei;.

(b) How Presented. Every defense, in law 
or fact,

to a clai for relief in any' pleadig, whether a claim,
côunterclai,eross-claUn~ or third-pary claim, shall
be asertd, in the responsive pleading thereto if one is

requied, except that the fOllQWig def.enses may at

the option of the pleader be made by motion: (l)Iack
9f jurisdiction over the subjecl mattr, (2) lack of
jurdiction over the perSon, (3) insufcienlW of pro-

cess, (4) insufclency of servce of process, (5) failure
to state a claim upon which relief can l¡ granted, (6)

failure to join a pary under Rule 19. A motion makng
any of these defenses shall be made before pleading if
a fuer pleading is permtted. No defense or objec-

tion is waived by being joined with one or more other
defensés . or objections in a response pleading or
motion. If a pleading seta forth a claim for relief to
which the advere pay is. not required to. serve a
responsive pleading, the adverse part may asert at

the trial any defense in lawaI' fact to that claim for
relief. If, 011 a motion assertg the defense numbered
(5), to dismiss for faiure of the pleading to state a
claim upon which relief can be grnted,'mattes out-

side the. pleading are presented to and not excluded
by the cour the motion shan be treated as one for

summary judgment and disposed of as provided in
Rule 56, and al parties shall be given reiionable
opportunity to preset all ma.terial made pertnent to
such a motion by Rulê 56.. .

As amended, eft. Sept. 27, 1971.

ADVISORY COMMTTEE'S NOTE
The federal rule Is revied so that the defense of

lack òf jursdlctlon over the subject mattr may be
made by motion, only ìf it appear on the face of the
pleading. Th preserves the nile of MeKi v.
Ditrct Cour, 88 Nev. 88, 110 Pac. 4 (1910). The
federa defense of improper venue is deleted. since
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NEVADA RULES OF COURT

RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
FOR THE

NEVADA DISTRICT COURTS

Effective Januar 1, 1953

Including Amendments Received Through February 1, 2016

1. SCOPE OF RULES-ONE
FORM OF ACTION

Scope of Rules.
One Form of Action.

II. COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION; SERVICE
OF PROCESS, PLEADINGS, MOTIONS,

AND ORDER.S

3. Commencement of Action,
4. Process.
ó. Servce and Fig of Pleadings and Other Papers.
6. Tie.

7.

7.1.

8,

9.
10.

11.
12.

II. PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS
Pleadng¡ Alowed; Form of Motions.
Dislosure Statement.

General Rules of Pleading.
Pleading Special Mattrs.
Form of Pleading¡.
Signng of Pleadings.
Defenses and Objections-When and How Present-

ed-by Pleading or Motion-Motion for Judg-
ment on Pleadings.

Countelaim and Cross-Clai.
'I'hird-Pary Practice;

Amended and Supplemental Pleadings.
Pretrial Conferences; Scheduling; Management.
Mandatory PreTrial Discovery Requirements.

Mandatory Pre-Trial Discovery Requirements.
Mandatory Prejudgment Discovery Requirements

In Divorce, Anulment, Separate Maintenance, or
Dissolution of Domestic Partnership Mattrs.

Mandatory Prejudgment Disovery Requiments
in Paternty or Custody Matters.

Post judgment Discovery in Domestic Relations
Matrs.

Child Witnesses.
Discovery Commissioners.

13.

14.

15.

16.

16.1.
16.1.
162.

16.205.

16,21

16.215.
16.3,

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
23.1.

IV. PARTIES
Pares Plaitif and Defendant; Capacity.

Joinder of Claims and Remedies.
Joinder of Persons Needed for Just Adjudication.
Permissive Joinder of Parties.
Misjoinder and Non-Joinder of Parties.
Interpleader.
Class Actions.
Derivative Actions by ShareholdeJ',

Rule
23.2.
24.
25.

54.
5"o.
56.
57.

933

Actions Relating to Uiuiic01porated Asociations.
Intervention.
SubBttution of Pares.

26.
27,
28.
29.
30.
3l.
32.
33.
34.

V. DEPOSITIONS AND DISCOVERY
General Provisions Governing DisèOvery.

Depositions Before Action or Pending Appeal.
Persons aefore Whom Depositions May Be Taken.
Stipulatins Regarding Disovery Procedure.

Depositions by Oral Examiation.
Depositions Upon Written Questions.
Use of Depositions in Court Procedings.
In\.rrogatories to Paries.
Producing Documents, Electonically Stored Infor-

mation, and Tangible Thigs, or Enteing Onto
Land, for Inspection and Other Puroses.

Physical and Mental Examination of Persons.
Requests for Admision.
Failure to Make Disclosure or Cooperate in Discov-

ery; Sanctions.

35.
36.
37.

88.
89.
40.
41.
42.
48.
44.
44.1.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.

VI. TRIALS

Jury Tral of Right.
Trial by Jury or by the Court.
Asignent of Cases for Trial.
Disissal of Actions.

Consolidation; Separat Trs.
Evidence.
Proof of Ofcial Record.
Detemination of Foreign Law.
Subpoena.
Exceptions Unnecessary.
Jurors.
Jures of Les Than Eight
Special Verdicts and Interogatories.

Judgment as a Matter of Law in Jury Trial; Alte-

native Motion for New Trial; Conditional Rul-ings. .
Instructions to Jury; Objections; Preserving a

Claim of Error.
Findings by the Court; Judgment on Partial Find-

ings.
Masters.

51.

52.

53.

VII. .TUDGMENT

Judgments; Attorney Fees.
Default,
Summai'y ,Judgment.
Declaratory Judgments.
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Rule 67 RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

of an injur to another, and (B) the same entitY,;
person or group is authorized to decide whether titi
settle the claims of the offerees.

(d) Judgment Entered Upon Acceptance. if
within 10 days after the serce of the offer, the'~
offeree serves written notice that the offer is acceptep;",
either pary may then file the offer and notice cip
acceptance together with proof of serce. The c1!llt"
shall enter judgment accordingly. The court shall ilf;"
low costs in accordance with NRS 18.110 unles, tIih~
terms of the offer preclude a separate award of costån\
Any judgment entered pursuant to this section shiûEG
be expressly designated a compromise settlement.i\t~

his option, a defendant may within a reasonable tirne!'~:,
pay the amount of the offer and obta a dismissal, (/.
the claim, rather than a judgment.

(e) Failure to Accept Offer. If the offer is
accepted within 10 days af servce, it shall'
considered rejected by the offeree and deemed wi ,
drawn by the offeror. Evdence of the offer isnQ
admissible except in a proceedig to determine CoJl~

and fees. The fact that an offer is made but 
nOtaccepted dòes not preclude a subsequent ofer. Witl

offers to multiple offerees, each offeree may serve
separate aceptance of the apportioned offer, but'ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S NOTE the offer is not accepted by all offerees, the a '

A new subdiviion is insertd to set forth the shall proceed as to all. Any offeree who fais to
proviions ofNCL § 8748. the offer may be subject to the penalties of this ,

As ameded, off Ja.n. I, 2005. (f) Penalties for Rejection of Offer. If the of£;
RULE 68. OFFERS OF JUDGMENT ee rejects an offer and fais to obtain a more favoràbre:judgment,;,~;(a) The Offer. At any time more than 10 days (1) the offeree cannot recover any costs or atti-i~
before trial, any party may serve an offer in wrting to
allow judgment to be taken in accordance with its ney's fees and shal not recover interest for

tems and conditions. perod after the servce of the offer and before
judgment; and(b) Apportioned Conditional Offers. An appor- (2) the offeree shall pay the offeror's posto

tioned offer of judgment to more than one pary may
be conditioned upon the acceptace by all paries to costs, applicable interest on the judgment from
whom the offer is dicted. time of the offer to the time of entr of the ju

lUent and reaonable attorney's fees, if any be(c) Joint Unapportioned Offers. lowed, actually incurred by the offeror from
WMultiple Offerors. A joint offer may be time of the offer. If the offeror's attorney is coil

made by multiple offerors. ing a contigent fee, the amount of any attrne
(2) Offers to Multiple Defendants. An offer fees awarded to the party for whom the offer.

made to multiple defendants wil invoke the penal- made must be deducted from that contingent ~
ties of this rule. only if (A) there is a single COrmon (g) How Costs Are Considered. To invoke .
theory of liabilty agaist all the offeree defendants, penalties of this rue, the court must determne if
such as where the liabilty of some is entiely derv- offeree failed to obta a more favorable jud
ative of the others or where the liabilty of all is Where the offer provided that costs would be a

derivative of common acts by another, and (B) the by the cout, the court must compare the amo
same entity, person or group is authorized to decde the offer with the prncipal amount of the jud
whether to settle the claims against the offerees. without inclusion of costs. Where a defendant

(8) Offers to Multiple Plaintiffs. An offer offer in a set amount which precluded a se
made to multiple plaintif'! will invoke the penalties award of costs, the cour must compare the amo"
of this rule only if (A) the damages claimed. by all the offer together with the offeree's pre-offer 11

the offeree plaintiffs are solely derivative, such as costs with the principal amount of the jud '.,
that the damages claimed by some offerees ar (h) Offers Afr Determination of Liabil
entiely derivative of an injury to tho others or that When the liabilty of one party to another has b:
the damags claimed by al offerees are derivative determined by verdict, order or judgment, but,

994

disposition of a sum .of money or the disposition of any
other thing capable of delivery, a pary, upon notice to
every other party, and by leave of court, may deposit
with the cour all or any part of such sum or thig to
be held by the clerk of the cour, or upon court order
to be deposited in an interest-bearng account or

invested in an inteest-bearng instrument, sulìect to
withdrawal, in whole or in part, at any time thereaftr
upon order of the court.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S NOTE
The federal rule is revised to provide for with-

drawal, in lieu of the reference to federal statut.

(b) When it is admitted by the pleadi or exam-
nation of a party, that the pary has possession or

control of any money or other thing capable of deliv-
ery, which, being the subject of litigation, is held by
the party as trustee for another party, or which

belongs or is due tn another pary, the court may
order the same, upon motion, to be deposited in court,
or deposited in an interest-bearng account or invested

in an interest-bearg instrument, or delivered to such

party, upon such conditions as may be just, subject to
the fuher direction of the court.

. amount or extnt of th¡
¡nned by further proi
liable may make an 0:
have the same effect as

. is served within a reai
days prior to the comm
mine the amount or ext

R,laced eff Oct. 27, 1901

. eff Jan. 1, £005.

RULE 69. EXECUTJ
, (a) In General. Pri
the payment of mone~

unless the court die~t:

execution, in proceed~n
, Of a judgment, an~ II
" exection shall be in a.
. procedure of th.e Stat

execution, the Jud~¡
interest when that in
obtiin discovery from
ment debtor, in the n
. (b) Service o~ Noti

Execution. Prior U:

serce of written no
must be made inaccor
As amen elf Sept. 27

RULE 70. JUDGM
VESTING TITLl

If a judgment die(
ance of land or to deli

RULS 72 TO 7Ø
PLACED BY l'
LATE PROCEJ
1973.

IWpted witlwt a.rn

ltULE 77. DlSTRI
. (a) District Com
êourt shall be deem
fiing any pleading (

. and returning meSnE
. ànd directing all in
rues.
. (b) Trials and I
Al trial upon the i

'. ~our and so far as c

-"except private trial i
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DISTRICT COURTS & CLERKS Rule 77

t or extent of the liabilty remains to be deter-
by futher proceedngs, the pary adjudged

may make an offer of judgment, which shall
e same effect as an offer made before tral 

if it
ed within a reasonable time not less than 10

rior to the commencement of hearngs to deter-
the amount or extent of liabilty.

d, eff oct 27, 1998. Readted witlwt amendment,
.an 1, 2005.

. E 69. EXECUTION
') In General. Process to enforce a judgment for
payment of money shall be a wrt of execution,
. the èourt directs otherwe. The procedure on
tion, iii proceedings supplementar to and in aid
jüdgment, and in proceedings on iid in 

aid of

. tion shall be in accordance with the practice and
dure of the State. In aid of the judzrent or

tion, the judgment creditor or a successor in
t when that interest appears of recQrd, may

discovery from any person, including the judg-
. ~ebtor, in the manner provided in these rues.
Service of Notice of Entr Required Prior to
ìition. Prior to execution upon a judgment,

e of wrttn notice of entry of the judgment

iit be made in accordance with Rule 58(e).
inii ef Sept. 127, 1971; Jan. 1,2005.

E 70. JUDGMENT FOR SPECIFIC ACTS;
. VESTING TITLE

;lf a judgment direct a part to execute a convey-
ce of land or to deliver deeds or other documents or

to perform any other specic act and the par falls to
comply withn the time specifed, the cour may direct
the act to be done at the cost of the diobedient pary
by some other person appointed by the cour and the

act when sO done has like effect as if done by the
pary. On application of the pary entitled to perlorr-
ance, the clerk sh:i issue a wrt of athment or
sequestration against the property of the disobedient

party to compel obedience to the judgment. The cour
may also in proper cases adudge'the par in con-
tempt. If real or personal property is withìn the State,

the cour in lieu of directig a conveyance thereof may
enter a judgment divesting the tite of any pary and
vesting it in others and such judgment. has the effect
of a conveyance executed in due form of law. When
any order or judgment is for the delivery of posses-
sion, the pary in whose favor it is entered is entitled
to a wrt of execution or asistance upon application to

the clerk.

Readted with amet, eff Jan. 1,2005.

RULE 71. PROCESS IN BEHAF OF AND
AGAINST PERSONS NOT PARTIES

When an order is made in favor of a person who is
not a pary to the action, that person may enforce

ohedience to the order by the same process ii if the
person were a part; and, when obedience to an order
may be laWfy enforced aganst a person who is nota
party, that person is liable to the same process. for

enforcing obedence to the order as if a party.
As amed, ej Jan. 1. 2005.

ix
APPEALS

ULES 72 TO 76A. ABROGATED AND RE.
PLACED BY NEVADA RULES OF APPEL-
LATE PROCEDURE, EFFECTIVE JULY 1,

... 1973.

,jidgpted wit/i amement eff Jan. 1, 2005.

X

DISTRICT COURTS AND CLERKS

E 77. DISTRICT COURS AN CLERKS
Ia) District Courts Always Open. The district
.~ shall be deemed always open for the purpose of

g any pleading or other proper paper, of issuing
returning mesne and final process, and of malång
diectng all interlocutory motions, orders, and

s.

) Trials and Hearings; Orders in Chambers.
t.rials upon the merits shall be conducted in open

and so far as convenient in a regular court room,
pt private trial may be had as provided by statute.

995

All other acts or proceedings may be done or conduct-
ed by a judge in chambers, without the attendance of

the clerk or other cour offcials and at any place
either within or without the district; but no hearg,
other than one ex par. shall be conducted outside

the district without the consent of al paries affected
thereby.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S NOTE
The federal rule Is revised to permit private trial

as provided by statute.
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NEVADA SHORT TRIAL RULES
Effective July 6, 2000

Including Amendments Received Through Februar 1, 2016

Order Adoptig Rules Governing Alternative Dispute Reso-
lution and Nevada Mediation Rules and Amendig the
Nevada ArbitraUon Rules and Nevada Short Tral Rules.

1. SCOPE OF RULES

Rule
1. The Short Tral Progran.
2. Short Tral Commissioner.

3. Presiding Judge.

II. PARTICIPATION IN AND REMOVAL FROM
THE SHORT TRIAL PROGRAM

4. Matts Subject to the Short Trl Program,

6, Removal of Clles Subject to Mandatory Parcipation in
the Short Trl Program.

II PLEADINGS AND MOTIONSj DISCOVERY
AND PRETRIAL PROCEDURE

6. Filng and Servce of Documents.

7. ,Motions; Rulings to Be Writtn and Filed.
8. Mandatory Discovery and Settlement Conference.

9. Pretrial Memorandum.
10. Pretral Conference.

11. Settlement Before TriaL.

iv. TRIALS

12. Calendaring.
13. Continuances.
14. Location of TriaL.
16. Depositions, Interrogatories and Admissions.

Rule
16. Documentary Evidence.

17. Evidenti Objections.
LS. Evidentiar Booklets.

19. Exper Witnesses.

20. Report!íg of Testimony.

21. Time Limits for Conduct of Tral.
22. Siz of Jur.
23. Juror Selection and Voir Dire.

24. Openig Chai'ge to Jury.
25. Jury Instructions.

V. JUDGMENT
26. Entry of Judgment.

2!. At.orney's Fees, Presiding Judge's Fees ai1d Costa.

28. Fees for Presidig Judge.

29. Costs for Presidi Judge.
30. Deposits; Failure to Pay.

31. Alocaton of Fees lind Costs.
32. Binding Short Tral.

VI. APPEALS

33. Dirct Appeal of Fial Judgment.

vii. GENERAL PROVISIONS

34. Support Personnel.

35. Citations to Rules.

VIII. FORMS

1. Judgment on Short Tral Jur Verdict.

and the adoption of two new sets of rules: Rules
Governing Alternative Dispute Resolution and Nevada
Mediation Rules; and

WHEREAS, the Judges of the Eighth Judicial Distrct

Court have also petitioned this court to amend the
Nevada Arbitration Rulesj and

WHEREAS, this court held a public hearing on these

matters md accepted public comment on the proposed

WHEREAS, on June 7, 2000, this cour adopted the amendments to this court's rules; and
Nevada Short Trial Rules implementing the short tral

progam and alowing paries to participate in the WHEREA, this cour subsequently referred draft
Proam by mutual consent; and rule amendments to the Short Trial Review Commit-
WHEREAS, the Supreme Court Advisory Committee te to analyze and critique a modified short tral

on the Short Tr Rules fied a report with this court program; and
on September 17, 2003, proposing amendments to the WHEREAS, the Review Committee submittd its re-
~evada Short Trial Rules that would mandate a short port to this cour on Octber 26, 2004, assessing the
,,1.1 in certain ciieSj and draft rues and prospective mandatory program; and

WHEREAS, the Advisory Committee also recom- WHEREAS, it appears to this court that amendment
niended amendments to the Nevada Arbitration Rules of the Nevada Arbitration Rules md Nevada Short
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SCOPE OF RULES

'2. Short trial commissioner.
judicial distrct may appoint a short tril
. oner to admnister the short trial program.
missioner so appointed has the responsibil-
powers conferred by these rues and by any
es. The short trial commissioner may be an

'on commissioner, alternative dispute resolu-
, missioner, discovery comnìssioner, special

'¡or other qualifed and licensed Nevada attor-
pninted by the court. The appointment shall be
in accordance with local rule.~. Tn districts
:,there is no commissioner, the distct cour
y local rule, designate a person to perform the
of the commissioner set forth in these rues.

. Jan .1, :e005.

,Presiding judge.

pit trial may be conducted by either a district
dge or a pro tempore judge.

'idgnment of presiding judge. No later than.
, åttr 'a èac enters the short tiial program,
missioner shall assign a short trial judge to

over the case. The presiding judge shall be
by one of the following methods:

stipulation. The paries, within 15 days
date a case enters the short tral program,

ulate to have a paricular short tral judge
.the presding judge. The judge must be
om the panel of short tral judges and the

consent to the. iisignment. Except that
s may also stipulate to have a paicular

dge serve as presiding judge, provided that
. ct . judge also. consents to serve as such.

ndom selecÙon. Absent a tiely stipulation
. division (a)(1) of this rule, the commisBIoner
domly select the names of 3 judicia panelists

the same to the parties. Each party may
name within 10 days, and the commissioner
ct the judge from the ,remaining name(s).

ses of th rue, if several parties are repre-

one attorney, they shall be considered as

änel of short trial judges. The oommission-

'maitain a lis of judges available to hear

y trials. The list shall include all qualed
re judges for the judicial district.
tempore judges. Pro tempore judges shall

d and trained by a committe composed of
judge of the judicial district or the chief

esignee, the commissioner, and a representa-
e Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)
of the State Bar of Nevada. The selection

. e shall seek to create a diverse group of
pro tempore judges. A pro tempore judge

may be added to or removed from the panel of short
trial judges pui'suant to procedures adopted by eah
of the district cour. A pro tempore judge shall,

however, meet the following minimum qualifications:

(1) Be an active member of the Sta Bar of Neva-
da;

(2) Have the equivalent of 10 yeårs of civil trial
exprience or, in the alternative, be a retired jurst, or
presently acting short trial pro tempore judge with a
civi background;

(3) Fulfill at leat 3 hours of accredite9 contln~ing
legal education annuay ii deemed appropriate by the
commissioner~ Failui'e to do so may constitute
grounds for temporar suspension or removal from
the panel of short traijudges.

(d) Authority. Whe presiding over a case that is
in the short tral program; the pro tempore judge

shall have all the powers and authority of a distct

cour judge eiicept with respect to the fina1 judgnent.
A fial judgment is one that filly resolvés all claims

against all partes to. the action and leaves nothing for
the pro tempore. judge's future. consideration except

for post-judgment issues such as attorney's fees and
cost.

(1) Not later than 10 days afr the rendering of a

jur verdict in a jury trial or upon a decision by the
presiding judge in a trial to the bench, the judge pro
teinoreshall submit to the district court j1ldge to

whom the ciie is iisigned a proposed judgrent.
(2) The judge pro tempore shall provide written

notice of the proposed judgment to ,the paries. Any
objections to the proposed judgment shall be fied
within 10 days afr the wrtten notice of the proposed

judgment is served on the paries, and any responses
to such objections shall be fied within 5 days afr
such objections ar served:

(3) Mer reviewing the proposed judgment and any
objection to the proposed judgment, the distrct court
shall:

(A) Approve the proposed judgment, in whole or
in part; or '

(B) Reject the p~posed judgment, in whole or in
par, and order such relief ii may be appropriate.

(4) A proposed judgment from a judge pro tempore
is not effective unti expressly approved by the district
court ii evidenced by the signature of the ditrict

court judge.

Addd as Rule 17 in Subpa.rt B of Part V of th Suprlm
Court Rules, eff July r, £000. Readpted as amende and
?'1imbered Rul S of the Neva Shor Trial Rules, eff
Jan 1, 2005. Amend eff Aprl 7, 2008. Amendd eif
March 9, £01£,
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NEVADA SHORT TRIAL RULES
Effective July 6, 2000

Including Amendments Received Through Fehruar i. 2016

Order Adopting Rules Governing Altenative Dispute Reso-
lution and Nevada Mediation Rules and Amending the
Nevada Arbitration Rules and Nevada Short Tral Rules.

1. SCOPE OF RULES

Rule
1. The Short Trial Program.
2. Short Tral Commissioner.

3. Preidig Judge.

II. PARTICIPATION IN AND REMOVAL FROM
THE SHORT TRIA PROGRAM

4. Matters Subject to the Short Tral Progrm.
5. Removal of Cases &ìibject to Mandatory Participation in

the Short Trial Program.

1I. PLEADINGS AND MOTIONS; DISCOVERY
AND PRETRIAL PROCEDURE

6. Filng and Servce of Documents.

7. . Motions; Rulings to Be Writtn and Filed.
8. Mandatory Discovery and Settlement Conference.

9. Pretral Memorandum.
10. Pretrial Conference.
11. Settement Before Tral.

iv. TRIALS

12. Calendarng.
13. Continuances.

14. Location of Tral.

16. Depositions, IntelTogatories and Admissions.

Rule
16. Documenta-y Evidence.
17. Evidentiary Objections.

18. Evdentiary Booklets.

19. Exprt Witnesses.

20. Reportin of Tesony.
21. Time Limits for Conduct of Tral.
22. Siz of Jury.
28. Juror Selection and Voir Dire.

24. Opening Charge to Jury.

25. Jury Instrctions.

V. JUDGMENT
26. Entr of Judgment.
27, Attorney's Fees, Preiding Judge's Fee and Costs.

28. Fees for Presidig Judge.

29. Cosu; for Presidig Judge.

30, Deposits; Faiure to Pay,

31. Allocation of Fees and Costs.

32. Binding Short Tral.

VI. APPEALS

33. Diect Appeal of' Final Judgment.

VII. GENERAL PROVISIONS

34. Support Personnel.

36. Citations to Rules.

VII. FORMS

1. Judgment on Short Tral Jur Verdict.

and the adoption of two new sets of rules: Rules
Governing Alternative Dispute Resolution and Nevada
Mediation Rules; and

WHEREA, the Judges of the Eighth Judicial District
Cour have also petitioned this court to amend the
Nevada Arbitration Rules; and

WHEREAS, this cour held a public hearing on these

mattrs and accepted public comment on the proposed

WHEREAS, on June 7, 200, this court adopted the amendments to this court's rues; and
Nevada Short Trial Rules implementing the shoi't tril
progrm and allowing partes to participate in the WHEREAS, this court subsequently referred draft
program by mutual consent; and rule amendments to the Short Tral Review Commit-
WHEREAS the Supreme Court Adviory Committe tee to analze and critique a modied short trial

on the Short Trial Rules moo a report with this court program; and

W September 17, 2003, proposing amendments to the WHEREAS, the Review Committee sumitte its re-
I ~vada Short Tral Rules that would mandate a short port to this court on October 25, 2004, assssing thei11 in certan cases; and draf rules and prospective mandatory program; and

WIlREAS, the Advisory Committee also recom- WHEREAS, it appears to this cour that amendment
mended amendments to the Nevada Arbitration Rules of the Nevada Arbitration Rules and Nevada Short
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Rule 24. NEVADA SHORT TRIAL RULES

simply not allowed under the Nevada Rules of Evi-
dence and must be disregarded.
Addd, eff Jan. 1, !OO5.

Rule 26. Jur instrctions.
Stadard jury insti'Uctions should be taken from the

Nevada Patten Civil Jury Instruction Booklet unless
a particular instructon has been disapproved by the
Nevada Supreme Court. Any proposed or agreed to
additions to the jury instructions shall be included in

the pretrial memorandum and ruled on by the, presÙì.
ing judge at the pretril conference. All stip ". .' .
and proposed instructions must be presented to" 'ei
presiding judge prior to trial under Rule 10. .,
presiding judge shall encourage limited jur ina

tion's.

Addd as Rui~ 1fí in Subplri B of Part V of tlu SuP¡
Court Rules. eff July r, 0000, Reated as arrii8.
rønmberd Rule 25 of the Nevad Short Tri Rid'
Jan. 1, 2005.

Rule 28, Fee
(a) Allowab

entitled to reJ

maxmum per
lated.

(b) Itemizec
judge pro terr
itemized bil 'wi

. In a bench trial
, of the Ciie frOJ

wise. whichevi

shall indicate tl
and adjust the :

(c) Payment
paties unles i
dgRding the req
.of the date th:

.!temized bilL. '
llUtes concernir
'fless of the fee!

",) 
bil is not fied, j

'ù'" the date that t1

~~
~È~lrom any part t

, \¡~'E:~:7!~~
í)/Iç,7/1, f005. All
r)'(Api'Ü 7, 2008. Am

f;iiltale 29. Costs
~,;tr (a) Allowable

",'Red to 1'ecovcr t
. . tempore judi

.'P' action within 1

Ii::::
3) Reasonable
s',

:(4) Reasonable

.:(5) Reasonable
,:(6) Reasonable
;;(7) Reasonable
X8) Reasonable

(b) Itemized b
presiding jUt
¡Zed bil of c(

. ent in a bei
:lemoval 'of the

V

JUDGMENT

Rule 26. Entry of judgment. 20 percent of the award, the nondemandingp d' .
Judgment shal be entered upon the short trial jury entitled to its reasonable atorney's fees and'

verdictforr in a jury tral or upon a decision by the associated with the proceedings followig hi'

presidig judge in a trial to the bench, and the from the short tral program.
judgment, including any cost or attrney's fees, shall (B) Where the party who demanded
be fied with the clerk. A decision of at least 3 of the from the short tral program fails to obta.
4 jurors is necessay to render a verdict for a 4-mem- merit that reduces by at leiit 20 percent the'
ber, jury, at least 5 of the 6 jurors for a 6-member for which that party is 

liable under the ar

jury, and ,at least 6 of the 8 Jurors f01' an 8,-member award, the nondemandig party 'is entitle
jur. A judgment arsing out of the short trial pro- attorney's fées and costs associate with

gram may not exceed $50,000 per plainti exclusive of ceedings followig removal from the short
attrney's fees, costs and prejudgment interest, unless gram.
otherwse stipulated to by the pares. Jurors shall

not be notified of this limitation. Where eiies not (b) Attrney's fees, presiding judge's fa
subject to maridatory arbitration were brought into and interest following short trial. Attrne .

the short trial program, the pares may establish a presiding judge's fees and costs shall be al

different ceilng of recovery by stipuation. lowing a short trial as follows:
Add (U Rul 9 in Subpcm B of Part V of tJ Suprem (1) The prevaig party at the short trial ise;
Cort Rules, if JuJy 7, 2000. Readd as amend and to all recoverable fees, costs and interest Pii
renurnß'red Rul 186 óf the Neva Sho Trial Rul elf statute or N.R.C.P. 68. ,...
Jan,1,2005. As amendd, elf Mar. II¡, 0007, (2) Exclusive of any award of fees and costs,"

Rule 27. Attorney's fees, presiding judge's fees subdivision (b)(l), a pary is entitled to a sê
and costs. award of fees and costs as set forth in N.A.R. g

(a) Attorney's fees, costs an interest for cases in cases that enter the short trial program
removed from the short trial program. In cies request for trial de novo. ....
removed from the short trial program pursuant to (3) The prevailing party at the short trial
Rule 5, attrney's fees, costs and interest shall be entitled to recover any fees and costs the pary;

allowed as follows: the presidig judge. .
(1) The pi'evaiing party at the trial following re- (4) An award of fees under subsections (1) Ô

moval frOrr the short trial program is entitled to all this rue may not exceed a tota of $3,000, ii
recoverable fees, costs, and interest pursuant to stat- partes otherwse stipulate or the attorney's

ute or N.R.C.P. 68. sation is governed by a wrtten agreementn
(2) Exclusive of any award of fees and costs under the parties allowing a greater award.

subdivision (a)(I),. a party is entitled to a separate (5) Recovery of exper winess fees is
award of reasnable attorney's fees and costs as set $500 per expert unless the parties stip
fort in paragaphs (A) and (B) below. If both paries higher amount.
demanded removal from the short tri program, the
provisions of N.A.R. ZO(B)(2) apply in lieu of (A) and Added (U Rule 15 in Suban B of Pcin vof
(B) below. Court Rules, eff Juiy 7, 2000. Readted aJrenumbered Rule ~7 of the Neva Sho '1'

(A) Where the party who demanded removal Jan. 1, !2oo,'í. Arrndd off Mar, fli, ~005,
from the short trial program fais to obtan a judg- prceedings commeneed aftr Jar¿. 1, ~OO5. A
1leut that exceeds the arbitrtion award by at least April r, f008; Aug. 17, 2009.
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~1983 Statutes of Nevada, Page 266 (Chapter 96, AB 180)~

Sec. 11. NRS 178.548 is hereby amended to read as follows:
178.548 (1. The county clerk shall record in the bail bond register the information contained in the notices which

are fied with him pursuant to NRS 178.544 and 178.546 and shall obtain and record the necessary information relating to
all bail bonds fied in the district court of the county.

'2. No bail bond may be fied in any case fie unless it has been registered by the county clerk and the registration
number assigned to such bond in the bail bond register is recorded on the face of the bond.

3.J The county clerk, the justice of the peace or the clerk of the justice's court, if there is one, or the clerk of the
supreme court shall notify the district attorney of the appropriate county. in writing promptly upon the receipt of
information indicating that a bail bond has been forfeited.

Sec. 12. NRS 239.300 is hereby amended to read as follows:
239.300 Any person who:
1. Steals, embezzles, COlrupts, alters, withdraws, falsifies or avoids any record, process, charer, gi, grant,conveyance, bond or contrct; ,

2. Knowingly or wilfully, taes off, discharges or conceals any issue, forfeited recognizance or other forfeiture;
3. Forges, defaces or falsifies any document or instniment recorded (,) or filed in any court, or any registered

acknowledgment or certificate; or'
'4. (Alters,) Steals, alters, defaces or falsifies any minute, document, book or any proceedings of or belongig to anypublic offce within this state, .

shall be punished by imprisonment in the stte prison for not less than 1 year nor more than 10 years, or by a fine of not
more than $10,000, or by both fme and imprisonment.

Sec. 13. NRS 485.301 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.301 1. Whenever any personfails within 60 days to satisfy any judgment, (upon the written request of) the

judgment creditor or his attorney (, the clerk of the court, or the judge of a court which has no clerk, in which any such
judgment is rendered within this state shall) may forward to the division imediately after the expiration of (such) the 60
days a certifed copy of (such) the judgment.

2. If the defendant named in any certified copy of a judgment reported to the division is a nonresident, the division
shall transmit a certed copy of the judgment to the offcial in charge of the issuance of licenses and registration
certificates of the state (of) in which the defendant is a resident.

http://ww.leg.state.nv.us/Statutes/ 62nd/Stats 1983 02 .html 3/15/2016

039



170J 0LULLLLC;: Ull'lCVètUU, rugc;: :;0J-iLJ'1' rl1~c 1 Vi L

..1985 Statutes of Nevada, Page 1176 (Chapter 416, AB 318)'"

period no action for damages arising out of the accident has been instituted; or
(c) Evidence satisfactory to the division has been fied with it of a release from liabilty, or a final adjudication of Ilùnliabilty, or

(a duly) an acknowledged written agreement, in accordance with NRS 485.190.
2. Upon any default in the payment of any installment under any (duly) acknowledged written agreement, and upon notice of the

default, the division shaH suspend the license and (registration) all regisirations or the nonresident's operating privilege of the person
defaulting, which may not be restored until:

(a) The person deposits and thereafter maintains security as required under NRS 485.190 in such an amount as the division maythen determine; or .
(b) One year has elapsed following the date of default, or 2 years following the date of the accident, whichever is greater, and

during that period no action upon the ageement has been instituted in a court in this state.
3, Proof of fmancial responsibilty, as set fort in NRS 485.307, is an additional requirement for reinstatement of the operator's

license and (motor vehicle) registrations under this section. He shall maintain proof of financial responsibilty for 3 years (from) after
the date of reinstatement of the license in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. (and if) lfhe fails to do so the divisIon shall

suspend the license and registations. (must again be suspended.) . .
Sec. 6. NRS 485.302 is hereby amended to read as follows: .
485.302 1. The division, upon the receipt of a certified copy of a judgment, shall forthwith suspend the license (and

registration) . all registrations and any nonresident's operating privilege of any person against whom (such) the judgment was
rendered, except as (hereinafter) otherwise provided in this section and in NRS 485.305. , '

2. If the judgment creditor consents in writi~g, in sueh a fonn as the division may prescribe, that the judgment debtor be allowed
a license and registration or nonresident's operting privilege, (the same) it may be allowed by the division (, in its discretion,) for ,6
months (from) afer the date of (such) the consent and thereafter until (such) the consent is revoked in writing notwithtanding default
in the payment of (such) the judgment, or of any installments thereof prescribed in NRS 485.305, (provided) if the judgment debtor
fumishes proof of financial responsibilty (.J as provided in NRS 485,307. The debtor shall maintain proof of financial responsibilty
for 3 years after the date of reinstatement of the license in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. Jf he fails to do so ihe
division shall susend the license and registrations.

http://wwJeg.state.nv.us/Statutes/ 63 rd/Stats 198505 .html 3/15/2016
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The sUh'Peiisioil must continue until the resident furnishes evidence of his compliance with the law of the other state
relating to the deposit of such security.

Sec. 23. NRS 485.260 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.260 Security deposited fia 69llfllianee wit) pursuant to the requirements of NRS (485.185) 485.190 to

485.300, inclusive, must be placed by the division in the custody of the state treasurer.
Sec. 24, NRS 485.300 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.00 Any action taken by the division pursuant to NRS (485.185) 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, the findings, if

any, of the division upon which the action is basedf;and the security fied (as flr&'lid9el in NR8 485.185) pursuant to
NBS 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, are privileged againt disclosure at the trial of any action at law to recover damages.

Sec. 25. NRS 485.302 is hereby lleiided to read as follows: .
485.302 1. The division, upon the receipt of a certified copy of a judgment, shall (furtith) suspend the license,

all registrations and any nonresident's operatig privilege of any person against whom the judgment was rendered, except
li otherwise provided in this section and in NRS 485.305.

2. If the judgment creditor consents in writing, in such a form as the division may prescribe, that the judgment debtor

be allowed a license and registration or nonresident's operating privilege, it may be allowed by the division (for G months
iier the dar ofile eonsea and thereafter until the consent is revoked in writing, notwithstanding default in the payment

of the judgment -Hor of any installments thereof prescribed in NRS 485.305, if the judgment debtor fuishes proof of
financial responsibilty as provided in NRS 485.307. The debtor shall maintain proof of financial responsibility for 3 years
after the date of reinstatement of the license Em aeoordanoe with -pursuant to the provisions of this chapter. If he fails to
do so, the division shall suspend ftJiis license and registratioris.

http://ww.leg.state.nv.us/Statutes/68thJStats199514.html 3/15/2016
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and for Carson City, and present his proof of the validity of the claim. If, after hearing, the couH is satisfied the claimant is
rightfuly entitled to the deposit, the cour shall enter a decree that the moncy be paid to him. The decree must be certified
to the state board of examiners, stating the amount thereby found to be due, and the state board of examiners shall allow
the amount and certify it to the state controller who shall draw his warant therefor on the state treasurer, who shall pay the
warant out of the state highway fud.

6. The amounts in the custody of the state treasurer on March 19, 1955, falling under the provisions of this section, may
be transferred to the state highway fud, after the expiration of 90 days from March 19, 1955, in accordance with the
provisions of this section.

Sec. 29, NRS 485.300 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.300 Any action taken by the (division) motor vehicles branch of the department pursuant to NRS 485.190 to

4850300, inclusive, thc findings, if any, of the (division) motor vehicles branch of the department upon which the action
is based and the security filed pursuant to NRS 485.190 to 485.300, inclusive, are privileged against disclosure at the trial
of any action at law to recover damages.

ee.30. NRS 485.301 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.301 1. Whenever any person fails within 60 days to satisfy any judgment, the judgment creditor or his attoiney

may forward to the (division) motor vehicles branch of the department immediately after the expiration of the 60 days a
certifed copy of the judgment.

2. If the defendant named in any certifed copy of a judgment reported to the (divisionl motor vehicles branch of the
department is a nonresident, the fGi¥ motor vehicles branch of the department shall transmit a certed copy of thc
judgment to the (Off6ial officer in charge of the issuance of licenses and registration certificates of the state in which the
defendant is a resident. '

Sec. 31. NRS 485.302 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.302 1. The (divisio~,) motor vehicles branch of the department shall, upon the receipt of a certified copy of a

judgment, fi suspend the license, all registrations and any nonresident's operating privilege of any person against
whom the judgment was rendered, except as otherwise provided in this section and in NRS 485.305.

2. If the judgment creditor consents in writing, in such a form as the (division) motor vehicles branch of the

department may prescribe, that the judgment debtor be allowed a license and registration or nonresident's operatig
privilege, it may be allowed by the fdio motor vehicles branch of the department unti the consent is revoked in

writing, notwithstading default in the payment of the judgment or of any installments thereof prescribed in NRS 485.305,
if the judgment debtor fuishes proof of financial responsibility as provided in NRS 485.307. The debtor shall maintain

proof of financial responsibilty for 3 years after the date of reinstatement of the license pursuant to the provisions of this
chapter. If he fails to do so, the (divisioB) motor vehicles branch of the department shall suspend his license and
registrations,

http://ww.leg.state.nv.us/StatutesI70thStats 199922.html 3/15/2016
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1. In the amowit of $15,000 for bodily injur to or death of one person in anyone accident;
2. Subject to the limt for one person, in the amount of $30,000 for bodily injury to or death of two or more persons in

an)' one accident; and
3. In the amount of $1 0,000 for injui to or destrction of propert of others in anyone. accident,

.. for the payment of tort liabilties arising from the maintenance or use of the motor vehicle.
Sec. 8. NRS 485.190 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.190 1. If20 days after the receipt of a report of an accident involving a motor vehicle within this State which has

resulted in bodiy inur or death, or damage to the propert of anyone person in eXCess of $750, the Departent does not
have on fie evidence satisfactory to it that the person who would otherwise be required to file security under subsection 2
(of ilis seetioa) has been released from liabilty, has been finally adjudicated not to be liable or has executed an
acknowledged written agreement providing for the payment of an agreed amount in installments with respect to all claims
for injuries or damages resulting from the accident, the Deparent shall upon request set the matter for a hearing as
provided in NRS 485.1 91.

2. The Departent shall I, at any ti8J , immediately after a determination adverse to an operator or owner is made in

a hearing pursuant to NRS 485.191, suspend the license of each operator and all registrations of each owner of a motor
vehicle involved in such an accident, and, if the operator is a nonresident, the prívilege of operating a motor vehicle within
thi State, and, if the owner is a nonresident, the privilege of the use within this State of any motor vehicle owned by him,
unless the operator or owner, or both, immediately deposit security in the sum so determined by the Departent (. :Notice
of syeft a siispeasioR m:ist be seat by ti Depar to the operator ald onmer not less than 10 days befoe ile effeetive
dae oftle suspensioR aRd Hlst state ile amoum fol)irod as soeurit.¡ at the hearing. If erroneous information is given to
the Dèpartment with respect to the matters set fort in paragraph (a), (b) or (c) of subsection i of NRS 485.200, Úle
Departent shall take appropriate aetion as provided in this section after it receives correct information with respect to
those matters.

Sec. 9. NRS 485,301 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485301 1. Whenever any person fails within 60 days to satisfy any judgment B that was entered as a result of an

accident involving a motor vehkle, the judgment creditor or his attomey may forward to the Departent imediately
aftr the expiration of the 60 days a certified copy of the judgment.

2. If the defendant named in any certified copy of a judgment that was entered as a result of an accident involving a
motor vehicle and repoited to the Deparent is a nonresident, the Deparent shall transmit a certified copy of the
judgment to the offcer in charge of the issuance of licenses and registration certificates of the state in which the defendant
is a resident.

hup:/ /ww.1eg.state.nv.us/Statutesl7 4 thStats200717 .html V15/2016
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longer, the Deparent is given reasonable evidence that there is no action pending and no judgment rendered in

such an action left unpaid.
Sec. 56. NRS 485.301 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.301 1. Whenever any person fails within 60 days to satisfy any judgment that was entered as a result of fan

iWG:en a crash involving a motor vehicle, the judgment creditor or thc judgment creditor's attorncy may forward
to the Department imediately after the expiration of the 60 days a certified copy of the judgment.

2. If the defendant named in any certified copy of a judgment that was entered as a result of (an aS6iàeRJ a

crash involving a motor vehicle and reported to the Deparent is a nonresident, the Deparent shall transmit a
certed copy of the judgment to the offcer in charge of the issuance of licenses and registration certificates of the
state in which the defendant is a resident.

Sec. 57. NRS 485.304 is hereby amended to read as follows;
485.304 Judgments must for the purose of this chapter only, be deemed satisfied:
1. When $15,000 has been credited upon any judgment or judgments rendered in excess of that amount because

of bodily injury to or death of one person as the result of anyone lawient¡J crash;
2. When, subject to the limt of$15,000 becausc of bodily injur to or death of one person, the sum of $30,000

has been credited upon any judgment or judgments rendered in excess of that amount because of bodily injury to or
death of two or more persons as the result of any one fae~ crash; or

3. When $10,000 has been credited upon any judgment or judgments rendered in excess of that amount because
of injur to or destrction of propert of others as a result of anyone faoo crash,
.. but payments made in settlemcnt of any claim because of bodily injur, death or propert dilage arising from a

motor vehicle faeede+ crash must be credited in reduction of the amounts provided for in ths section.
Sec. 58. NRS 485.307 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.307 1. Proof offmancia! responsibility, when required puruant to this title, may be given by fiing:

(a) A certificate offmancial responsibilty as provided in NRS 485.308 or 485.309; or
(b) A certificate of self-insurance, as provided in NRS 485.380, supplemented by an ageement by the

self-insurer that, with respect to (a6sideatsJ crashes occurring whilc thc ccrtificate is in force, the self-insurer wil
pay the same judgments and in the same amounts that an insurer would have bcen obligated to pay under an owner's

policy ofliabiltyinsural1ce if it had issued such a policy to the self-insurer.
2. Whenever the Departent restores a license, permit or privilege of driving a vehicle in this State which has

been revoked, no motor vehicle may be or continue to be registered in the name of the person whose license, permit
or privilege was revoked uness proof of fmancial responsibilty is fuished by that person.

Sec. 59. NR 485.309 is hereby amended to read as follows:
485.309 1. The nonresident owner ofa motor vehicle not registered in this State or a nonresident operator ofa

motor vehicle may give proof of fincial responsibility by fiing with the Deparent a written certificate of an
insurance carrer authorized to transact business:

Printed from the Offdal Nevada Law Library from the Source'"
Copyright ~ 2015
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§7.802-MenniIJgof "1lllOfof financial re~mOilsibUity fol' t.he fii-
tUf:(j"

'the tei'iii "Pl'O'ofof ftnailciäl i:eaponsHii)ity for the future" ns
useâ,htthiii chapter shRU 111ea:n:Pl~Ó()£of1ibmty to l'e2P(llòin

d~ni!lHeivf91'Ú~l)li1:y.jnr1 Mßoïirlt .0£ M(jídeutsQeøí.,l~tiau~$e.

~~~;::i~~;~;::~~:!~~~~~!~~Wi~;'!:i~~::t~1:~:t~:ø~l~;~:
'fjonmidei' the Jaw~ Qt: lhh,StRte, iil"tlíe:alY(jü'itof 

$lO,QOO

becãueeot':bodt1YÎílJJJ:iY to'(¡l~ RElatJl"Q~'()ll!P~i'!Q)lmanY'tine as.

èiclGht¡.åild,:šùbjimttQ:sliM,lí'l,tÎ:a1' tìl1ep~l'ßon, in theamuuJit of

&~iiiiiæ;ae~
ßPtOIlliim~y.t 'oi:i!P.t'Qo:tt( ;¡4h.aIJ he synoiwhloiis with the tei'lll
"i)ioofoftinÆjndali;eimon¡.lbHity foi'the future." (AM,ÒÜNTS IN-

(JIÜ';AS)ùD;..19ö6~)

L .7"803__Me!lj.nA'"øf"'jud~,rtßnt?' and J's1Rt~"

!Jili~ 1$UpWîngW()l:d:G"a'RG,pnraRß$\'lmn.'tiSel lntlPs ehaptèr

ah~il,íø. t,jie'pUt,naø l)ttleil~t.í~le.fuwetlie mtiìni;jl1g$ tè8pec-

tively R$cl'Üïi\dtötÌíemiï.l'Ms slietiØn.

(-a) Theteltn"jucWi'1i:.ént"sh'aU mean; Any judgment which
;sM:ll h~t(et)~(J()lûe:'!ii1'1lye~I1iatiö.n ,without'appeal.öf the.tiiiic
Wl~hiii\Yhidltri\í :iit)plÍiil fug)if1ìåve tiêèn ¡)erlecwd,Q:r; bYIlIial
.alì!RlRllfGri\C)ll:#Pp~RK,i'ßideïjed Q:irá.JlQn'ii.Qt'MiRpeten,l;.iurilldle-

J;1o,aG.;fany .a,tøtø'Q!.,'øt.the.tlltie(Hiltl\t~s,..uPQnSrC'all$øOf:Jl~tlQ)i

M:isì~ ()tt Qfth~o,w:~f:$hit!i,m!ijn1ì!nM.lÍe()r ljsß.øianzÛlîicl()

of'á. tYpl.ù.ilil:;iMtto i:é~jstratíonì:ndertlïß'.lawllof thîs:Stat~i,fóï'
dâm ... ,'Íneltidingùat1l\èß'fóicm'êúirt(l-lôsÌ3Qftilll'VièM, beci1ffll

,Sl-~~Jnry~~,t~iJ2~t~¡~'t!~;~i~ii:$~ni£$!~~~i:it~:~i~::
tA'Ø1'eQtiø,l'lJpqna,cMße~iicì;øll oiiiui: a:gr9e.m~l\to:t$littlemellt
totsu¿hila1fàgf\$, "',

(b) The'wrm "state" shall tnean: Any Mate,.tel.l'itòry, or pos-
sesaÍ.on of the tJiiited State.~, the District of Columbia, the Com.
l1oÌi'Wcalth..ofPuerf; Rico, or any province of Canada, (REVISED,

'191l$.)
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Môw:iler .1liÛêssl:eshall glvl) nnd 1ihei'eaftel' imiitHJn 1)100£ òt
finariciâll'llspongibility fo1' the future.

§ 1~R91..Ä;ßti()xi:nrl!Sp~ettl)ll(ït'rMidents
Wlì;!::tl:øt'thê4ev.itif~A'$t $lispelttl~;.er l'eynk~~ ~nOîl:'~$îgentjl

ôl)¡¡i~â - ytlet~;l))'teM.ørf9.£'nÇj)lly1,C~Í'ø,rfo.l"iqiifeîtm.'e'. et'na11.
¡íûêJLprl .. "es1ìilf,Õnia;Lirsø'äUSrJeirdéd'O'î'tWQk~d_;Lmleßß: llllêl,l
.p~l~:Qu:ih~ltnítVØ~l~",~ØlliJ&gWën()i',sliiin iiririedíntølygi ve âl1d
tb~~~r~li ïtl~ínt~jl pj,'~()r¡):t. 1:)lllliclali'øiiponiîibiltyfiJltlie .fu,.t.w.e. .
. §1..S,ØS~WÏt(\11'~Øiitf;;tJn'tiinrtiwiipn~'m.e~t9fjp(1irnì(lllts

'Whei'ievéf'aìtypehion taí1$ wit1til'SO däyetosatìÚyát\yJitd:g;.

. i11i.itthéI1utiOiitlie\Vdttentequ.~st of the judgmentcl'editot or
his attoruey it sluil be the duty of the c1el'r of the court, 61' of
tlie,ju(tge, of. a caUl't whichlias no clei'k, in which any siich jiidg-
,me):t:ia'J'endel'e.d'Wi:tld~lthis.St::;te tofol'wal'd to the depf+i:tm.~nt
'h¡ÜneîUitMl~lm(;nl.$Uèh.i'elttëStRCøl'tifted..C()l)yoits\lehjudR;irent,

§ '1 .S~W-Ftiillii!tàêt1ói'Mfhj~~Slèêt lonbÛI'èsidètit&

ÍftM;mìfeüc1ant )1RlÙëdin any ceftmudcnÌlY øtRJJI4s-mentre..

portëd tothi:departmeiitisâ nöntêsíäeJlt, theâepatt1ì1èl1tiiIiall

'tran$niit ä'tiØï'1iHiedoopy: (If. tMjü4gl1iêiit toth~ offcial j ncha.rl\c
"qt 'tlt~fis,stiaíi~é,qf,\lie~));s~,.tAM:'iég,i8ti!lltiØri~úf tlie state nf which
.t~~~i~:t~ti(laXJtl:$::a;ieslt1en,t, '
..§!f~:RlP~IJS)lll~t(ln i~l'lWnlJaYI\enl;n:i'J,i(lglneltt$

;,aiè déPfutïUeiltüi1tiùreeêì~t()f a eØl'tiñèdeíJ:ty 'of È\ jütlgmótit
tlnd lJèei"itfìeateoÍ;ÎRetßl'elutiv9 to imch judgment, on aforin
Pl'.oy.id~!rEythed0P¡)l'tmetit, . sha.lI foi'th with suspend thelicøn:¡.e
ii'iid :i:eg'!sti'iitIOll tl.d. ai)y l1onl'lsinnnt's operating-privilege of ¡iny
pø);'SòÍ) . agnÌ1vit Whb.li$i'ilí .îüi;ig-trèiitwâßì'eiid:el'ed, øitccpt as

her.ehiå:ftel'òthei'..v:iiiprovidetßn tmii.ò!iaptel'. .

§'7-:nt..iÒ..llJ"ceptimFihl'eJïlL1lllitógovernllléht vøllcles

The ptövisiò1lOf § 7-310 slür1l110t apply with respect roany
siieh jnngietit lirisin¡röüt of an acck1elitcauBOO by the ownership

ói'QperatiQll witli,pel?l1l$SioIl¡ of a V'éhieleowned or lem¡ê(\ toth~
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I. JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 

The Nevada Supreme Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 

Nevada Rule of Appellate Procedure 3A(b)(1), NRS 2.090(1), and NRS 

233B.150.   

On August 15, 2014, an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) for the 

Nevada  Department of Motor Vehicles (“DMV”) issued an Order of Dismissal, 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Decision, which dismissed and 

rescinded the suspension of Respondent Jesus Briones’ (“Mr. Briones”) driving 

and registration privileges.  (1 Appellant’s App. 32, at AA203:7-8.)  Appellant 

Geneva M. Simmons (“Ms. Simmons”) appealed this Decision, pursuant to 

NRS 233B.130, by filing a Petition for Judicial Review in the Eighth Judicial 

District Court, Clark County, Nevada, on September 12, 2014.  (Id. at 33, at 

AA204-AA0210.) 

On October 8, 2015, the Eighth Judicial District Court entered an Order 

Denying Petition for Judicial Review.  (2 Appellant’s App. 42, at AA0278-

AA0279.)  Notice of Entry of this Order was filed and served on November 2, 

2015.  (Id. at 44, at AA0283-AA0287.)  This Order was a final judgment, as it 

fully resolved all claims of all parties in the case. 

Ms. Simmons’ timely filed a Notice of Appeal on October 22, 2015 –14 

days following the entry of the Order Denying Petition for Judicial Review.  

(Id. at 43, at AA0280-AA0282.) 

II. ROUTING STATEMENT 

This case involves an appeal of an administrative agency decision which 

does not relate to tax, water, or public utilities commission determinations.  
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vi 

Therefore, pursuant to Nevada Rule of Appellate Procedure 17(b)(4), this 

appeal is presumptively assigned to the Nevada Court of Appeals.  However, 

the primary issue on appeal is an issue of first impression and is a matter of 

statewide importance.  Therefore, Ms. Simmons believes that the matter should 

be retained by the Supreme Court.  NRAP 17(a)(14). 

Specifically, the primary issue on appeal concerns whether NRS 485.035, 

NRS 485.301(1), and NRS 485.302(1) (collectively, the “Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes”) apply to judgments for costs and fees awarded to a prevailing 

defendant in an action for personal injuries and property damages arising out of 

the use of a motor vehicle in a motor vehicle accident.
1
  (1 Appellant’s App. 25, 

at AA0117; Tab 32, at AA0197:16-18, AA0198:12-17, AA0203:7-11; Tab 39, 

at AA0221:24, AA0222:6-9, AA0228:1-AA0232:2; 2 Appellant’s App. 42, at 

AA0278:17-22.)  This issue is of statewide importance, because it concerns the 

scope of the statutory scheme which allows the DMV to suspend a person’s 

driving privileges for the non-payment of civil judgments. 

III. STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

1. Did the ALJ err in determining that the Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes were ambiguous? 

/ / / 

/ / / 

                                           
1
  Effective January 1, 2016, NRS 485.301(1) was amended to refer to 
judgments rendered as a result of motor vehicle “crashes” versus “accidents.”  
2015 Statutes of Nevada 1651, § 56(1) (78

th
 Sess.).  For the purposes of this 

appeal, Ms. Simmons will refer to motor vehicle “accidents,” as that was the 
governing language at all relevant times during the events which are the subject 
of this appeal. 
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2. Did the ALJ and the district court err by engaging in an analysis of 

the legislative intent of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes based solely on their 

personal interpretations of the purpose of the Statutes? 

3. Did the ALJ err in concluding that Ms. Simmons’ judgment for 

costs and fees was not a “judgment” within the meaning of the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes? 

4. Did the ALJ err in concluding that the jury’s Verdict for Mr. 

Briones was a “judgment” within the meaning of the Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes? 

5. Did the ALJ err in dismissing and rescinding the suspension of Mr. 

Briones’ driving privileges and vehicle registration?  

6. Did the district court err in concluding that Ms. Simmons’ 

judgment for costs and fees was not a “judgment” within the meaning of the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes? 

7. Did the district court err in denying Ms. Simmons’ Petition for 

Judicial Review? 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / /  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / /
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IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

On August 20, 2010, a traffic accident occurred between Ms. Simmons 

and Mr. Briones.  (1 Appellant’s App. 1, at AA0001-AA0006.)  On August 1, 

2011, Mr. Briones commenced litigation against Ms. Simmons for negligence 

in the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County, Nevada (Case No. A-11-

645923-C).  (Id. at Tab 2, at AA0007-AA0012.)  The case was diverted into the 

court-annexed arbitration program, and Arbitrator Pat J. Fitzgibbons was 

appointed to the action.  (Id. at 4, at AA0017:18-19; Tab 14, at AA0046:18-19; 

Tab 19, at AA0086:3-4.)  On April 13, 2012, Ms. Simmons served an Offer of 

Judgment in the amount of $2,750.00, but Mr. Briones did not accept the Offer.  

(Id. at 5, at AA0020-AA0022; Tab 14, at AA0046:19-22.)  On July 19, 2012, 

Arbitrator Fitzgibbons found Mr. Briones to be 50-percent comparatively 

negligent and awarded him $4,207.50.  (Id. at 6, at AA0023-AA0024.)  

 On August 14, 2012, Mr. Briones filed a Request for Trial de Novo.  (Id. 

at 8, at AA0028-AA0030.)  The district court action was diverted to the Short-

Trial Program, and Judge Pro Tempore Steven Burris was appointed to the 

action.  (Id. at 10, at AA0033:16-21.)  On January 28, 2013, Judge Pro Tempore 

Burris voluntarily recused himself from the action, and Judge Pro Tempore 

Kevin Diamond was subsequently appointed.  (Id. at 11, at AA0037:20-26; Tab 

12, at AA0040:16-21.) 

On May 31, 2013, a jury rendered a Verdict in favor of Mr. Briones, but 

the jury also found Mr. Briones to be 50-percent liable for the traffic accident.  

(Id. at 13, at AA0044-AA0045.)  Because the Verdict for Mr. Briones failed to 

exceed Ms. Simmons’ Offer of Judgment or the Arbitration Award, Ms. 
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2 

Simmons moved for costs and fees pursuant to Nevada Rule of Civil Procedure 

(“NRCP”) 68, Nevada Arbitration Rule (“NAR”) 20, and Nevada Short Trial 

Rule (“NSTR”) 27.  (Id. at 14, at AA0046:18-AA0047:21.)   

On June 27, 2013, Judge Pro Tempore Diamond entered an Order and 

Judgment granting attorney’s fees and costs to Ms. Simmons, and Notice of 

Entry of this Order was filed on July 1, 2013.  (Id. at 21, at AA0103-AA0105; 

Tab 22, at AA0106-AA0110.)  On July 24, 2013, a net judgment in the amount 

of $3,500.05 was entered for Ms. Simmons, and Notice of Entry was filed on 

August 7, 2013 (the “Simmons Judgment”).  (Id. at 23, at AA0111-AA0112; 

Tab 24, at AA0113-AA0116.) 

On September 4, 2013, Ms. Simmons, through her counsel, forwarded 

the Simmons Judgment to the DMV and requested that Mr. Briones’ driving 

privileges be suspended until he satisfied the Judgment.  (Id. at 25, at AA0117.)  

On January 27, 2014, the DMV informed Mr. Briones that his driving privileges 

and vehicle registration would be suspended on March 1, 2014, if he did not 

begin making payments on the Simmons Judgment.  (Id. at 26, at AA0118.)  On 

February 25, 2014, Mr. Briones requested a hearing to contest the basis for the 

suspension.  (Id. at 27, at AA0119.) 

On August 15, 2014, an ALJ for the DMV dismissed and rescinded the 

suspension of Mr. Briones’ driving privileges and registration.  (Id. at 32, at 

AA0203:7-8.)  Therefore, on September 12, 2014, Ms. Simmons filed a Petition 

for Judicial Review in the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County, Nevada 

(Case No. A-14-706955-J).  (Id. at 33, at AA0204-AA0210.) 

/ / / 
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On October 8, 2015, the Honorable Judge Rob Bare entered an Order 

Denying the Petition for Judicial Review, and Notice of Entry of this Order was 

filed on November 2, 2015.  (Id. at 42, at AA0278-AA0279; 2 Appellant’s App. 

44, at AA0283-AA0287.)  On October 22, 2015, Ms. Simmons filed a Notice of 

Appeal from the Order Denying Petition for Judicial Review.  (2 Appellant’s 

App. 43, at AA0280-AA0282.) 

V. STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

A. The Motor Vehicle Accident. 

On August 20, 2010, a motor vehicle accident occurred between Ms. 

Simmons and Mr. Briones in the parking lot of the Main Street Station.  (1 

Appellant’s App. 1, at AA0001, AA0003, AA0005.)  Ms. Simmons was parked 

in a west-facing, handicapped, parking spot.  (Id. at AA0001, AA0003.)  She 

looked both directions, did not see any hazards, and began backing out of the 

parking spot.  (Id. at AA0001.)  At that same moment, Mr. Briones was driving 

north “at a fast rate” through the parking lot in an exit/entry lane.  (Id. at 

AA0001, AA0005.)   

As Ms. Simmons was backing out, Mr. Briones was driving past her 

parking spot, and she collided with the rear of his car.  (Id. at AA0001-

AA0002.)  No traffic citations were issued to either Mr. Briones or Ms. 

Simmons.  (Id. at AA0002.) 

B. The Arbitration. 

On August 1, 2011, Mr. Briones filed a Complaint against Ms. Simmons, 

alleging negligence.  (Id. at 2, at ¶¶ 4-11.)  On October 31, 2011, Ms. Simmons 

alleged the affirmative defenses of contributory and comparative negligence, 
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4 

among others.  (Id. at 3, at AA0014:7-10.)  The action was diverted to the 

mandatory, court-annexed arbitration program.  (Id. at 4, at AA0017-AA0019; 

Tab 14, at AA0046:18-19; Tab 19, at AA0086:3-4.) 

On April 13, 2012, Ms. Simmons served Mr. Briones with an Offer of 

Judgment in the amount of $2,750, inclusive of all costs, prejudgment interest, 

and attorney’s fees.  (Id. at 5, at AA0020:21-26.)  However, Mr. Briones 

rejected the Offer.  (Id. at 14, at AA0046:19-22.)   

An Arbitration Hearing was held on July 11, 2012, and on July 19, 2012, 

the arbitrator found in favor of Mr. Briones, awarding him $3,915.00 in medical 

expenses and $4,500.00 in pain and suffering, for a total award of $8,415.00.  

(Id. at 6, at AA0023:13-16; Tab 7, at AA0025:12.)  However, the arbitrator also 

found Mr. Briones to be 50-percent comparatively negligent.  (Id. at 6, at 

AA0023:17.)  Specifically, the arbitrator found that neither Ms. Simmons nor 

Mr. Briones saw the other’s vehicle until after the accident occurred, and either 

of them “could have avoided th[e] accident if they had been paying proper 

attention to their surroundings.”  (Id. at 7, at AA0026:10-15.)  Accordingly, the 

arbitrator reduced Mr. Briones’ award to $4,207.50.  (Id. at 6, at AA0023:17-

18.) 

C. The Trial De Novo. 

On August 14, 2012, Mr. Briones requested a trial de novo, and on 

September 11, 2012, Ms. Simmons filed a demand for a jury trial.  (Id. at 8, at 

AA0028-AA0030; Tab 9, at AA0031-AA0032.)  The case was then diverted to 

the Short-Trial Program.  (Id. at 10, at AA0033:18-21.) 

/ / / 
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On May 31, 2013, a jury found in favor of Mr. Briones and awarded him 

$2,043.00 for medical expenses and $1,250.00 for pain and suffering, or 

$3,293.00 in total damages.  (Id. at 13, at AA0044:14-20.)  However, the jury 

also found Mr. Briones to be 50-percent liable for the accident.  (Id. at 

AA0045:1-3.)  As a result, the award to Mr. Briones was reduced to $1,646.50.  

(Id. at 14, at AA0047:1; Tab 19, at AA0086:12-14.) 

The Verdict for Mr. Briones was less than Ms. Simmons’ Offer of 

Judgment, and also failed to exceed the Arbitration Award by 20 percent.  (Id. 

at 5, at AA0020-AA0022; Tab 6, at AA0023-AA0024; Tab 13, at AA0044-

AA0045.)  Therefore, on June 5, 2013, Ms. Simmons moved for attorney’s fees 

and costs pursuant to NRCP 68, NAR 20(B)(2)(a), and NSTR 27(b)(1).  (Id. at 

14, at AA0046:18-AA0047:21; Tab 15, at AA0063-AA0065.)  Pursuant to 

NSTR 27(b)(1) and NRS 18.010(2)(a), Mr. Briones also sought to recover his 

attorney’s fees, costs, and expenses incurred in the action.  (Id. at 16, at 

AA0066-AA0069; Tab 18, at AA0077:20-AA0078:22; Tab 19, at AA0086:20-

AA0087:22.)  Ms. Simmons opposed both Mr. Briones’ request for attorney’s 

fees and his Memorandum of Costs and moved to re-tax.  (Id. at 17, at AA0070-

AA0075; Tab 20, at AA0097-AA0102.)   

On June 27, 2013, the Judge Pro Tempore for the Short-Trial action 

denied Mr. Briones’ Motion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs and, as a result, 

granted Ms. Simmons’ Motion to Re-Tax Costs.  (Id. at 21, at AA0104:1-3.)  

The Judge Pro Tempore also granted Ms. Simmons’ Motion for Attorney’s Fees 

and Costs, in part, and awarded her $3,000.00 in attorney’s fees and $2,146.55 

in costs.  (Id. at AA0104:4-8.)  Specifically, the Judge Pro Tempore held that 



 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

 

 

6 

“at the very least,” Ms. Simmons was “entitled to a fees and costs award 

pursuant to NAR 20 and NSTR 27.”  (Id. at AA0104:9-11.)  Thus, the Judge 

Pro Tempore entered a judgment in favor of Ms. Simmons and against Mr. 

Briones in the amount of $5,146.55.  (Id. at AA0105:1-6; Tab 22, at AA0106-

AA0110.) 

On July 24, 2013, the jury’s award of $1,646.50 was offset against Ms. 

Simmons’ judgment for costs and fees in the amount of $5,146.55, and a net 

judgment (the Simmons Judgment) was entered in favor of Ms. Simmons in the 

amount of $3,500.05, plus post-judgment interest.  (Id. at 23, at AA0111-

AA0112; Tab 24, at AA0113-AA0116.)  The Simmons Judgment further 

ordered, adjudged, and decreed that Mr. Briones was to “recover[] nothing of 

and from” Ms. Simmons.  (Id. at 23, at AA0112:10; Tab 24, at AA0113-

AA0116.) 

D. The DMV Proceeding. 

On September 4, 2013, counsel for Ms. Simmons forwarded a copy of 

the Simmons Judgment to the DMV.  (Id. at 25, at AA0117.)  Counsel for Ms. 

Simmons represented that the Judgment remained unsatisfied and requested that 

the DMV “take the necessary steps to suspend the driving privileges of [Mr. 

Briones] until such time as the financial obligations are met.”  (Id.)   

On January 27, 2014, the DMV informed Mr. Briones that it had been 

notified that he had not been “making payments on a judgment that resulted 

from an accident.”  (Id. at 26, at AA0118.) As a result, Mr. Briones’ “driving 

privilege[s] and vehicle registration w[ould] be suspended” on March 1, 2014.  

(Id.)   
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On February 25, 2014, counsel for Mr. Briones requested a hearing 

before the DMV.  (Id. at 27, at AA0119.)  Mr. Briones asserted that he was 

contesting the suspension because he “was never an uninsured driver.”  (Id.) 

On April 9, 2014, a hearing was held before DMV Administrative Law 

Judge Thomas D. Sutherland.  (Id. at 28, at AA0120:1, 6-7.)  The ALJ indicated 

that he believed that NRS 485.302 only applied to “judgments by an injured 

party[;] a person who has actually been injured.”  (Id. at AA0121:19-22, 

AA0125:22-AA0126:1.)  The ALJ also indicated that he “assumed” that the 

definition of “judgment” in NRS 485.035 “might be a little bit ambiguous,” 

although he failed to state the basis for this assumption.  (Id. at AA0124:15-

AA0125:20.)   

During this hearing, counsel for Ms. Simmons pointed out the inequality 

of the ALJ’s interpretation of NRS 485.302.  (Id. at AA0123:16-17.)  Mr. 

Briones and Ms. Simmons were equally liable for the accident; however, under 

the ALJ’s reasoning, only Ms. Simmons’ license could be suspended for the 

non-payment of a judgment entered in the underlying action because Mr. 

Briones was the allegedly injured party.  (Id. at AA0123:14-17.)  Counsel for 

Ms. Simmons asserted that such a reading of NRS 485.302 was contrary to the 

express terms of the statute, and that nothing “in the language of the statute . . . 

calls for such a narrow construction.”  (Id. at AA0123:20-27, at AA0126:18-

20.)   

Counsel for Mr. Briones, on the other hand, asserted that Mr. Briones’ 

license did not qualify for suspension because the intent of the statute was “to 

deter people from essentially driving without insurance . . . and causing injuries 
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to people.”  (Id. at AA0126:23-26.)  Mr. Briones’ counsel asserted that [Mr. 

Briones] caused no injuries to [Ms. Simmons.]”  (Id. at AA0126:27.)   

The administrative hearing was ultimately continued so that the DMV 

could discuss the ALJ’s interpretation of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statues with 

counsel and decide whether or not to proceed with the suspension of Mr. 

Briones’ license.  (Id. at AA0131:10-20.)  On April 18, 2014, the hearing 

resumed, and the DMV announced its decision to proceed with the suspension 

of Mr. Briones’ license.  (Id. at 29, at AA0136:1, AA0137:20-AA0138:6.)  The 

DMV also stated that it was not taking any position as to the interpretation of 

NRS 485.302.  (Id. at AA0138:18-28.) 

 At the April 18, 2014 hearing, the ALJ reiterated his “concerns about 

whether or not [NRS 485.302] actually even applied to this case because of the 

fact that the judgment was really not a judgment against a[n] at[-]fault party for 

damages or . . . injuries arising from the accident itself.”  (Id. at AA0136:24-

28.)  In response, counsel for Ms. Simmons pointed out that the jury actually 

found Mr. Briones to be 50-percent liable.  (Id. at AA0140:3-21.)  Because it 

was clear that the ALJ’s factual knowledge was incomplete and arose solely 

from the terms of the Simmons Judgment, both parties were permitted to 

submit a brief to the ALJ regarding the underlying facts and the application of 

NRS 485.302.  (Id. at AA0142:18-27, AA0145:3-AA0146:4.)   

 Thereafter, both Mr. Briones and Ms. Simmons submitted briefs to the 

ALJ.  (Id. at 30, at AA0152-AA0188; Tab 31, at AA0190-AA0196.)  They 

both represented that the arbitrator and the jury in the Short-Trial action found 

Mr. Briones to be 50-percent liable for the car accident.  (Id. at 30, at 
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AA0152:26-27, AA0153:7; Tab 31, at AA0191:12-13, 19-20.)  In fact, Mr. 

Briones stated that he filed a Request for Trial de Novo because he “felt that it 

was improper for the arbitrator to find him at fault.”  (Id. at AA0153:1-2.)   

Without engaging in any statutory interpretation or providing any legal 

support for his theory, Mr. Briones’ brief to the ALJ also asserted that NRS 

485.302 was “clearly designed to create disincentives for people operating 

motor vehicles without liability insurance; [t]he legislation is not designed for 

insurance companies who represent defendants in civil cases to have the 

coercive power of the state to suspend his driver’s license when the jury 

verdict does not exceed the arbitration award in a civil lawsuit.”  (Id. at 30, at 

AA0153:25-AA0154:2 (emphasis in original).)  Ms. Simmons’ brief, on the 

other hand, asserted that legislative intent was irrelevant for the purposes of 

assessing the propriety of suspending Mr. Briones’ license, because the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are unambiguous.  (Id. at 31, at AA0193:3-

AA0194:18 & n.1.)  Specifically, Ms. Simmons argued that the Statutes clearly 

and unambiguously require the suspension of driving privileges due to the non-

payment of any judgment entered as a result of a car accident.  (Id. at 

AA0194:1-18.) 

 On August 15, 2014, the ALJ issued his Order of Dismissal, Findings of 

Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decision.  (Id. at 32, at AA0197-AA0203.)  The 

Order reiterated the ALJ’s concern “that the Judgment upon which Mr. Daly[, 

counsel for Ms. Simmons,] was requesting a suspension of [Mr.] Briones[’] 

license appeared to be a Judgment for attorney’s fees and costs, and not for any 

damages for any personal property or physical injuries sustained by Mr. Daly’s 
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client, Geneva M. Simmons.”  (Id. at AA0198:13-16.)  Moreover, in his 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the ALJ recognized that both the 

arbitrator and the jury in the Short-Trial action determined that Mr. Briones 

was 50-percent liable for the car accident.  (Id. at AA0200:10-11, 15-16.)   

Despite the fact that no judgment was ever entered in favor of Mr. 

Briones in the underlying negligence action, the ALJ concluded that District 

Court “Judge Cory recognize[d the jury’s Verdict for Plaintiff as] a judgment 

when he state[d] in his Order of Judgment that [Mr.] Briones failed to obtain a 

‘judgment’ that exceeded 20 percent of the arbitration award.”  (Id. at 

AA0202:1-5.)  The ALJ further held that this “Verdict is the judgment which 

was based ‘upon a cause of action arising out of the ownership, maintenance or 

use of any motor vehicle for damages.’”  (Id.at AA0202:5-7.)  Finally, based 

on the above Conclusions of Law, the ALJ held that the suspension of Mr. 

Briones’ driving privileges and vehicle registration was inappropriate, and he 

dismissed and rescinded the suspension.  (Id. at AA0203:7-11.) 

E. The Petition for Judicial Review. 

On September 12, 2014, Ms. Simmons filed a Petition for Judicial 

Review.  (Id. at 33, at AA0204-AA0210.)  Ms. Simmons asserted that the 

decision of the ALJ violated statutory provisions, was affected by an error of 

law, was clearly erroneous based on the substantial evidence in the record, was 

arbitrary and capricious, and was characterized by an abuse of discretion.  (Id. 

at AA206:4-9.)  Specifically, she claimed that the ALJ erred in deciding that the 

Simmons Judgment was not entered as a result of a motor vehicle accident and 

/ / / 



 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

 

 

11 

“was not a judgment within the meaning of NRS 485.302(1).”  (Id. at 

AA0206:12-18.) 

On September 17, 2014, counsel for Mr. Briones sent a “Rule 11” letter 

to counsel for Ms. Simmons relating to the Petition for Judicial Review.  (Id. at 

34, at AA0211.)  Counsel for Mr. Briones claimed that the Petition for Judicial 

Review was a “frivolous and vexatious pleading filed for no other purpose than 

to harass” Mr. Briones, and he asserted that the ALJ’s ruling was “the only 

correct ruling under the law.”  (Id.)  In response, counsel for Ms. Simmons 

requested the basis for Mr. Briones’ position, but no response was received.  

(Id. at 35, at AA0212.) 

In her Opening Brief in support of the Petition for Judicial Review, Ms. 

Simmons asserted that, as the prevailing party in the underlying negligence 

action, the Simmons Judgment fell within the scope of the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes.  (Id. at 39, at AA0228:5-13.)  Moreover, Ms. Simmons 

argued that if the ALJ’s position was correct, NRS 485.302(1) would only 

apply when a cause of action for personal injury or property damages arising 

from a car accident resulted in a judgment for the plaintiff.  (Id. at AA0230:1-

5.)  However, no statutory language or rule of statutory construction 

necessitates such a narrow interpretation of the statute.  (Id. at AA0230:5-6.)     

Mr. Briones “Opening Brief” in response to the Petition for Judicial 

Review, on the other hand, asserted that “[t]he plain language of [NRS] Chapter 

485 . . . require[s] liability insurance to compensate people who are injured or 

whose property has been damaged by someone negligently operating a motor 

vehicle, [and i]t [wa]s not designed for insurance companies to suspend 
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someone’s license for a civil judgment for attorney’s fees because the injured 

[p]laintiff did not exceed the arbitration award at trial.”  (2 Appellant’s App. at 

40, at AA0248:9-13 (emphasis in original).)  Mr. Briones further asserted that 

Ms. Simmons was defended by in-house counsel for her insurer, Government 

Employees Insurance Company (“GEICO”), and that “[i]t [wa]s highly 

improper for the insurance company to submit a letter to the [DMV] to suspend 

and revoke someone’s driving privileges for failing to pay this type of 

judgment.”  (Id. at AA0248:23-28.)  Finally, Mr. Briones moved for sanctions 

pursuant to NRCP 11, claiming that the Petition for Judicial Review was a 

“frivolous and vexatious pleading.”  (Id. at AA0249:4-AA0250:15.) 

In her Reply, Ms. Simmons asserted that the Simmons Judgment fell 

within the plain and unambiguous scope of NRS 485.301(1) because of the 

following, undisputed facts: 

1. This case arises from a disputed[-]liability 
motor vehicle accident; 

2. The arbitrator and the jury found [Mr. Briones] 
fifty percent (50%) at fault; 

3. A net judgment was entered in favor of [Ms. 
Simmons] . . .; 

4. But for the fact that [Mr. Briones] was 50% at 
fault as a result of his operation of a motor 
vehicle[,] the [Simmons] Judgment would not 
have been entered in favor of [Ms. Simmons]; 
[and] 

5. The [Simmons] Judgment against [Mr. Briones] 
remains unsatisfied[.] 

(Id.at 41, at AA0265:15-27, AA0266:11-16, 24-26.)  Further, Ms. Simmons 

pointed out that Mr. Briones failed to provide any authority for his proposition 
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that an insurance company could not request the suspension of an individual’s 

driver’s license pursuant to NRS 485.301 – particularly when the insurer’s staff 

counsel was representing Ms. Simmons in the action.  (Id. at AA0267:8-15.) 

 On October 8, 2015, the Eighth Judicial District Court denied Ms. 

Simmons’ Petition for Judicial Review.  (Id. at 42, at AA0278-AA0279; Tab 

44, at AA0283-AA0287.)  The district court found that the purpose of “NRS 

Chapter 485 is to require liability insurance to compensate people who are 

injured or whose property has been damaged by someone negligently operating 

a motor vehicle[,] and it does not pertain to a judgment for attorney’s fees 

because the plaintiff did not exceed the arbitration award at trial.”  (Id. at 42, at 

AA0278:17-20.)  The court also denied Mr. Briones’ Motion for Sanctions, 

finding that the Petition for Judicial Review was not brought in bad faith.  (Id. 

at AA0279:1-2.) 

 Ms. Simmons subsequently commenced this appeal on October 22, 

2015.  (Id. at 43, at AA0280-AA0282.) 

VI. SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

The Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are unambiguous statutes which 

should be interpreted through application of their plain and ordinary meaning.  

Neither of the parties has alleged that the Statutes are ambiguous, and the ALJ 

failed to articulate why he “assumed” that NRS 485.035 was ambiguous.  (1 

Appellant’s App. 28, at AA0124:15-125:21.)  Therefore, it was clear legal error 

for the ALJ and the district court to look beyond the express terms of the 

Statutes in order to discern legislative intent. 

/ / / 
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Under the plain and ordinary meaning of the Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes, Mr. Briones’ license should have been suspended for non-payment of 

the Simmons Judgment.  Specifically, the parties were in a motor vehicle 

accident.  (Id. at 1, at AA0001-AA0006.)  Mr. Briones commenced an action 

for personal injuries and property damage arising from the ownership, 

maintenance, and use of a motor vehicle.  (Id.at 2, at AA0007-AA0012.)  The 

jury found Mr. Briones to be 50-percent liable for the accident.  (Id. at 13, at 

AA0045:1-3.)  The jury’s award to Mr. Briones was less than Ms. Simmons’ 

Offer of Judgment and the Arbitration Award.  (Id. at 5, at AA0020-AA0022; 

Tab 6, at AA0023-AA024; Tab 13, at AA0044-AA0045.)  Therefore, the court 

determined that Ms. Simmons was the prevailing party and awarded her costs 

and fees.  (Id. at 21, at AA0103-AA0105; Tab 22, at AA0106-AA0110.)  The 

award to Ms. Simmons was in excess of the award to Mr. Briones; therefore, a 

judgment was entered in favor of Ms. Simmons.  (Id. at 23, at AA0111-

AA0112; Tab 24, at AA0113-AA0116.)  Mr. Briones failed to pay the Simmons 

Judgment.  (Id. at 25, at AA0117.)   

Under these facts, a negligent driver has failed to satisfy the only 

judgment entered in an action for personal injuries and property damages 

arising from the use of a motor vehicle that resulted in a car accident.  Based on 

these facts, the Simmons Judgment falls squarely within the scope of the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes.  Therefore, the ALJ and district court erred in 

arbitrarily and capriciously dismissing and rescinding the suspension of Mr. 

Briones’ license and registration for failure to satisfy the Simmons Judgment.  

(Id. at 32, at AA0197-AA0203.) 
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Even if the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are held to be ambiguous, Mr. 

Briones, the ALJ, and the district court erred in construing the Statutes based on 

nothing more than their personal opinions as to the Legislature’s intent.  If they 

had engaged in a proper statutory interpretation analysis, it would have been 

clear that the “interpretations” offered by Mr. Briones, the ALJ, and the district 

court were completely unsupported by legislative history, the public policy and 

purpose of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, and an analysis of NRS Chapter 

485 as a whole.   

In fact, if they had engaged in an analysis of the interpretation and 

application of similar statutory schemes in other jurisdictions, it would have 

demonstrated that the public policy and purpose of the Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes — along with the public policies and purposes of NRCP 68 and NAR 

20(B)(2)(a) — can only be served if judgment debtors found to be at fault for 

motor vehicle accidents are at risk of losing their license, registration, and 

driving privileges if they fail to satisfy judgments for attorney’s fees and costs 

entered in personal injury actions arising from car accidents.  Therefore, the 

ALJ’s decision and the Eighth Judicial District Court’s denial of Ms. Simmons’ 

Petition for Judicial Review are errors of law that should be reversed. 

VII. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

This appeal arises from the denial of a Petition for Judicial Review of an 

administrative decision.  (1 Appellant’s App. 33, at AA0204-AA0210.)  

“ʻWhen reviewing a district court’s denial of a petition for judicial review of an 

agency decision, this court engages in the same analysis as the district court.’”  

Taylor v. Dep’t of Health & Human Servs., 129 Nev. Adv. Op. 99, 314 P.3d 
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949, 951 (2013) (quoting Rio All Suite Hotel & Casino v. Phillips, 126 Nev. 

346, 349, 240 P.3d 2, 4 (2010)).  Specifically, this Court must “review the 

evidence presented to the agency in order to determine whether the agency’s 

decision was arbitrary or capricious and was thus an abuse of the agency’s 

discretion.”  United Exposition Serv. Co. v. State Indus. Ins. Sys., 109 Nev. 421, 

423, 851 P.2d 423, 424 (1993)); see also Cramer v. State, Dep’t of Motor 

Vehicles, 126 Nev. 388, 391-92, 240 P.3d 8, 10 (2010).   

Pursuant to NRS 233B.135(3), an administrative decision can be 

remanded or set aside, in whole or in part, if “substantial rights of the petitioner 

have been prejudiced.”  Ms. Simmons asserts that the ALJ’s administrative 

decision should be remanded or set aside because it is “[i]n violation of 

constitutional or statutory provisions,” clearly erroneous in light of the 

evidence, “[a]ffected by other error of law,” arbitrary and capricious, and/or an 

abuse of discretion.  NRS 233B.135(3)(a), (d)-(f).   

“It is well recognized that this court, in reviewing an administrative 

agency decision, will not substitute its judgment of the evidence for that of the 

administrative agency.”  United Exposition Servs. Co., 109 Nev. at 423-24, 851 

P.2d at 424.  “[H]owever, questions of law are reviewed de novo.”  Taylor v. 

State, Dep’t of Health & Human Servs., 129 Nev. Adv. Op. 99, 314 P.3d 949, 

951 (2013); Bob Allyn Masonry v. Murphy, 124 Nev. 279, 282, 183 P.3d 126, 

128 (2008). 

The issues on appeal concern the statutory interpretation of the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes.  Issues of statutory interpretation are reviewed 

de novo.  Barney v. Mt. Rose Heating & Air Conditioning, 124 Nev. 821, 825, 
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192 P.3d 730, 733 (2008); see also Cramer v. State, Dep’t of Motor Vehicles, 

126 Nev. 388, 392, 240 P.3d 8, 10 (2010) (“When reviewing questions of law, 

including issues of statutory interpretation, this court applies de novo review.”).  

Generally, this Court will only defer to an administrative agency’s 

interpretation of a statute when the interpretation “is within the language of the 

statute.”  Collins Disc. Liquors & Vending v. State, 106 Nev. 766, 768, 802 

P.2d 4, 5 (1990); see also Harris Assocs. v. Clark Cnty. Sch. Dist., 119 Nev. 

638, 642 n.3, 81 P.3d 532, 534 n.3 (2003) (“ʻ[Q]uestions of statutory 

construction are purely legal issues to be “reviewed without any deference 

whatsoever to the conclusions of the agency.”’”) (quoting Dep’t of Motor 

Vehicles & Pub. Safety v. Jones-West Ford, Inc., 114 Nev. 766, 773, 962 P.2d 

624, 629 (1998)) (quoting Manke Truck Lines, Inc. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of 

Nev., 109 Nev. 1034, 1036-37, 862 P.2d 1201, 1203 (1993)). 

VIII. ARGUMENT 

A. The ALJ and the District Court Erred in Examining the 
Legislative Intent of the Unambiguous Unsatisfied Judgment 
Statutes, and Mr. Briones’ Driving Privileges Should Have 
Been Suspended Due to Non-Payment of the Simmons 
Judgment. 
 
1. The Plain and Unambiguous Text of the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes. 

Pursuant to NRS 485.301(1), “[w]henever any person fails within 60 

days to satisfy any judgment that was entered as a result of an accident 

involving a motor vehicle, the judgment creditor or the judgment creditor’s 

attorney may forward to the Department immediately after the expiration of the 

60 days a certified copy of the judgment.”  (Emphasis added.)  Upon receipt of 
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the certified copy of the judgment, the DMV must “suspend the license [and] all 

registrations . . . of any person against whom the judgment was rendered . . . .”  

NRS 485.302(1) (emphasis added).  For the purposes of these statutes: 

“Judgment” means any judgment which shall have 
become final by expiration without appeal of the time 
within which an appeal might have been perfected, or 
by final affirmation on appeal rendered by a court of 
competent jurisdiction of any state or of the United 
States, upon a cause of action arising out of the 
ownership, maintenance, or use of any motor vehicle 
for damages, including damages for care and loss of 
services because of injury to or destruction of 
property, including the loss of use thereof, or upon a 
cause of action on an agreement of settlement for such 
damages. 

NRS 485.035 (emphasis added). 

“It is well established that when the language of a statute is plain and 

unambiguous, a court should give that language its ordinary meaning and not go 

beyond it.”  Banegas v. State Indus. Ins. Sys., 117 Nev. 222, 225, 19 P.3d 245, 

247 (2001); see also W. Sur. Co. v. ADCO Credit, Inc., 127 Nev. Adv. Op. 8, 

251 P.3d 714, 716 (2011) (“With regard to statutory interpretation, if a statute is 

clear and unambiguous, this court gives effect to the plain and ordinary 

meaning of the statute’s language, and we do not resort to the rules of statutory 

construction.”); Cramer v. State, Dep’t of Motor Vehicles, 126 Nev. 388, 392, 

240 P.3d 8, 10 (2010) (“If a statute is facially clear, this court will not go 

beyond the plain language to determine legislative intent.”); In re Orpheus 

Trust, 124 Nev. 170, 174, 179 P.3d 562, 565 (2008) (“When the language of a 

statute is unambiguous, courts are not permitted to look beyond the statute itself 

when determining its meaning.”).  The plain meaning of a statute is generally 
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ascertained by “examining the context and language of the statute as a whole.”  

Karcher Firestopping v. Meadow Valley Contractors, Inc., 125 Nev. 111, 113, 

204 P.3d 1262, 1263 (2009). 

Under the plain meaning of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, the DMV 

must, upon receipt of a certified copy of a judgment from a judgment creditor or 

his attorney, suspend the license and registration of any person who has failed, 

within 60 days of entry, to satisfy a final judgment entered in an action for 

personal injury or property damages, where the action arises out of the 

ownership, maintenance, or use of a motor vehicle and is the result of a car 

accident.  NRS 485.035, 485.301(1), 485.302(1).  Because the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes are facially clear and unambiguous, the ALJ and the district 

court erred in looking beyond the plain language of the Statutes and opining on 

legislative intent. 

2. No Ambiguous Terms or Phrases Have Been Identified. 

Neither Ms. Simmons nor Mr. Briones ever asserted — in either the 

DMV proceedings or on the Petition for Judicial Review — that the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes were ambiguous.  Moreover, no ambiguous term or phrase 

was ever identified by Ms. Simmons, Mr. Briones, the ALJ, or the district court.  

Rather, in one of the administrative hearings, after reading the terms of NRS 

485.035, the ALJ stated that he “assume[d that the statute] might be a little bit 

ambiguous.”  (1 Appellant’s App. 28, at AA0124:15-AA0125:21.) 

Based on a close reading of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, the only 

terms or phrases which might, on first reflection, appear ambiguous are the 

/ / / 
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phrases “arising out of” or “as a result of.”  However, both of these phrases 

have generally accepted, plain and ordinary definitions under the law. 

While this Court has held that the phrase “arising out of” can be 

ambiguous in the context of analyzing coverage under an insurance policy, 

Rivera v. Nev. Med. Liab. Ins. Co., 107 Nev. 450, 452-53, 814 P.2d 71, 72 

(1991), it also construed the phrase as “requir[ing] only a general causal 

connection.”  Id. at 453, 814 P.2d at 72.  This interpretation of “arising out of” 

is consistent with the interpretation of a majority of other jurisdictions that have 

considered the issue.  “[T]he general consensus [is] that the phrase ‘arising out 

of’ should be given a broad reading such as ‘originating from’ or ‘growing out 

of’ or ‘flowing from’ or ‘done in connection with’ – that is, it requires some 

causal connection to the injuries suffered, but does not require proximate cause 

in the legal sense.”  Fed. Ins. Co. v. Tri-State Ins. Co., 157 F.3d 800, 804 (10
th
 

Cir. 1998); see also N. Assurance Co. of Am. v. EDP Floors, Inc., 533 A.2d, 

682, 688 (Md. 1987) (holding that “[t]he words ‘arising out of’ must be 

afforded their common understanding, namely, to mean originating from, 

growing out of, flowing from, or the like”); Red Ball Motor Freight, Inc. v. 

Emp’rs Mut. Liab. Ins. Co. of Wis., 189 F.2d 374, 378 (5
th

 Cir. 1951) (holding 

that “arising out of” is much broader than “caused by” and is “ordinarily 

understood to mean ‘originating from,’ having its origin in,’ ‘growing out of’ or 

‘flowing from’”); Mfrs. Cas. Ins. Co. v. Goodville Mut. Cas. Co., 170 A.2d 571, 

573 (Pa. 1961) (holding that “ʻ[b]ut for’ causation, i.e., a cause and result 

relationship, is enough . . .”).   

/ / / 
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Similarly, “Webster’s dictionary defines ‘result’ as “to proceed or arise 

as a consequence, effect, or conclusion.’”  Pension Trust Fund for Operating 

Eng’rs v. Fed. Ins. Co., 307 F.3d 944, 952 (9
th

 Cir. 2002).  Therefore, the Ninth 

Circuit has held that the phrase “as a result of” should be construed consistently 

with the phrase “arising out of” – i.e., “require[ing] only a slight causal 

connection.”  Id.; see also Kuhn v. Ret. Bd., 343 P.3d 316, 320 (Utah Ct. App. 

2015) (holding that “[t]he plain meaning of ‘as a result’ is ‘consequently,’ or 

‘something that is caused by something else that happened or was done 

before’”) (internal citation omitted).  

Under the plain and ordinary meaning of the phrases “arising out of” and 

“as a result of,” the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes apply to any judgments 

which originate from, grow out of, or are otherwise causally connected to the 

ownership, maintenance, or use of a motor vehicle and/or a motor vehicle 

accident.  The Simmons Judgment clearly originates from, grows out of, and/or 

is causally connected to the car accident with Mr. Briones.  As a result of the 

car accident, for which Mr. Briones was found to be 50-percent liable, (1 

Appellant’s App. 13, at AA0045:1-3), an action was commenced for personal 

and property damages relating to the accident, and Ms. Simmons, as the 

prevailing party, was awarded costs and fees.  (Id. at 21, at AA0104:4-8; Tab 

22, at AA0106-AA0110; Tab 23, at AA0112:7-10; Tab 24, at AA0113-

AA0116.)  Therefore, under the plain and ordinary meaning of the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes, the DMV was required to suspend Mr. Briones’ license and 

registration for the non-payment of the Simmons Judgment.  The ALJ and 

district court erred in rescinding the suspension. 
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3. No Other Reasonable, Alternative Interpretation of the 
Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes Has Been Offered; Therefore, 
It Was Clear Error to Analyze Legislative Intent.  

A statute is only considered to be “ambiguous” if its terms are “capable 

of more than one reasonable interpretation.”  Orion Portfolio Servs. 2, LLC v. 

Cnty. of Clark ex rel. Univ. Med. Ctr. of S. Nev., 126 Nev. 397, 402, 245 P.3d 

527, 531 (2010) (emphasis added); Stockmeier v. Psychological Review Panel, 

122 Nev. 534, 541, 135 P.3d 807, 811 (2006) (“When there are two reasonable 

interpretations of one statute, the statute is ambiguous and our resort to rules of 

statutory interpretation is appropriate to discern legislative intent.”) (emphasis 

added).  Here, no reasonable, alternative interpretation has been offered by Mr. 

Briones, the ALJ, or the district court. 

(a). Mr. Briones and the district court unreasonably 
assert that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes only 
apply to judgments rendered against uninsured 
owners and operators of motor vehicles. 

Mr. Briones contends that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes do not apply 

to the Simmons Judgment because he is not an uninsured motorist who has 

caused injuries to Ms. Simmons or her property.  (1 Appellant’s App. 27, at 

AA0119; Tab 28, at AA0126:23-26.)  Similarly, the district court held that NRS 

Chapter 485 “require[s] liability insurance to compensate people who are 

injured or whose property has been damaged by someone negligently operating 

a motor vehicle . . . .”  (2 Appellant’s App. 42, at AA0278:17-19.)   

However, liability insurance is not even referenced in the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes.  Nothing in the statutory language limits the application of 

the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes to judgments entered against uninsured 
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drivers.  Therefore, based on the plain and ordinary meaning of the Statutes, the 

alternative interpretation proposed by Mr. Briones and the district court is not 

reasonable and analysis under the rules of statutory interpretation is not 

warranted. 

(b). The ALJ unreasonably asserts that the Unsatisfied 
Judgment Statutes only apply to judgments for 
personal injury or property damages entered 
against the tortfeasor in a motor vehicle accident.  

The ALJ asserts that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes only apply to 

judgments against tortfeasors for personal injuries or property damages caused 

by motor vehicle accidents.  (1 Appellant’s App. 28, at AA0125:22-27; Tab 32, 

at AA0202:1-AA0203:12.)  Based on the express terms of the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes, this proposed interpretation is not reasonable. 

First, NRS 485.301(1) and NRS 485.302(1) do not refer to any 

“defendant,” “tortfeasor,” “negligent party,” or “wrongdoer”; rather, they refer 

to “any person” who fails to satisfy a judgment and “any person” against 

whom a judgment has been rendered, respectively.  (Emphasis added).  Based 

on this terminology, the only reasonable interpretation is that the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes apply to any judgment debtor who fails to satisfy a judgment 

entered as a result of a motor vehicle accident. 

Second, NRS 485.301(1) and NRS 485.035 refer to “any judgment” and 

are not limited to judgments for personal injury or property damages.  

(Emphasis added).  Under the express terms of NRS 485.035, it is the action 

which must relate to personal injury or property damages, not the judgment.  

Specifically, NRS 485.035 defines “judgment” as any final judgment rendered 
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in a cause of action for damages arising out of the ownership, maintenance, or 

use of a motor vehicle; it does not refer to any final judgment for damages 

rendered in an action arising out of the ownership, maintenance, or use of a 

motor vehicle accident.  Moreover, in referencing an action for damages, NRS 

485.035 includes the phrase “including damages for care and loss of services 

because of injury to or destruction of property.”  (Emphasis added).  The use of 

the term “including” indicates that personal injury and property damages are not 

the only type of damages that may be sought in the action arising from the 

ownership, maintenance, or use of a motor vehicle.  

 Based upon the express terms of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, it is 

not reasonable to interpret the Statutes as being limited to judgments against 

tortfeasors for personal injury or property damages.  Therefore, the ALJ also 

erred in engaging in statutory interpretation. 

B. The ALJ Erred in Holding That the Jury’s Verdict Was a 
“Judgment” Rendered in a Cause of Action Arising Out of the 
Ownership, Maintenance, or Use of a Motor Vehicle. 

The ALJ determined that the only “judgment” that could fall within the 

scope of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes was the jury’s Verdict for Mr. 

Briones.  Specifically, the ALJ held that District Court Judge Kenneth C. Cory 

“recognize[d the jury’s Verdict for Mr. Briones as] a judgment when he state[d] 

in [the Simmons Judgment] that [Mr.] Briones failed to obtain a ‘judgment’ that 

exceeded 20 percent of the arbitration award.”  (1 Appellant’s App. 32, at 

AA0202:1-5.)  Based on this interpretation of the Simmons Judgment, the ALJ 

concluded that the Verdict for the Plaintiff, rather than the Simmons Judgment,  

/ / / 
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was the judgment “based ‘upon a cause of action arising out of the ownership, 

maintenance or use of any motor vehicle for damages.’”  (Id. at AA0202:5-7.) 

 The ALJ’s ruling is plain error.  First, Judge Cory never recognized the 

jury’s Verdict as a “judgment”; rather, in the Simmons Judgment, he recognized 

that Ms. Simmons was entitled to recover her costs and fees because Mr. 

Briones had failed to obtain a judgment (meaning, “any” judgment) that 

exceeded the arbitration award by at least 20 percent.  (Id. at 23, at AA0111:24-

25.)  Moreover, pursuant to Nevada Short Trial Rule 3(d)(1), “[n]ot later than 

10 days after the rendering of a jury verdict in a jury trial . . ., the judge pro 

tempore shall submit to the district court judge to whom the case is assigned a 

proposed judgment.”  This Rule demonstrates that there is a distinct difference 

between a “verdict” and a “judgment.”    Furthermore, it confirms that only the 

Order and Judgment executed by District Court Judge Kenneth C. Cory (the 

Simmons Judgment) was a final judgment in the negligence action. 

More importantly, it is well recognized that “[a] verdict is not a judgment 

but only a basis for the judgment which may or may not be entered on it.”  

Frazier v. Allstate Ins. Co., 229 F. Supp. 512, 514 (E.D. Tenn. 1964) (“A 

judgment is distinct from the verdict returned by a jury.”).  “A verdict is not a 

judgment and has no finality until a judgment thereon has been entered.”  

Phelps v. Parker, 534 S.W.2d 278, 279 (Mo. Ct. App. 1976) (“[A verdict] 

cannot be transformed into a judgment by the simple process of being so 

labeled by the clerk, the court reporter or the plaintiffs in their notice of 

appeal.”). 

/ / / 
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Thus, the ALJ’s interpretation of the Verdict and the Simmons Judgment 

was arbitrary and capricious, and the ALJ erred in holding that the Verdict for 

the Plaintiff was a final judgment.  The Simmons Judgment was the only 

judgment entered in the negligence action; therefore, it is a judgment rendered 

in a cause of action arising out of the ownership, maintenance or use of a motor 

vehicle.  As such, it falls within the express and unambiguous terms of the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, and the ALJ erred in rescinding the suspension 

of Mr. Briones’ license. 

C. Based on the Rules of Statutory Construction, the ALJ and the 
District Court Erred in Determining That the Simmons 
Judgment Was Not a “Judgment” Within the Meaning of the 
Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes. 

If this Court determines that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are 

ambiguous (which they are not), the Legislature’s intent must be construed via 

the generally recognized rules of statutory construction — not the personal 

opinions of the ALJ and the district court.  (1 Appellant’s App. 28, at 

AA0124:15-AA0126:2 (failing to detail basis for assumption of ambiguity); 

Tab 32, at AA0197-AA0203 (failing to find an ambiguity warranting 

interpretation of the Statutes); 2 Appellant’s App. 42, at AA0278-AA0279 

(failing to find ambiguity or otherwise explain statutory interpretation of 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes).)   “When a statute is ambiguous, the 

Legislature’s intent is the controlling factor in statutory interpretation, and the 

statute should be construed consistently with what reason and public policy 

would indicate the Legislature intended.”  Banegas v. State Indus. Ins. Sys., 117 

Nev. 222, 225, 19 P.3d 245, 247 (2001); see also Orion Portfolio Servs. 2, LLC 
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v. Cnty. of Clark ex rel. Univ. Med. Ctr. of S. Nev., 126 Nev. 397, 402, 245 P.3d 

527, 531 (2010) (“Where a statute’s language is ambiguous, . . . the court must 

look to legislative history and rules of statutory interpretation to determine its 

meaning.”).  Because the ALJ and the district court failed to engage in any 

statutory interpretation analysis of the allegedly ambiguous Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes, the decision to rescind the suspension of Mr. Briones’ 

driving privileges was clear error. 

1. The Legislative History, Background, and Spirit of the 
Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes Fail to Support Mr. Briones’, 
the ALJ’s, or the District Court’s Interpretations of 
Legislative Intent. 

To ascertain legislative intent, this Court may examine “the background 

and spirit in which the law was enacted” and the “entire subject matter and 

policy may be involved as an interpretive aid.”  Leven v. Frey, 123 Nev. 399, 

405, 168 P.3d 712, 716 (2007) (internal quotations and citation committed); 

Pub. Emps.’ Benefits Program v. Las Vegas Metro. Police Dep’t, 124 Nev. 138, 

147, 179 P.3d 542, 548 (2008).  The Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes were 

adopted in 1957, before the Legislature kept written minutes of their committee 

hearings.  Therefore, there is no traditional legislative history from which the 

legislative intent can be gleaned.  However, examination of the express 

language in the Statutes when they were enacted can be instructive as to 

legislative intent.  Pub. Emps.’ Benefits Program, 124 Nev. at 151, 179 P.3d at 

551. 

NRS 485.035 has not been amended since the statute was originally 

enacted in 1957.  1957 Statutes of Nevada 722, § 6 (48
th
 Sess.).  Similarly, the 
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terms of the current version of NRS 485.302(1) are nearly identical to the terms 

of the statute as it was originally enacted, with only minor, non-substantive 

variations.
2
  1957 Statutes of Nevada 723, § 10(1) (48

th
 Sess.).  Therefore, an 

examination of legislative history or background of these statutes does not 

support Mr. Briones’, the ALJ’s, or the district court’s interpretations. 

NRS 485.301(1), on the other hand, has been amended substantively, but 

its amendments also fail to support Mr. Briones’, the ALJ’s, and the district 

court’s interpretations.  As enacted in 1957, it stated: 

Whenever any person fails within 60 days to satisfy 
any judgment, upon the written request of the 
judgment creditor or his attorney, the clerk of the 
court or the judge of a court which has no clerk in 
which any such judgment is rendered within this state, 
shall forward to the commissioner immediately after 
the expiration of such 60 days a certified copy of such 
judgment. 

1957 Statutes of Nevada 723, § 9(1) (48
th
 Sess.).  The statute was amended in 

1961, 1983, and 1999, but the revisions were minor and non-substantive.
3
  

                                           
2
   As enacted, NRS 485.302(1) states: “The commissioner, upon the receipt 
of a certified copy of a judgment, shall forthwith suspend the license and 
registration and any nonresident’s operating privilege of any person against 
whom such judgment was rendered  . . . .”  1957 Statutes of Nevada 723, § 
10(1) (48

th
 Sess.); 1961 Statutes of Nevada 144, § 50(1) (51st Sess.) (replacing 

“commissioner” with “division”); 1985 Statutes of Nevada 1176, § 6(1) (63rd 
Sess.) (replacing “and registration” with “all registrations,” replacing “such 
judgment” with “the judgment,” and omitting “hereinafter”); 1995 Statutes of 
Nevada 2738, § 25(1) (68th Sess.) (omitting “forthwith”); 1999 Statutes of 
Nevada 3584, § 31(1) (70th Sess.) (replacing “division” with “motor vehicle 
branch of the department” and moving “shall” from before “suspend” to after 
“department”). 
3
  1961 Statutes of Nevada 144, § 49(1) (51

st
 Sess.) (replacing 

“commissioner” with “division”); 1983 Statutes of Nevada 266, § 13(1) (62
nd

 
Sess.) (allowing judgment creditors or their attorneys to forward unsatisfied 
judgments to the DMV directly, and replacing “such 60 days” and “such 
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Then, in 2007, NRS 485.301(1) was amended to specifically refer to 

judgments “entered as a result of an accident involving a motor vehicle.”  

2007 Statutes of Nevada, at 2050, § 9(1) (74
th
 Sess.) (emphasis added).  

However, this amendment was not a change in public policy or intent.  Rather, 

it was a clarification to ensure that the statute was construed in harmony with 

the terms of NRS 485.035, which defines “judgments” as judgments rendered 

in actions for personal injury or property damages arising out of the ownership, 

maintenance, or use of a motor vehicle.   

Because the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are in substantially the same 

form as when originally enacted in 1957, at least with regard to their scope, the 

background of the Statutes and/or their legislative history is not instructive of 

legislative intent.  Therefore, Mr. Briones, the ALJ, and the district court could 

not have relied on this analysis to support their erroneous interpretations of the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes.  The Statutes have never been narrowly 

confined to judgments for personal injuries and property damages rendered 

against tortfeasors, nor has their application been limited to judgments against 

uninsured motorists.  

2. Analysis of NRS Chapter 485 as a Whole Also Fails to 
Support Mr. Briones’, the ALJ’s, and the District Court’s 
Interpretations of Legislative Intent. 

Legislative intent may also be “discerned by reviewing the statute or the 

chapter as a whole.”  Banegas v. State Indus. Ins. Sys., 117 Nev. 222, 228, 19 

                                                                                                                                   
judgment” with “the 60 days” and “the judgment); 1999 Statutes of Nevada 
3584, §30(1) (70

th
 Sess.) (replacing “division” with “motor vehicle branch of 

the department). 
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P.3d 245, 249 (2001); see also Leven v. Frey, 123 Nev. 399, 405, 168 P.3d 712, 

716 (2007) (holding that this Court will consider “the statute’s multiple 

legislative provisions as a whole”).  To that end, the statute at issue must be 

interpreted “in harmony with other rules and statutes.”  Barney v. Mt. Rose 

Heating & Air Conditioning, 124 Nev. 821, 827, 192 P.3d 730, 734 (2008).  

The title of the statute or chapter can also be instructive of legislative intent.  

Banegas, 117 Nev. at 230, 19 P.3d at 250.   

Importantly, a statute must not only be interpreted in harmony with other 

similar or related statutes and rules, but the interpretation must also be 

internally harmonious.  “[W]ords within a statute must not be read in isolation, 

and statutes must be construed to give meaning to all of their parts and language 

within the context of the purpose of the legislation.”  Id. at 229, 19 P.3d at 250.   

Finally, a statute’s interpretation must “not render any part of the statute 

meaningless,” or “produce absurd or unreasonable results.”  Orion Portfolio 

Servs. 2, LLC v. Cnty. of Clark ex rel. Univ. Med. Ctr. of S. Nev., 126 Nev. 397, 

403, 245 P.3d 527, 531 (2010).  Rather, a proper interpretation should “give 

meaning to each of [the statute’s] parts, such that, when read in context, none of 

the statutory language is rendered mere surplusage.”  Stockmeier v. 

Psychological Review Panel, 122 Nev. 534, 540, 135 P.3d 807, 810 (2006). 

Mr. Briones’, the ALJ’s and the district court’s interpretations of the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are not supported by any of these generally 

accepted rules of statutory interpretation. 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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(a). Rules of statutory construction demonstrate that 
the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are not intended 
to be an incentive to maintain liability insurance.  

Mr. Briones asserts that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are intended to 

apply to uninsured motorists.  (1 Appellant’s App. 27 at AA0119.)  

Specifically, Mr. Briones argues that the Legislature’s intent for the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes is “to deter people from essentially driving without insurance 

. . . and causing injury to people . . . .”  (Id. at 28, at AA0126:23-26; see also 2 

Appellant’s App. 40, at AA0246:23-25 (stating that “[t]he legislation is clearly 

designed to create disincentives for people operating motor vehicles without 

liability insurance”).  Similarly, the district court held that the purpose of “NRS 

Chapter 485 is to require liability insurance to compensate people who are 

injured or whose property has been damaged by someone negligently operating 

a motor vehicle.”  (2 Appellant’s App. 42, at AA0278:17-19.)  However, the 

rules of statutory construction dictate that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are 

not merely a disincentive for uninsured motorists.  Rather, the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes are a separate and distinct way of ensuring the financial 

responsibility of motor vehicle drivers. 

While Nevada has not yet delineated the specific public policy behind 

NRS 485.301 and NRS 485.302, it has recognized the public policy of NRS 

Chapter 485 as a whole.  Specifically, in Hartz v. Mitchell, 107 Nev. 893, 822 

P.2d 667 (1991), this Court held: 

Nevada has a strong public policy interest in assuring 
that individuals who are injured in motor vehicle 
accidents have a source of indemnification.  Our 
financial responsibility law reflects Nevada’s interest 
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 in providing at least minimum levels of financial 
protection to accident victims. 

Id. at 896, 822 P.2d at 669.   

Liability insurance is not the only source of indemnification under 

Chapter 485.  First, the short title of the Chapter is the Motor Vehicle Insurance 

and Financial Responsibility Act.  NRS 485.010.  Second, the Chapter is 

divided into 9 sections, and 3 of these sections are titled “Insurance Required,” 

“Security Following Accident,” and “Nonpayment of Judgment.”  The use of 

sections suggests that these are separate and distinct forms of ensuring financial 

responsibility among motorists.   

In fact, a review of the statutes in the subsections reveals that Chapter 

485 intended to provide at least 3 different sources of indemnification for 

injured motorists.  NRS 485.185 to NRS 485.187 require all motor vehicle 

operators and owners to maintain liability insurance, and the section provides 

for fines and penalties for the failure to maintain such insurance.  Similarly, 

NRS 485.190 to NRS 485.300 require security deposits from uninsured 

motorists involved in car accidents and even provide for suspension of licenses 

and registrations for the failure to deposit the required security. Because these 

statutes already serve to ensure adequate compensation to persons suffering 

personal injuries or property damages as a result of car accidents with uninsured 

motorists, NRS 485.301(1) and NRS 485.302(1) would be rendered superfluous 

if, as Mr. Briones and the district court contend, the Legislature’s intent for the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes was merely to incentivize the maintenance of 

liability insurance.   
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(b). Rules of statutory construction demonstrate that 
Mr.  Briones’, the ALJ’s, and the district court’s 
interpretations of the Unsatisfied Judgment 
Statutes would lead to absurd results. 

The ALJ determined that the legislative intent of the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes is to assist persons suffering personal injuries or property 

damages as a result of car accidents to collect unsatisfied judgments rendered in 

the action to recover those damages.  (1 Appellant’s App. 28, at AA0121:19-22; 

Tab 29, at AA0136:24-28; Tab 32, at AA0198:13-16.)  However, such an 

interpretation is clearly erroneous, because it would render absurd results.   

Mr. Briones and Ms. Simmons were found to be equally liable for the car 

accident.  (Id. at 13, at AA0045:1-5.)  Under the ALJ’s interpretation, if a 

judgment was rendered for Mr. Briones, and Ms. Simmons failed to satisfy the 

judgment, Ms. Simmons’ driving privileges would be suspended merely 

because Mr. Briones had alleged personal injury and property damages in the 

negligence action.  However, Mr. Briones’ driving privileges were not 

suspended for the non-payment of the Simmons Judgment, merely because Ms. 

Simmons’ only damages were the unnecessary fees and costs incurred as a 

result of Mr. Briones’ failure to prevail in his negligence action.  Nothing in the 

terms of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes or Chapter 485 suggests such an 

unbalanced and unfair interpretation of the Statutes. 

Similarly absurd results are rendered by Mr. Briones’ and the district 

court’s interpretations regarding liability insurance.  Specifically, if the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes only apply to uninsured owners and operators of 

motor vehicles, unreasonable results are rendered when the liability insurance is 
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insufficient to compensate the injured plaintiff.  For instance, an injured 

plaintiff could seek relief under the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes if the 

tortfeasor was uninsured, but he or she is unable to request suspension of 

driving privileges if the tortfeasor possesses liability insurance in an amount 

that is insufficient to satisfy the judgment in full.  Moreover, if the tortfeasor 

possesses insurance, but the policy is not applicable because the tortfeasor is 

deemed to have intentionally caused the car accident, the injured plaintiff would 

be unable to request suspension of the tortfeasor’s license and registration for 

non-payment of the judgment.  This result is completely contrary to the alleged 

legislative intent asserted by Mr. Briones and the district court.   

Not only are the results under these scenarios absurd, but they are also 

contrary to the way other jurisdictions have interpreted and applied similar 

unsatisfied judgment statutes.  (See Section VIII(C)(4), infra.) 

3. This Court’s Statutory Interpretation Analysis Should Not 
Defer to the ALJ’s Interpretation of the Unsatisfied 
Judgment Statutes. 

“[Q]uestions of statutory construction are purely legal issues to be 

‘reviewed without any deference whatsoever to the conclusions of the agency.’”  

Dep’t of Motor Vehicles & Pub. Safety v. Jones-West Ford, Inc., 114 Nev. 766, 

773, 962 P.2d 624, 629 (1998) (quoting Manke Truck Lines, Inc. v. Pub. Serv. 

Comm’n of Nev., 109 Nev. 1034, 1036-37, 862 P.2d 1201, 1203 (1993)).  

Courts will generally only defer to an administrative agency’s interpretation of 

a statute when the interpretation “is within the language of the statute.”  Collins 

Disc. Liquors & Vending v. State, 106 Nev. 766, 768, 802 P.2d 4, 5 (1990).    

/ / / 
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The ALJ’s interpretation of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes should not 

be given any deference in this appeal, as the ALJ’s interpretation is not “within 

the language of the statute.”  In Collins, this Court gave deference to the 

Nevada Trade Commission’s interpretation of a sales tax exemption because the 

legislature had specifically given the agency “the task of determining which 

foods should be included in the definition of [the exempted category of] 

‘prepared food intended for immediate consumption.’”  Id. at 768, 802 P.2d at 

5-6.   

Here, however, the Legislature has not given the DMV the power to 

“create[] regulations that serve to carry out [its] legislative policy” under NRS 

485.301 and NRS 485.302.  Id. at 768, 802 P.2d at 5.  Moreover, the Legislature 

has not given the DMV power to define the type of judgments falling within the 

scope of NRS 485.301(1).  In fact, in this case, after the ALJ questioned the 

Legislature’s intent for the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, the DMV decided to 

proceed with the suspension of Mr. Briones’ driving privileges and specifically 

chose not to take a position as to whether the ALJ’s interpretation was accurate.  

(1 Appellant’s App. 29, at AA0138:2-6, 18-28.)  Therefore, if this Court 

determines that the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes are ambiguous, it should 

conduct a de novo review and give no deference to the ALJ’s interpretation. 

4. The Interpretation and Application of Similar Statutory 
Schemes in Other Jurisdictions Is Instructive and Persuasive 
as to the Scope of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes. 

Given the lack of legislative history for the Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes, the purpose and public policy of the Statutes can best be ascertained 

by analyzing the nature and scope of similar statutory schemes enacted by other 
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jurisdictions.  Specifically, when the Legislature enacted the Unsatisfied 

Judgment Statutes, the Statutes were substantially similar to corresponding 

provisions in the Uniform Vehicle Code.  This Court has recognized that when 

Nevada adopts a uniform law, the courts should construe the uniform law to 

interpret Nevada’s corresponding statutes, because “consideration must be 

given to the need to promote uniformity of the law with respect to its subject 

matter among states that enact it.”  Karcher Firestopping v. Meadow Valley 

Contractors, Inc., 125 Nev. 111, 113, 204 P.3d 1262, 1263 (2009). 

“In 1949, the Nevada Legislature enacted chapter 7 of the Uniform 

Vehicle Code as Nevada’s Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act, chapter 

485 of NRS.”  Nev., Dep’t of Motor Vehicles v. Turner, 89 Nev. 514, 516-17, 

515 P.2d 1265, 1266 (1973).  As discussed in Section VIII(C)(1), supra, the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes were added to the Chapter in 1957. 

The Uniform Vehicle Code was originally published in 1926, and it has 

formed the basis of the majority of the traffic laws in the United States.  

Uniform Vehicle Code, Forward, at v & n.1 (1968).  The Code was amended 

approximately every two to six years, and the most recent revision was in 1968.  

Id.  Although Nevada adopted Chapter 7 of the Uniform Vehicle Code prior to 

the most recent version of the Code, the relevant provisions of the 1968 version 

of the Uniform Vehicle Code are virtually identical to Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes.
4
   

                                           
4
  Uniform Vehicle Code § 7-303(a) (1968), differs from NRS 485.035 in 
that it explicitly refers to personal injuries as part of the categories of damages 
which may be sought in the action arising from the ownership, maintenance, or 
use of a motor vehicle.  (Emphasis added.)  Uniform Vehicle Code § 7-308 
(1968), differs from the original version of NRS 485.301(1) in that it allows for 
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Because a majority of the states have adopted statutory schemes which 

are identical or substantially similar to the Uniform Vehicle Code (and 

Nevada’s Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes), the interpretation and application of 

such statutes in other jurisdictions is informative to discerning the Nevada 

Legislature’s intent.  

(a). The interpretation of similar unsatisfied judgment 
statutes. 

Most states which have interpreted and construed their unsatisfied 

judgment statutes have expressed two public policies or purposes to be served 

by the statutes – punishment of negligent drivers and leverage for the collection 

of damages.  Commw., Dep’t of Transp., Bureau of Traffic Safety v. Rodgers, 

341 A.2d 917, 920 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1975) (holding that the purpose is to 

“protect the public from the financial irresponsibility of those who, regardless 

of their competency to drive, have had judgments entered against them as a 

result of motor vehicle accidents”); Smith v. Commw., Dep’t of Transp., Bureau 

of Driver Licensing, 892 A.2d 36, 39 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2006) (holding that the 

purpose of an unsatisfied judgment statute “was to both promote financial 

responsibility of drivers and [to] aid in the collection of debts against negligent 

owners and drivers”); Watson v. State, Div. of Motor Vehicles, 298 P. 481, 483 

(Cal. 1931) (holding that unsatisfied judgment statutes are not only meant to 

                                                                                                                                   
a judgment to be forwarded to the DMV after only 30 days of non-payment by 
the judgment debtor.  Finally, Uniform Vehicle Code § 7-310 (1968), differs 
from the original version of NRS 485.302(1) in that it requires a “certificate of 
facts relevant to such judgment” to accompany the certified copy of the 
judgment when its transmitted to the DMV. 
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keep dangerous drivers off the roads, but “[i]t may [also] be thought by the 

Legislature that such a judgment debtor, who did not do what the law required 

of him, as declared by the judgment, to repair damage already done by him, was 

not a fit person to be intrusted again with the responsibility of operating a motor 

vehicle on the public ways”); Nulter v. State Road Comm’n of W. Va., 193 S.E. 

549, 552-53 (W. Va. 1937) (“Those who do not pay their debts arising from 

their fault in the operation of a motor vehicle on the public way may be 

classified by the Legislature as not worthy of a license to operate again.”) 

(citation and internal quotation omitted)). 

Because Mr. Briones was adjudged to be 50 percent liable for his car 

accident with Ms. Simmons, the suspension of his license to obtain leverage for 

the collection of the Simmons Judgment serves the well-recognized purpose of 

unsatisfied judgment statutes. 

(b). Application of similar unsatisfied judgment 
statutes. 

Suspension of Mr. Briones’ license and registration for nonpayment of 

the Simmons Judgment is also in accord with the application of similar 

statutory schemes in other jurisdictions.  For instance, in MacQuarrie v. 

McLaughlin, 294 F. Supp. 176 (D. Mass. 1969), MacQuarrie lent his car to a 

friend who subsequently struck a car driven by Balch, causing property damage 

to Balch’s car.  Id. at 177.  Balch obtained a judgment against both the driver 

and MacQuarrie, and upon nonpayment of the judgment, Balch requested that 

the Registrar of Motor Vehicles revoke MacQuarrie’s license.  Id. at 177-78.  

Despite the fact that MacQuarrie did not actually cause the damage to Balch’s 
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car and was not a negligent driver, the court determined that his license could 

be revoked.  Id. at 178-79.  The court held that “[a]ctors who are relatively 

innocent may find themselves liable not only for civil consequences where 

strong public policy is involved, but for forfeitures against which they have no 

opportunity to defend at all” (i.e., an owner of a motor vehicle which finds that 

his car is subject to statutory forfeiture because he loaned the car to a friend 

who used the car to transport illegal goods).  Id. at 178.   

Here, Mr. Briones was found to be 50 percent liable for the damages 

caused in the accident.  (1 Appellant’s App. 13, at AA0045:1-3.)  Given that 

Mr. Briones is less “innocent” than the driver subject to the license revocation 

in MacQuarrie, the suspension of Mr. Briones’ license is warranted.  To 

suspend the license of a non-negligent driver like MacQuarrie, but find that the 

license of an at-fault driver like Mr. Briones is not subject to suspension merely 

because he was not a “defendant” in the underlying negligence action, or 

because the judgment against him is solely for costs and fees, is entirely 

unreasonable. 

In Wilfong v. Wilkins, 318 S.E.2d 540 (N.C. Ct. App. 1984), Wilfong 

owned two vehicles, a Pinto and a Camaro, and her estranged husband, 

Carpenter, was driving the Pinto when he either negligently or intentionally 

collided with the Camaro and damaged both vehicles.  Id.  540-41.  Wilfong 

sued Carpenter and obtained a judgment against him for the damages, but after 

the judgment remained unsatisfied, Wilfong requested that the Department of 

Motor Vehicles suspend Carpenter’s driving privileges.  Id.at 541.  The 

Commissioner of the Department of Motor Vehicles contended that suspension 
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was not warranted because Carpenter was in lawful possession of the Pinto at 

the time of the crash and was insured under Wilfong’s insurance policy; 

therefore, he satisfied the financial responsibility requirements under North 

Carolina law.  Id. at 541.  However, the court held that Carpenter’s license 

should be suspended because the financial responsibility statutes concerning 

maintenance of liability insurance are entirely unrelated to the unsatisfied 

judgment statute.”  Id. at 542 (stating that the North Carolina unsatisfied 

judgment statute was “free from ambiguity” and “require[d] no construction, 

only adherence”).   

Wilfong is instructive because it applied the unsatisfied judgment statute 

to an intentional tortfeasor — not just a negligent actor — who was fully 

insured at the time of the accident.  It also highlights the difference between 

unsatisfied judgment statutes and other types of financial responsibility statutes.  

Thus, under the reasoning of Wilfong, the ALJ and the district court erred in 

rescinding the suspension of Mr. Briones’ license. 

In Smith v. Commw., Dep’t of Transp., Bureau of Driver Licensing, 892 

A.2d 36 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2006), Smith, an illegally intoxicated minor tried to 

commit suicide by driving a car registered to his grandmother into his school’s 

gymnasium.  Id. at 37.  At the time of the crash, Smith was covered by his 

parents’ insurance policy.  Id.  The school was insured by Utica Mutual 

Insurance Company (“Utica”).  Id.  Utica indemnified the school for its 

damages and then, as a subrogee, filed an action against Smith, his father, and 

his grandparents for negligence and negligent entrustment.  Id.  Utica 

subsequently obtained a judgment against Smith, and after the judgment 
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remained unsatisfied, Utica requested that the Department of Transportation 

suspend Smith’s driving privileges.  Id.  The request was granted, but on appeal 

of the suspension, the district court rescinded the suspension.  Id. at 37-38.  The 

district court found that the judgment “did not arise from a motor vehicle 

accident, but instead arose from an intentional act.”  Id. at 38.  However, on 

further appeal, the Commonwealth Court reinstated the suspension, holding that 

“the judgment . . . clearly arose from [Smith’s] use and operation of a motor 

vehicle, albeit in a highly emotional state, which resulted in property damage at 

his local high school.”  Id. at 40-41.  

Smith is instructive because the judgment in that case was obtained by an 

insurer via subrogation.  Thus, contrary to the ALJ’s interpretation, the 

Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes do not apply solely to judgments obtained by the 

individual injured in the car accident.  If an insurer can obtain a suspension of 

driving privileges on a subrogation judgment, then the Unsatisfied Judgment 

Statutes should also apply to the Simmons Judgment for costs and fees. 

In Steinberg v. Mealey, 33 N.Y.S. 2d 650 (N.Y. App. Div. 1942), 

Steinberg was driving a car he did not own when he was in a collision with a 

car driven by Haas.  Id. at 654.  Haas brought an action against Steinberg and 

received a jury verdict of $100, plus an award of costs in the amount of $15.  Id.  

The judgment was not satisfied, and Steinberg subsequently had his license 

suspended for failure to satisfy the final judgment.  Id.  Under New York law at 

that time, a driver’s license could be suspended for non-payment of any 

judgment in excess of $100.00 for personal injury or property damages.  Id. at 

652.  The court held that the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles was required to 
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suspend Steinberg’s license under the statute, because the judgment was in 

excess of $100.00 when costs were taken into consideration.  Id. at 653.  The 

court held that: 

Since liability for costs generally is a legal 
consequence to the entry of a judgment, a court may, 
when authorized as in this case, render a judgment for 
costs as part of the general judgment and as an 
incident thereto.  Even a judgment of dismissal 
usually carries with it the costs of the action and such 
a judgment will authorize the execution and sale of 
the property of the person liable therefor normally 
subject to execution for judgments. 

Id.   

Here, the costs and fees awarded to Ms. Simmons were not incidental to 

a judgment for personal injuries or property damages.  However, to interpret 

the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes as only applying to judgments for costs and 

fees awarded in conjunction with an award for personal or property damages 

would be unreasonable.  Nothing in the express terms of the Statutes or the 

public policy of the Statutes would necessitate such a narrow interpretation and 

application.  If a judgment of costs and fees is rendered in an action for 

personal injuries or property damages arising from a motor vehicle accident, 

the judgment debtor should be subject to license suspension if he fails to timely 

pay the judgment — regardless if the judgment is the sole award of damages in 

the case or in addition to an award of personal injury or property damage. 

 In Tomai-Minogue v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 770 F.2d 1228 (4th 

Cir. 1985), Tomai-Minogue struck a parked car belonging to a State Farm 

insured.  Id. at 1231.  At the insured’s request, Tomai-Minogue voluntarily 

paid $100 for the damages, and then the insured filed a claim with State Farm 
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for $230.90.  Id.  State Farm subsequently filed a subrogation action against 

Tomai-Minogue, and a default judgment was entered against her.  Id.  At State 

Farm’s request, Tomai-Minogue’s license was then suspended under Virginia’s 

Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act.  Id.  The revocation of the license 

was upheld on appeal.  Id. at 1238.   

Like the Smith case, Tomai-Minogue is another example of an insurer 

(as opposed to the injured party) seeking the suspension of a license for the 

non-payment of a judgment arising from a car accident.  However, Tomai-

Minogue had already paid money to the injured party to satisfy the damages 

caused in the car accident.  Thus, the judgment obtained by the insurer had 

nothing to do with punishing a negligent driver or ensuring full and complete 

compensation for the injured party.  If an insurer can seek license suspension 

in order to recover payments made to its insureds under an insurance policy, 

then Ms. Simmons should also be entitled to seek license suspension for the 

nonpayment of a judgment of costs and fees rendered in the negligence action.  

 In analyzing the scope of the Unsatisfied Judgment Statutes, it is also 

instructive to review instances in which other states have declined to suspend 

driving privileges despite the nonpayment of a judgment.  For instance, courts 

have denied the suspension of driving privileges where: (1) the car accident 

was caused by a pedestrian throwing rocks from a bridge, as opposed to the 

negligent operation of a car by a tortfeasor, Commw., Dep’t of Transp., Bureau 

of Driver Licensing v. Benner, 616 A.2d 181, 182-84 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1992); 

(2) the judgment arose from the breach of contract for repairs to a road tractor, 

as car repairs is not what “arising out of the maintenance of a motor vehicle” 
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refers to in unsatisfied judgment statutes, Emmet v. Rickert, 599 A.2d 1236, 

1237-40 (Md. Ct. Spec. App. 1992); (3) the judgment was rendered against the 

parent of a minor child who stole a car and crashed the stolen vehicle, as the 

parent had no direct or indirect involvement in the car accident and the 

accident did not involve a car the parent owned or operated, Franklin v. 

Commw., Dep’t of Transp., Bureau of Driver Licensing, 39 A.3d 453, 453-55 

(Pa. Commw. Ct. 2012); and (4) the judgment was based on the breach of 

rental car agreement (for returning the car in a damaged condition), Kerns v. 

Ohio Dep’t of Highway Safety, Bureau of Motor Vehicles, 587 N.E.2d 930, 

930-32 (Ohio Ct. App. 1990).  

 Here, the Simmons Judgment does not arise from a breach of contract, 

and the accident occurred between two drivers found to be equally at fault.  (1 

Appellant’s App. 13, at AA0045:1-3.)  Therefore, based on an analysis of the 

application of unsatisfied judgment statutes in other states, Mr. Briones’ 

license and registration should have been suspended for non-payment of the 

Simmons Judgment. 

D. The Public Policies of NRCP 68 and NAR 20 Are Also Served 
by the Suspension of Mr. Briones’ License for the Non-
Payment of the Simmons Judgment.  

Suspension of Mr. Briones’ license would not only serve the important 

public policy of financial responsibility statutes, but it also serves to support the 

public policies of NRCP 68 and NAR 20.  Specifically, “NAR 20(A) creates a 

disincentive to relitigating an arbitration award.”  Barmettler v. Reno Air, Inc., 

114 Nev. 441, 452, 956 P.2d 1382, 1389 (1998).  This is because “[i]n the event 

of an adverse judgment at the trial de novo proceedings, the party requesting 
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trial de novo risks paying the adverse party’s attorney’s fees.”  Id.  Further, it is 

well recognized that “[t]he purpose of NRCP 68 is to encourage settlement of 

lawsuits before trial.”  Allianz Ins. Co. v. Gagnon, 109 Nev. 990, 994-95, 860 

P.2d 720, 724 (1993); see also Bergmann v. Boyce, 109 Nev. 670, 677-78, 856 

P.2d 560, 565 (1993) (“An offeree must balance the uncertainty of receiving a 

more favorable judgment against the risk of receiving a less favorable judgment 

and being forced to pay the offeror’s costs and attorney’s fees.”); Dillard Dep’t 

Stores, Inc. v. Beckwith, 115 Nev. 372, 382, 989 P.2d 882, 888 (1999) 

(recognizing that the purpose of NRCP 68 is to “reward a party who makes a 

reasonable offer and punish the party who refuses to accept such an offer”).   

Mr. Briones chose to reject an Offer of Judgment and to request Trial De 

Novo after receiving an Arbitration Award in his favor.  (1 Appellant’s App. 

14, at AA0046:19-22; Tab 6, at AA0023-AA0024; Tab 8, at AA0028-

AA0030.)  As a result, Ms. Simmons was forced to incur attorney’s fees and 

costs associated with the Short-Trial jury action.  Because Mr. Briones failed to 

obtain a judgment in excess of the Offer of Judgment or the Arbitration Award, 

Ms. Simmons was awarded her fees and costs.  (Id. at 23, at AA0111-AA0112.)  

To allow Mr. Briones to escape responsibility for satisfying this judgment is 

contrary to the important public policies served by NRCP 68 and NAR 20.  It is 

also contrary to the public policy of unsatisfied judgment statutes, as it forces 

Ms. Simmons to initiate enforcement proceedings to collect a judgment arising 

from a car accident.  Therefore, the public policies of these rules and statutes 

dictate that the ALJ and the district court erred in rescinding the suspension of 

Mr. Briones’ license and registration. 
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IX. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Ms. Simmons respectfully requests that this 

Court reverse the judgment of the district court and remand the matter to the 

district court with instructions to, in turn, remand the matter to the Nevada 

Department of Motor Vehicles Administrative Law Judge with instructions to 

suspend Mr. Briones’ license and registration pursuant to the terms of NRS 

485.302(1).  Cramer v. State, Dep’t of Motor Vehicles, 126 Nev. 388, 397, 240 

P.3d 8, 13 (2010) (demonstrating that this Court can reverse a denial of a 

petition for judicial review and remand with instructions for the district court to, 

in turn, instruct the administrative agency to take specific action).  

DATED this 11th day of April, 2016. 
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