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1 lVIOT 
Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq. 

2 Nevada State .Bar Number: 7575 
Brandon K. L<:~avit.t, Esq. 

3 Nevada State Bar Number: 11834 
THE ABRAM.S & IvfAYO LAW FIRM 

4 625~l South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 
5 Tel: (702) 222~4021 

Fax: (702) 248~9750 
6 Email: bklgroup@theabl.amslawtIrm.com 

Atturneys for Plaintiff 
'. 

7 

8 

Eighth .Judicial Distr.ict Court 
Family Division 

Clark County~ Nevada 

9 BRANDON PAUL SAlTER, ) Case No.: 
) 

Electronically Filed 
02/13/201702:17:17 PM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

10 Plaintiff, ) Department: L 

11 vs. 

12 TINA MARIE SAlTER, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) Hearing date: 0 3 / 3 0/ 1 7 
) Hearing tin}e: 9: 00 AM 
) 
) ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 

............................ -.-.. -.. -.. -.. -.... -•.. ~-----) 
14 NOTICE: YOU ARE REQUIRED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESI)ONSE TO THIS MOTION 

WITH THE CLERK OF THE COfJRT AND TO PROVIDE THE UNDERSIGNED WITH 
A COpy OF YOUR RESPONSE WITHIN 10 DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS IF) 

- MOTION. FAILURE TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE WITH THE CLERK OF THE 
COURT WITHIN 10 DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS MonON MAY RESULT fN 

1.6 THE REQUESTED RELIEF BEING GRANT.ED BY THE COURTW:ITHOUT A 
HEARING .PRIOR TO THE SCHEDULED HEARING DATE. 

17 

18 MOTION1.fORANORDERTOSHOWCAUSE 

19 COMES NOW' Plaintiff, BRANDON PAUL SAlTER, by and 

20 through his attorney of record, Jennifer V. Abrams, Esq., of The Abrams 

21 & l\J1.ayo Law Firm, and hel'eby submits his M'otionfm? an Order to Show 
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1 Cause, asking that this Court issue an Order to Show Cause against 

2 Defendant's counsel of record, LOUIS C. SCHNEIDER, ESQ., and 

3 STEVE W. SANSON, and ordering Defendant, TINA MARIE SAlTER, to 

4 personally appear at the hearing on this matter. 

5 This motion is made and based upon the following Points and 

6 Authorities, the affidavits and exhibits attached hereto, all papers and 

7 pleadings on file herein, and any oral argument adduced at the hearing 

8 of this matter. 

9 DATED Monday, February 13, 2017. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Respectfully Submitted, 

FIRM 

Je iii r. rams, Esq. 
Ne a a tat Bar Number: 7575 
Br 0 ~ eavitt, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar Number: 11834 
6252 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 
Tel: (702) 222-4021 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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1 NOTICE OJ? MOTION 

2 TO: TINA SALTER, Defendant; 

3 TO: LOUIS C. SCHNEIDER) ESQ., attorney for Defendant; and 

4 TO: STEVE W. SANSON, 8908 Big Bear Pines Avenue, Las Vegas, 

5 Nevada 89143; 

6 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the foregoing Motion will be heard on 

7 __ M_ar_c_h_3~0....J...l_20_1~7_~_~~_~ at 9: 00 AM , __ , in 

8 Departrnent L of the above-entitled court. 

9 DATED Monday, February 13, 2017. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Respectfully Submitted, 

.J eryuife/ 1- Al1jhl111S, Esq. 
NeY"ldft Sitate/Bar Nurnber 757t:: ,fr\ ," .:) 
Brmtcfon Fc"-·Leavitt, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar Number: 1.1834 
6252 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 
Tel: (702) 222-4021 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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1 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

2 I. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

3 Louis Schneider and Steve Sanson continue to harass and violate 

4 the privacy of the Saiter family. This motion is filed for the protection of 

5 the Saiter family from further harm. 

6 On October 6, 2016, after Mr. Sanson disseminated videos on the 

7 internet of the September 29, 2016 hearing, this Court entered an Order 

8 Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material. That order was personally 

9 served on Mr. Sanson on October 8, 2016 and the Declaration of Service 

10 was filed on October 14, 2016. Rather than abide by this Court's 

11 directive, Mr. Sanson and VIPI continued to disseminate the Saiter case 

12 materials repeatedly. 

13 Aftel- having been served with this Court's Order Prohibiting 

14 Dissemination of Case Material, a series of campaigns were launched by 

15 Mr. Sanson and VIPI via email blast, YouTube, numerous Facebook 

16 pages, Twitter accounts, Google+ accounts, and on various blogs and 

17 Facebook "Groups" as well as unknown other avenues. These postings 

18 included paid placements to more widely disseminate the Saiter 

19 family's private materia1.1 Mr. Sanson re-posted the embedded hearing 

20 
1 While the video was still on YouTube, it garnered thousands of views in a 

21 short few weeks. The extent of Mr. Sanson's Facebook and other social media reach 
is unknown without data only accessible by Mr. Sanson; however, even a small 
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1 videos, copies of this Court's orders, and named Brandon and Tina 

2 Saite-r pel'sonally, listing their case number repeatedly. l\1r. Sanson 

3 continues to comment on Mr. Saiter's income and business information, 

4 Ms. Saiter's emotional state, and commentary by this Court on very 

5 sensitive, personal matters-which, franldy, have no place in the public 

6 forum. 2 

7 The emotional well-being of everyone in the family (including their 

8 four minor children) has been cOlnpromised by Mr. Schneider and Mr. 

9 Sanson. Both parties, who both expressed to this Court that they 

10 desperately wanted this case to be over so they could move on with their 

11 lives and with raising their children, were mortified to learn that the 

12 videos from their private divorce case were being repeatedly 

13 disseminated all over the internet. Mr. Saiter expressed that he was 

14 especially concerned about his four minor children, and the possibility 

15 that either they, or their friends, would see their parents' private case 

16 materials and false allegation that their father lied about his finances, as 

17 three of the four Saiter children have Facebook accounts. 

18 Mr. Saiter has attempted-for months-to resolve this problem 

19 without litigation. After Mr. Sanson published the videos of two of the 

20 amount of advertising spending on Facebook can reach tens, if not hundreds, of 
thousands of people. 

21 2 See, for example, Exhibit 1. 
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1 Saiter hearings on YouTube,3 Mr. Saiter submitted two pnvacy 

2 complaints. As a result, YouTube removed the videos.4 When Mr. Sanson 

3 learned that the videos were removed, he announced that he would 

4 continue to post whatever he wanted and he posted the two Saiter videos 

5 on vimeo.5 When Mr. Saiter learned that his private divorce hearings 

6 were again being disseminated on the internet, he submitted two privacy 

7 complaints to vimeo and they removed the videos.6 Again, as soon as Mr. 

8 Sanson learned that the videos were removed, he found yet another 

9 forum to violate the Saiter family's privacy-he posted them on a 

10 Russian website and disseminated links to that website.7 In an interview 

11 on February 2, 2017, Mr. Sanson admitted to posting the video to a 

12 Russian website and stated "I'll be damned if anyone can get that one 

13 down!"8 The link to the Russian-hosted video continues to be repeatedly 

14 shared on social media. 

15 / / / 

16 / / / 

17 

3 Mr. Sanson also published the false assertion that Mr. Saiter lied on his 
18 Financial Disclosure Form. 

19 

20 

4 See Exhibit 2. 

5 See Exhibit 3. 

6 See Exhibit 4. 

7 See Exhibit 5. 

21 8 See Exhibit 6. 
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1 In an elnail blast dated January 25, 2017, Mr. Sanson stated that 

2 this matter "involves an order by Judge Elliot (sic) who is the only 

3 one who can enforce that order or issue sanctions."9 

4 Until Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson are cOlnpelled to remove and 

5 stop re-posting private case information from the internet pursuant to 

6 this Court's order, the pain of the divorce will continue for the Saiters. 

7 The only person (by Mr. Sanson's own logic, as explained below) 

8 with the authority to stop these continued invasions of privacy and 

9 harassment of the Saiter family is this Court. Mr. Saiter therefore asks 

10 that this Court issue Orders to Show Cause against Mr. Schneider and 

11 Mr. Sanson, and issue an Order to Personally Appear in Court to Ms. 

12 Tina Saiter. 

13 II. LAW AND ARGUMENT 

14 A. This Honorable Court should has jurisdiction over all 
named individuals. Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson 

15 should be held in contempt for violations of this Court's 
Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material. 

16 

17 NRS 22.010 states: 

18 Acts or omissions constituting contempt. The 
following acts or omissions shall be deemed contempt: ... 

19 

20 

21 9 Emphasis added. See Exhibit 7. 

Page 7 of 21 AA000037



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

3· Disobedience or resistance to any lawful writ, order, 
rule or process issued by the court or judge at 
chambers. 

Case law provides guidance when assessIng the matter of 

contempt. In addition to having a final order or judgment, in order for a 

party to be held in contempt and sanctioned for that acts of contempt, 

the Court must find: 

1. There is a clear and unambiguous order. "An order on which a 
8 judgment of contempt is based must be clear and unambiguous, 

and must spell out the details of cOlnpliance in clear, specific 
9 and unambiguous terms so that the person will readily know 

exactly what duties or obligations are imposed on him."l0 
10 

2. The person accused of contempt had the ability to comply with 
11 the order. 

12 3. The person willfully violated the clear order or judgment. 
"Proof of contempt requires a showing that the defendant 

13 wilfully violated the court order." This is true even if the statute 
does not mention wilfulness. ll 

14 
This Court's order was crystal clear-all videos related to this case 

15 
needed to be removed from the internet and any case Inaterial is 

prohibited from being disseminated by anyone. That order has been 
17 

ignored and ridiculed by Mr. Sanson. While there can be no question 
18 

that this Court has in rem jurisdiction over the case materials in the 
19 

20 10 Cunningham v. District Court) 102 Nev. 551, 559-60, 729 P.2d 1328, 1333-34 
(1986) 

21 11 State of Iowa v. Lipcamon) 438 N.W.2d 605 (Iowa 1992) 

Page 8 of 21 AA000038



1 Saiter matter, and there can be no question that this Court has 

2 jurisdiction to enter any orders in the best interest of the four minor 

3 Saiter children, Mr. Sanson has repeatedly alleged in his postings that 

4 this Court has no jurisdiction over him and therefore, he believes he is 

5 justified in continuing to blatantly flout this Court's orders. 

6 If this Court really wants Mr. Saiter to interplead Mr. Sanson as a 

7 named defendant in this case, he will do so, but such is not necessary for 

8 this Court to exercise jurisdiction over him in this lnatter. Mr. Sanson 

9 interjected himself into this case by taking possession of and 

10 disseminating a closed hearing video for the purpose of impacting 

11 the outcome of the litigation in exchangefor Mr. Schneider's 

12 payment to him (purportedly for "advertising") and by continually re-

13 posting two hearing videos after being personally served with an order 

14 prohibiting their dissemination. Mr. Sanson has voluntarily brought 

15 himself within the jurisdiction of this Court and should be held both 

16 civilly and criminally accountable for his willful disregard of this Court's 

17 orders. In an elnail blast dated January 25, 2017, Mr. Sanson even stated 

18 that this matter "involves an order by Judge Elliot (sic) who is the 

19 only one who can enforce that order or issue sanctions."12 

20 III 

21 12 Emphasis added. See Exhibit 7. 
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1 There is also the Court's duty to control the proceedings before it 

2 so as to protect the integrity of the record. Courts have the inherent 

3 power to protect and defend their cases and decrees and to give effect to 

4 their orders; "[tJhe power of courts to punish for contempt and to 

5 maintain decency and dignity in their proceedings is inherent, and is as 

6 old as courts are old. "13 

7 Further, by providing and publishing these videos, Attorney 

8 Schneider and Mr. Sanson likely violated (and continue to violate) EDCR 

9 5.301, which prohibits the publishing of case materials-either 

10 personally or through a third party-in a place where it is likely or 

11 foreseeable that any minor child will access those materialS,14 

12 In anticipation of Attorney Schneider and Mr. Sanson's response, 

13 this Court should note that none of this is "free speech." First, the 

14 hearing was "closed" which is defined as a hearing that is "closed to the 

15 public." Next, the dissemination of the hearing videos was done in 

16 conjunction with "smear campaigns" stemming from Mr. Schneider's 

17 written threat to "take action beyond the opposition" in an effort to 

18 13 In re Chartz, 29 Nev. 110, 85 P. 352 (1907); Halverson v. Hardcastle, 123 

Nev. 245, 163 P.3d428 (2007)· 

19 14 Formerly EDCR 5.03 which contained the same prohibitions. Of the four 
Saiter children, the three oldest daughters have Facebook accounts. Based on Mr. 

20 Sanson's paid advertising campaign along with using the last name "Saiter" in many 
of these posts, it is likely that Mr. and Ms. Saiter's attempts to shield their children 
from this litigation has been thwarted by Mr. Sanson's unilateral decision to 

21 disseminate these private matters in an broad public forum. 
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1 coerce the withdrawal of the sanctions motion we filed against him,15 

2 And, as stated in the initial email from the undersigned to this Court and 

3 Mr. Schnieder on this topic, the information being disseminated with the 

4 video is inaccurate and is "intended to place [the undersigned] in a bad 

5 light." In other words, there is no legitimate purpose for the invasion 

6 of Mr. Saiter's privacy or the risk of harm to his children-the 

7 dissemination was the carrying out of a threat to coerce the withdrawal 

8 of the sanctions motion filed against Mr. Schneider. 

9 Accordingly, this Court should issue an Order to Show Cause 

10 against Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson, requiring them to appear and 

11 show cause as to why they should not be held in contempt for violating 

12 this Court's Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material. 

13 While Mr. Saiter does not believe that Tina Saiter has anything to 

14 do with the disseminations of the videos (as she has expressed 

15 unhappiness about their dissemination), both parties, both counsel, and 

16 Mr. Sanson should all be required to appear in court for adjudication of 

17 these issues to avoid false allegations or finger-pointing to anyone not 

18 present. 

19 / / / 

20 

15 See Abrams, et aI. v. Schneider, et al., Eighth Judicial District Court case 
21 number A-17-749318-C. 
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1 C. Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson must be afforded the 
Constitutional protections associated with criminal 
contempt. 

The Nevada Supreme Court has held that contempt proceedings, 

4 while usually called civil or criminal, are, strictly speaking, neither. They 

5 may best be characterized as sui generis, and may partake of the 

6 characteristics of both.16 

7 Whether a contempt proceeding is classified as criminal or civil in 

8 nature depends on whether it is directed to punish the contemnor or, 

9 instead, coerce his compliance with a court directive.17 The Nevada 

10 Supreme Court has articulated the difference between criminal and civil 

11 contempt in the following manner: 

12 Criminal sanctions are punitive in that they serve the 
purpose of preserving the dignity and authority of the court 

13 by punishing a party for offensive behavior. In contrast, civil 
contempt is said to be remedial in nature, as the sanctions 

14 are intended to benefit a party by coercing or compelling the 
contemnor's future compliance, not punishing them for past 

15 bad acts. Moreover, a civil contempt order is indeterminate 
or conditional; the contelnnor's compliance is all that is 

16 sought and with that compliance comes the termination of 
any sanctions imposed. Criminal sanctions, on the other 

17 hand, are unconditional or determinate, intended as 
punishment for a party's past disobedience, with the 

18 

19 
16 Warner v. Second Judicial Dist. Court, 111 Nev. 1379, 1382, 906 P.2d 707, 

709 (1995)(quoting Marcisz v. Mal'cisz, 65 Ill.2d 206, 312, 357 N.E.2d 477, 479 
20 (1976)) 

17 Rodriguez v. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court ex rel. County of Clark, 120 Nev. 
21 798,804-05,102 P.3d 41,45-46 (2004). 
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1 contelnnor's future compliance having no effect on the 
duration of the sentence imposed.18 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

For example, ordering a tribal council to post a $10,000 bond only 

if it violated the injunctions in the contempt order was designed to 

coerce compliance and was, therefore, a civil contempt order regardless 

of the district court's motive.19 Likewise, sentencing a husband to a 

suspended jail sentence conditioned upon paying support arrearages 

was intended to ensure compliance with a court order, and, therefore, 

the process was deemed to be coercive in nature rather than punitive.20 

On the other hand, a set tenn of eleven months imprisonment for eleven 

violations of court orders was held to be punishment rather than 

coercive. Therefore, the contempt proceeding was deelned to be criminal 

in nature.21 

The character of the contempt proceeding is significant in that 

criminal proceedings will invoke certain procedural safeguards. A 

criminal contempt order issued to punish violation of an order requires 

18 Id., supra. at 804-05,102 P.3d at 45-46. 

19 In l'e Humboldt River Stream, 118 Nev. 901, 909, 59 P.3d 1226, 1231 (2002) 

20 Hildahl v. Hildahl, 95 Nev. 657, 663, 601 p.2d 58, 62 (1979) 

20 21 See Warner at 1379, P.2d at 709; see also City Council of City of Reno v. Reno 
Newspapers, Inc., 105 Nev. 886, 893-94, 784 P.2d 974, 979 (1989) (holding that, 
where a fine is imposed as punishment for violation of an injunction, the proceeding 

21 is criminal in nature) 
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1 proof beyond a reasonable doubt that the conduct was contenlptuouS.22 

21 Further, the Nevada Supreme Court recently held that any contempt 

3 order that does not contain a purge clause is criminal in nature and, 

4 therefore, the accused has a Constitutional right to counsel. 23 

5 Here, the alleged contempt cannot be completely purged-the 

6 videos were already posted on the internet and it is impossible to erase 

7 history. The damage is already done. The only proactive remedy this 

8 Court can take is to use civil sanctions to compel the accused to remove 

9 any remaining videos on the internet. Thus, any contempt order entered 

10 by this Court would need to be punitive rather than to coerce compliance 

11 and Constitutional safeguards described herein must be implemented. 

12 D. Brandon should be awarded attorney's fees and costs. 

13 Brandon is forced to file this motion to ensure compliance with 

14 this Court's orders. Attorney Schneider and Mr. Sanson are 100% 

15 responsible for the actions leading up to these postings, and Brandon 

16 should be made whole for the fees and costs associated with addressing 

17 same. 

18 In addition to the cases where an allowance of fees is authorized by 

19 specific statute, an award of attorney's fees to a prevailing party is lawful 

20 22 Hicks v. Feiock, 485 U.S. 624, 631B32 (1988); City Council of Reno v. Reno 
Newspapers, 105 Nev. 886, 893B94, 784 P.2d 974,979 (1989) 

21 23 Lewis v. Lewis, 132 Nev. _, 373 P.3d 878 (2016) 
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1 under NRS 18.010 and EDCR 7.60. This matter is ripe for an award of 

2 attorney's fees to Brandon. The parties must identify the legal basis for 

3 the award, and the District Court must evaluate the Brunzell factors for 

4 the attorney and their support staff.2 4 

5 As counsel of record for Tina, Mr. Schneider is further personally 

6 liable for Brandon's attorney's fees and costs under NRS 7.085. 

7 NRS 7.085 allows a district court to make an attorney personally 

8 liable for the attorney fees and costs an opponent incurs when the 

9 attorney files, maintains or defends a civil action that is not well-

10 grounded in fact or is not warranted by existing law or by a good-faith 

11 argument for changing the existing law."25 

12 In Watson Rounds) P.C., the Nevada Supreme Court held that 

13 NRCP 11 and NRS 7.085 each represent a distinct, independent 

14 mechanism for sanctioning attorney misconduct. 26 NRCP 11 sanctions 

15 are designed to deter future misconduct by an attorney, while NRS 7.085 

16 is designed to hold the attorney liable for fees incurred by the other party 

17 as a result of the misconduct. Michael does not suggest that NRCP 11 

18 
24 Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank., 85 Nev. 345, 349, 455 P.2d 31, 33 

19 (1969); Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department v. Yeghiazarian, 129 Nev. 770, 
790,312 P.3d 503, 510 (2013)· 

20 25 Watson Rounds, P.C., v. Eight Judicial Dist. ct. (Himelfarb & Associates), 131 

Nev. Adv. Op. 79, 10 (September 24, 2015) 

21 26 Id. at 1. 
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1 sanctions are appropriate, as these posting are not related to 

2 representations made to the Court; however, there is no doubt that IvIr. 

3 Schneider's actions maintained these unnecessary proceedings out of 

4 bad faith and someone should be responsible for Brandon's attorney's 

5 fees and costs associated with same. 

6 A Memorandum of Attorney's Fees and Costs will be 

7 supplemented at this Court's direction. 

8 III. CONCLUSION 

9 Based on the foregoing, Brandon respectfully requests that this 

10 Court issue an Order to Show Cause against Mr. Schneider and Mr. 

11 Sanson, issue an Order to Personally Appear in Court to Ms. Tina Saiter, 

12 and at the evidentiary hearing on this matter, grant the following relief: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

1. Find that Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson are individually in 

contempt of this Court's Order Prohibiting Dissemination of 

Case Material, entered on October 6, 2016; 

2. Order sanctions against Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson, as 

follows: 

a. An order requiring the removal of the videos from the 

internet, including removal from the Russian website; 

b. $500 in lllonetary sanctions for each violation of this 

Court's order; and 
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1 c. 12 hours incarceration27 for each violation of this 

2 Court's order; 

3 3. Award Brandon attorney's fees and costs; and 

4 4. For any other relief this Court deems fit and proper. 

5 DATED Monday, February 13, 2017. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Respectfully Submitted, 

FIRM 

Je rams, Esq. 
Ne Bar Number: 7575 
Br do . Leavitt, Esq. 
Nevada State Bar Number: 11834 
6252 South Rainbow Blvd., Suite 100 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89118 
Tel: (702) 222-4021 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

19 27 As of this motion, the undersigned has been able to log 108 distinct posts 
made by Mr. Sanson in violation of this Comt's order. See Exhibit 8. If this Court 

20 were to apply the maximum penalty of 25 days allowed by law and ordered the 
sentence to be served consecutively, the term of incarceration would be 7 years, 4 

21 months and 24 days. By only applying 12 hours per violation, the maximum term 
results in a more reasonable 54 days. 
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1 AFFIDAVIT OF BRANDON PAUL SAlTER 

2 STATE OF NEVADA ) 
) ss: 

3 COUNTYOFCLARK ) 

4 I, BRANDON PAUL SAlTER, do solemnly swear to testify herein 

5 to the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth. 

6 1. I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action. I am above 

7 the age of majority and am competent to testify to the facts contained in 

8 this affidavit. 

9 2. I make this affidavit in support of the foregoing Motionfor 

10 an Order to Show Cause. 

11 3· On October 6, 2016, after Mr. Sanson disseminated videos 

12 on the internet of the September 29, 2016 hearing, this Court entered an 

13 Order Prohibiting Dissemination of Case Material. That order was 

14 personally served on Mr. Sanson on October 8, 2016 and the Declaration 

15 of Service was filed on October 14, 2016. Rather than abide by this 

16 Court's directive, Mr. Sanson and VIPI continued to disseminate the 

17 Saiter case materials repeatedly. 

4· After having been served with this Court's Order Prohibiting 

19 Dissemination of Case Material, a series of campaigns were launched by 

20 Mr. Sanson and VIPI via email blast, YouTube, numerous Facebook 

21 pages, Twitter accounts, Google+ accounts, and on various blogs and 
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1 Facebook "Groups" as well as unknown other avenues. These postings 

2 included paid placements to more widely disseminate my family's 

3 private material. Mr. Sanson re-posted the embedded hearing videos, 

4 copies of this Court's orders, and named myself and Tina Saiter 

5 personally, listing our case number repeatedly. Mr. Sanson continues to 

6 comment on my income and business information, Ms. Saiter's 

7 emotional state, and cOlnmentary by this Court on very sensitive, 

8 personal matters-which, frankly, have no place in the public forum. 

9 5. The emotional wen-being of everyone in my family 

10 (including our four minor children) has been compromised by Mr. 

11 Schneider and Mr. Sanson. Both myself and Ms. Saiter, who both 

12 expressed to this Court that we desperately wanted this case to be over 

13 so we could move on with our lives and with raising our children, were 

14 mortified to learn that the videos from our private divorce case were 

15 being repeatedly disseminated all over the internet. I am especially 

16 concerned about my four minor children, and the possibility that either 

17 they, or their friends, would see their parents' private case materials, as 

18 three of our children have Facebook accounts. 

19 6. I have attempted-for months-to resolve this problem 

20 without litigation. j\fter Mr. Sanson published the videos of two of the 

21 hearings from our case on YouTube, I submitted two privacy complaints. 
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1 As a result, YouTube relTIoved the videos. When Mr. Sanson learned that 

2 the videos were removed, he announced that he would continue to post 

3 whatever he wanted and he posted the same two videos on vimeo. When 

4 I learned that my private divorce hearings were again being 

5 disseminated on the internet, I submitted two privacy complaints to 

6 vimeo and they removed the videos. Again, as soon as Mr. Sanson 

7 learned that the videos were removed, he found yet another forum to 

8 violate my family's privacy-he posted them on a Russian website and 

9 disseminated links to that website. In an interview on February 2, 2017, 

10 Mr. Sanson admitted to posting the video to a Russian website and 

11 stated "I'll be damned if anyone can get that one down!" The link to the 

12 Russian-hosted video continues to be repeatedly shared on social media. 

13 7· Until Mr. Schneider and Mr. Sanson are compelled to 

14 remove and stop re-posting private case information from the internet 

15 pursuant to this Court's order, the pain of my divorce will continue for 

16 myself and my family. 

17 8. For the remaining points, I have read said motion and 

18 hereby certify that the facts set forth in the Points and Authorities 

19 attached thereto are true of my own knowledge, except for those matters 

20 therein contained stated upon information and belief, and as to those 

21 
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1 matters; I believe them to be true. I incorporate said facts into this I 
2 Affidavit as though fully set forth herein. 

3 FURTHER, AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 

4 

5 

BRANI1( 
S, itJ. tf.: c.) .~' f\I e V {,( d ()J COl) n t- tj 0 f1 C I Cit- )1;/ 

7 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before 
me this I otY(Iay of February, :?017. 

8 );> Ij ~ rf 'tIcl 0 n p C{ \J I S a \ t~ Y 

9 ~~~. 
NOTARY PUBLIC ""' 

6 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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MOFI 
DISTRICT COURT 
FAIvfIL Y DIVISION 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

BRANDON PAUL SAITER Case No. D-15-521372-D 
PlaintiffIPetitioner 

L 
v. 
TINA MARIE SAITER 

Dept. 

MOTION/OPPOSITION 
Defendant/Respondent FEE INFORMATION SHEET 

Notice: Motions and Oppositions filed after entry of a final order issued pursuant to NRS 125, 125B or 125C are 
subject to the reopen filing fee of$25, unless specifically excluded by NRS 19.0312. Additionally, Motions and 
Oppositions filed in cases initiated by joint petition may be subject to an additional filing fee of$129 or $57 in 

accordance with Senate Bill 388 of the 2015 Legislative Session. 

Step 1. Select either the $25 or $0 filing fee in the box below. 

IZl $25 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is subject to the $25 reopen fee. 
·OR· o $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $25 reopen 

fee because: 
o The Motion/Opposition is being filed before a Divorce/Custody Decree has been 

entered. o The Motion/Opposition is being filed solely to adjust the amount of child support 
established in a final order. o The Motion/Opposition is for reconsideration or for a new trial, and is being filed 
within 10 days after a final judgment or decree was entered. The final order was 
entered on ----------------o Other Excluded Motion (must specifY) 

Step 2. Select the $0, $129 or $57 filing fee in the box below. 

IZl $0 The Motion/Opposition being filed with this form is not subject to the $129 or the 
$57 fee because: 

·OR· 

[{] The Motion/Opposition is being filed in a case that was not initiated by joint petition. o The party filing the Motion/Opposition previously paid a fee of $129 01' $57. 

0$129 The Motion being filed with this form is subject to the $129 fee because it is a motion 
to modify, adjust or enforce a final order. 

·OR· o $57 The Motion/Opposition being filing with this form is subject to the $57 fee because it is 
an opposition to a motion to modify, adjust or enforce a final order, or it is a motion 
and the opposing party has already paid a fee of$129. 

Step 3. Add the filing fees from Step 1 and Step 2. 

The total filing fee for the motion/opposition I am filing with this form is: 
0$0 [{]$25 0$57 0$82 0$129 0$154 

Party filing Motion/Opposition: _P_Ia_in_t_if_f/_P_et_it_io_n_e_l' ________________ Date 02/l3/20 17 

Signature of Party 01' Pl'epru~l' Qsd&= 
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