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in discovery which Your Honor has permitted us to do can never
give rise to an abuse of process complaint. The fact that
there may have been press releases similarly doesn't give
rights to an abuse of process complaint. This is simply a
tactic that Wynn Resorts has employed throughout the case,
which is to just, you know, fire off whether it be a sanction
hearing, another lawsuit in front of Judge Denton, or now an
erroneous counterclaim for abuse of process at the last shout
instead of just engaging in the claims that are rightfully
here.

So in reality this is a collateral attack on this
Court's management of the case, seeking to relitigate issues
that Ms. Sinatra's already lost. And so with that, Judge,
I'll be happy to answer any questions.

THE COURT: | don't have any questions.

MR. FERRARIO: Thank you.

THE COURT: Mr. Pisanelli.

MR. PISANELLI: Your Honor, Ms. Wynn argues that her

ulterior motive and her discovery tactics and litigation
tactics in this case can never give rise to an abuse of
process claim. That's just simply not the law in Nevada. If
it were the law in Nevada, there would be no abuse of process
claim in Nevada, which, of course, there is.
The two elements, of course, is ulterior purpose and

wilful acts, the use of the process which is not proper and
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regular conduct of the proceedings. And we've alleged
numerous paragraphs for both. The crux of the ulterior
purpose is her statement from counsel, her own personal
admissions, and, of course, the allegations that the reason
for bringing this action against Ms. Sinatra is to get her
fired. We didn't make those words up; that's what they said
to us, a remedy that is not available in this litigation. So
they brought litigation for a purpose other than what the
litigation could bring to Ms. Wynn. An ulterior purpose by
definition.

And then we cited throughout our brief numerous
paragraphs having to do with the fact that Ms. Wynn, again by
her own statements, knew her allegations, every single one of
them, against Kim Sinatra were false. We do have the benefit
of hindsight now with the deposition. We don't need to get
into that, but it just shows that the basis of our complaint
is true, every single allegation she brought she knew to be
untrue, and that she abused the discovery process both through
the motion practice and abuse of discovery process and the
press releases all to support -- using the process to support
a motive and a goal, an objective that was not available
through the process itself, and that was to ruin Ms. Sinatra's
reputation and have her fired from her job. That is an abuse
of process. That is what we're prosecuting.

THE COURT: Anything else, Mr. Ferrario?

17

PA156




© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N N NN NN P PR R R R R R R R
g N W N P O © O N o o0 M W N kP O

MR. FERRARIO: Mr. Pisanelli's arguing about a
pleading that they never filed. They said certain of the
claims were false, they never said everything was false.
Finally, the point that they make that you're demanding
something in litigation that a court couldn't order, that's
just spurious. | mean, it happens every day when you settle
cases. You add terms, conditions, what have you. The fact
that the Court may not be able to grant that doesn't mean that
that's an abuse of process. They can simply say no. For
example, if you want confidentiality as part of a settlement
and the other side doesn't want to give it to you, they can
say no, and the court can't order that. It's -- what they've
done is, as they do throughout, okay, they just throw a bunch
of crap in a blender and they make us sort it all out. | just
invite them, and maybe the Court, depending on how you rule,
hopefully grant the motion -- but there's not one case they
cited, not one, that supports an abuse of process claim on
these facts. Not one. So with that we would request the
motion be granted.

THE COURT: The motion is denied. It is more
appropriate for someone to file as a summary judgment motion.
The pleading standard has been met with respect to the claim
for abuse of process.

Now can | go to the motion related to Quinn Emanuel.

Mr. Langberg.
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MR. LANGBERG: Good morning, Your Honor.

So the opposition to the motion starts by trumpeting
that we are again trumpeting the Quinn issues here. We
wouldn't be trumpeting the Quinn issues here if the fact
wasn't that Quinn came in, asked permission to appear in this
court, conducted the litigation on behalf of Ms. Wynn in the
manner that has been pled in the claims that you just saw, and
then, frankly, when they left the case we wouldn't have the
opportunity or the need to keep reminding the Court of Quinn's
tactics if those tactics weren't being repeated over and over
again even now.

But on the merits of this case, Your Honor, Quinn,
like tons of counsel in this case, has come to this Court and
asked permission to appear in this court, subjected itself to
the jurisdiction of this Court. The reason for the deposition
is claims that exist in this case in this court. We wouldn't
be here today if they had responded to the California
subpoenas and asserted whatever objections they had at those
depositions. We tried to give them subpoenas, let them be
deposed where they were. We tried. They avoided service,
they refused to acknowledge that they had the subpoenas, and
then they made a motion that they knew would take them beyond
the discovery cutoff. So here we are today asking the Court
to say, hey, Quinn Emanuel, you asked for permission to be

here, this relates to your conduct and representation here,
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you're going to show up for depositions here. It's permitted,
it's permitted by the rules. The Court also has discretion to
enforce that order by -- against any other pro hac case that
they're in. And by the way, Your Honor, in the intervenor
case --

THE COURT: So in Mr. Ferrario's Cotter case | can
enforce that there?

MR. LANGBERG: Your Honor, you have -- the Court has
an ongoing ability --

THE COURT: Because you know they're taking the
opposite position in that case than they're taking in this
case.

MR. LANGBERG: Are they?

THE COURT: Yeah. It's amazing. | ask Mr. Ferrario
that all the time.

MR. LANGBERG: Your Honor, I've said everything |
need to say. Thank you.

MR. FERRARIO: | don't think you understand that
nuance.

MR. LANGBERG: Do you have any questions, Your
Honor?

THE COURT: No.

MR. LANGBERG: Thank you.

THE COURT: | know it's slightly different, Mr.

Ferrario. | just have to give you a hard time.
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MR. FERRARIO: | understand.

THE COURT: Because, you know, one time you
represent the company, and one time you represent the
shareholder, and, you know.

MR. FERRARIO: 1 think we would probably exhaust the
10-minute limit if we engaged in this dialogue.

THE COURT: Yes, we would. Would you like to have a
discussion with me in opposition to the motion about Quinn
Emanuel, someone?

MR. FERRARIO: I think Ms. Lundvall's here and
probably should go first, and then | will go after her.

THE COURT: Ms. Lundvall, how are you today? Sorry
you didn't make it to the table today.

MS. LUNDVALL: Good morning, Your Honor.

THE COURT: How are you doing?

MS. LUNDVALL: | think it's brilliant that you have
these hearings at this time of morning. It dissuades everyone
from filing motions, or at least it should. Thank you for the
opportunity by which --

MR. FERRARIO: 1 think you'd have to start at 4:00
in the morning to --

THE COURT: See, Mr. Ogilvie wants me to get rid of
the timer, but only for him.

MS. LUNDVALL: | appreciate the Court giving me the

opportunity to be heard on this, and we're in a special
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capacity simply to challenge the jurisdiction of the Court

then to hear this motion to compel. As you know, I'm here on
behalf of four California attorneys. Those four California
attorneys all reside in L.A. County, and they were served with
California process, served with California subpoenas. And
there's simply no rule of procedure and there is no rule under
the statute and there's no rule of practice that allows them

to come to this Court and ask you to compel and to usurp then
the power of the California court then over this dispute.

THE COURT: So given their pro hac applications in
front of me -- because that's really what the issue is -- |
have the ability to bring them in here and have a discussion
with them about anything | want to discuss with them; right?

MS. LUNDVALL: You have personal jurisdiction over
them. And we're not contesting that, Your Honor. What we are
contesting is --

THE COURT: So tell me why that doesn't extend to a
deposition that | can order them to have taken given the abuse
of process claims that | have not granted a dismissal on this
morning.

MS. LUNDVALL: Because the issue concerns subject
matter jurisdiction over this dispute. Both Nevada, as well
as California, have adopted the Uniform Interstate Deposition
and Discovery Act. Both of our statutes say that if there are

disputes concerning the depositions that were to be conducted
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in L.A., that in fact that those disputes are supposed to be
resolved by the court in L.A.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. LUNDVALL: Our rule of procedure here in Nevada,
no different than the rule of procedure in California, says
that those disputes are supposed to be resolved in the state
of California, in L.A. County. There has already been a
substantive ruling on this case. And in fact --

THE COURT: You're talking about the stipulated
injunction?

MS. LUNDVALL: No. I'm talking about the ex parte
application that was made by Ms. Sinatra in L.A. County that
was denied on substantive grounds. Those substantive grounds
were deprivation of due process then to the Quinn attorneys to
have it heard on an ex parte basis. The California court made
that substantive ruling, and therefore in addition to the rule
of procedure, the rule -- under the statute, the rule of
practice, also you've got an issue under full faith and credit
and comity where this Court should defer and respect then the
decisions that are being made in the County -- in the court
that has already taken jurisdiction over this issue, that the
statute says has jurisdiction over this issue. And therefore
we ask the Court then to decline hearing on this particular
motion and allow it to move forward in L.A. County as the

statute, the rule of procedure, the rule of practice and
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[unintelligible] full faith and credit and comity then
require. Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: I'm going to deny that request given
their application for pro hac vice in this case.

Do you want to tell me anything else given that?

MS. LUNDVALL: No, Your Honor. What we are not
doing is waiving our right to contest jurisdiction then in
this court.

THE COURT: | understand that. | understand that.
Thank you.

Mr. Ferrario.

MR. FERRARIO: Yes, Your Honor. We filed a
pleading, and actually it joined in Quinn's objection. This
is interesting, because this relates to what we just argued.

THE COURT: Yes, it does. That's why | heard it
last.

MR. FERRARIO: Right. So now I'm going to remind
Your Honor | was here about a week or so ago seeking to take
the deposition of a manager of an LLC.

THE COURT: Mr. Pisanelli's still lead counsel.
Quinn Emanuel is no longer --

MR. FERRARIO: Whoa, whoa. 1 digress, Your Honor.
No. Let's not get -- let's not get lost in these artificial
distinctions. Because if you allowed -- if you allow this

claim for abuse of process --
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THE COURT: I've already said I'm not going to
dismiss it.

MR. FERRARIO: But time out. That claim would exist
if Quinn Emanuel was counsel in this case or not. Then we're

directly in Club Vista.

THE COURT: You believe so?

MR. FERRARIO: No. That's -- you're telling me they
have an abuse of process claim --

THE COURT: | don't know.

MR. FERRARIO: -- because Quinn's not here?

THE COURT: | don't know.

MR. FERRARIO: You are -- if you allow these

depositions, it's a direct violation of Club Vista, hundred

percent.

THE COURT: | disagree. Anything else you want to
tell me?

MR. FERRARIO: Because the conduct that they're
talking about is conduct Quinn engaged in as litigation
counsel in this case. If that gave rise to a claim, it gave
rise to a claim while they were counsel in this case. Then --

now you're dealing with Club Vista, exactly what we had in

Club Vista. And there's no way | think this Court can

distinguish the ruling preventing me from taking the
deposition of a manager of an LLC for acts that are

prelitigation. You stopped that. And now you're saying trial
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counsel could be deposed in this case?

THE COURT: Mr. Ferrario, if you recall, | didn't
stop it. | delayed it and instructed that other efforts occur
to determine if the information could be obtained --

MR. FERRARIO: Then other --

THE COURT: -- walit -- prior to you coming back and
making a request for whether Mr. Pisanelli was going to be
deposed on the issues about him as manager of Company Y. Or
Y LLC or whatever it's called.

MR. FERRARIO: Entity Y. Whatever. That company.
But the point --

THE COURT: It's not like | don't remember.

MR. FERRARIO: The point here is this is a direct

Club Vista situation that you have here. You have then trial

counsel, okay, supposedly taking acts that gave rise to a
claim. And if you allow this, then every one of these lawyers
here when they send out interrogatories in a case or
something, the other side's going to say, that's an abuse of
process, you're trying to get something you're not entitled
to, you asked for a confidentiality order, oh, that's an abuse
of process, you're not entitled to that. You're opening up a
very, very big door, and no case supports that.

So | would -- and the other thing is they -- well, |
can point out the technical things. They didn't notice these

within the appropriate time frame, okay. They waited till
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well into the discovery period, didn't meet the 15-day
requirement, okay. By going down to California, okay, they
acknowledged what process was appropriate. They didn't come
here first. They know what they had to do. They go to
California, they don't like what happens in California, they
come back here and go, oh, pro hac vice. None of that cures
the procedural deficiencies. You've held all of us to a
strict deadline, so why do they get a pass, they can wait to
the end and not comply with the 15-day notice requirement? |
mean, that in and of itself should end this inquiry.

But to the extent it doesn't, then they should be
forced to exhaust -- which it's too late to exhaust, because
the discovery period's gone, okay -- and see if they can get
the information elsewhere if we're going to put this on an
even and level playing field. They had this claim on file for
a long time. They did nothing until the end. This is nothing
more than what we've seen throughout, whether they stand up on
the simplest motion having nothing to do with Quinn Emanuel or
now that we have something to do with Quinn Emanuel it's,
let's bring up Quinn Emanuel, let's bring up the last two
years and let's sidetrack the Court. That's all this is. It

doesn't comply with Club Vista, they didn't comply with the

rules, they waited too long, they went to California. They
should not -- Quinn Emanuel should not be haled in here for

depositions.
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THE COURT: Thank you.

The motion to compel the deposition of the Quinn
Emanuel attorneys is granted. The Quinn Emanuel attorneys
asked for permission to practice in this case before this
Court, and I have jurisdiction to make a determination whether
it is appropriate given the abuse of process claim that is
currently pending before this Court for their depositions to
occur.

| disagree that Club Vista applies given the fact

that the -- in the circumstances under which Quinn Emanuel
left this case.

The deposition notices are of concern to me, but
given the activities that have occurred among counsel, | am
not going to prevent those depositions or parse them given
that.

So, Ms. Lundvall, do you want to talk about
scheduling?

MS. LUNDVALL: Your Honor, what | would like to talk
about is a request for a stay of enforcement of your order so
we can determine if in fact that we intend to challenge it.

THE COURT: Okay. Ten days?

MS. LUNDVALL: Ten days, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Mr. Langberg, 10 days?

MR. LANGBERG: Ten days is fine, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.
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MR. LANGBERG: When | prepare the order, Your Honor,
would I be correct to say that the Court's order is
independent of the California subpoenas, it's based only on
your ability to require them to appear for deposition here?
THE COURT: No. ltis -- you noticed the
depositions with California subpoenas, so it is not
independent. But | am making a determination as to the scope
of the discovery in the case that is pending before me, and |
have jurisdiction to do that based upon the pro hac
applications by the Quinn attorneys to appear in this case.
MR. LANGBERG: Will the depositions be taking
place --
THE COURT: They'll be taken here in Las Vegas.
MR. LANGBERG: Thank you.
THE COURT: If they go. Because Ms. Lundvall didn't
want to talk about scheduling. She wanted a stay, so | gave
her a 10-day stay.
MR. LANGBERG: Yes, Your Honor.
THE COURT: All right. Anything else?
MS. LUNDVALL: No, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Okay. Anything else on Wynn-Okada?
MR. PISANELLI: Yes, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Yes.
MR. PISANELLI: You asked me last week to give you

as early a heads up as | could on whether we were going to
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take a writ on your recent order on the MPDPA.

THE COURT: My order after the seven-day sanctions
hearing?

MR. PISANELLI: Yes.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. PISANELLI: And so, unfortunately, Mr. Bice is
still in trial, but we do talk around midnight or so. Today
is the first day of performance of that order. Itis my
expectation -- I'll be as candid with you as | can -- that we
are going to take a stay. So | would ask --

THE COURT: You're going to take a writ. So you
want a stay.

MR. PISANELLI: I'm sorry, take a writ.

THE COURT: How long a stay do you want?

MR. PISANELLI: Because he's in trial, can we make
your stay just for two weeks?

THE COURT: No.

MR. PISANELLI: Well, 10 days, the same as --

THE COURT: Ten days is good.

Mr. Peek.

MR. PEEK: That's what | was going to address, Your
Honor.

THE COURT: Ten days.

MR. PEEK: Ten days.

THE COURT: Ten days, Mr. Pisanelli.
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MR. PISANELLI: Very good.

THE COURT: And | have my chart, Mr. Ferrario, for
your question.

Mr. Peek, you had something?

MR. PEEK: No, Your Honor. | guess what | want to
know is in the 10 days they have to have a writ filed --

THE COURT: And request to stay for the Supreme
Court.

MR. PEEK: -- and, then, of course, a request --
okay. Thank you. That was the next part, is the request to
the Supreme Court for that stay.

THE COURT: Because I'm not -- well, my typical
practice with the Nevada Supreme Court has been if they order
an answer, sometimes I'll give another stay. If they don't
order a response, | don't.

MR. PISANELLI: Your Honor, to be clear, there's no
deadline that either you're imposing or that he's imposing on
the writ.

THE COURT: There are never deadlines for writs.
There are no deadlines on writs.

MR. PISANELLI: It's only the stay.

MR. PEEK: But there are deadlines for me, Your
Honor, under the order. There are deadlines for them to purge
themselves of the misconduct, and there are deadlines for me

to be able to take depositions. So that's going to be a
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challenge for me.

THE COURT: 1 only gave them 10 days.

MR. PEEK: | understand.

THE COURT: All right.

MR. PEEK: They can go to the Supreme Court after
that.

THE COURT: Unless the Supreme Court orders an
answer, and then they always under the rules of a followup
procedure have to ask me first. And then | get to decide.

MR. PEEK: Understood.

THE COURT: But | don't usually give another stay,
because | want the Supreme Court to realize this is important,
it's going to screw up my trial.

MR. PEEK: We do have a trial date, yes.

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Ferrario, you said you wanted
to talk about scheduling the week of November 27th. And |
have the schedule of my activities that week in front of me,
including the evidentiary hearing on the two other sanction
motions.

MR. FERRARIO: What two other sanction motions?

THE COURT: Wynn's motion against Elaine Wynn, and
your Elaine Wynn motion against Wynn. See, I've got two
motions. I'm going to hear them one after the other, because
you don't want them heard together.

MR. FERRARIO: Well, you wanted -- we wanted an
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evidentiary hearing. We'd prefer to start | think Tuesday the
-- this shouldn't take more than -- | don't even know if it
takes a day, because it's our --

THE COURT: Last time you guys said it would be two
days. It was seven.

MR. FERRARIO: No. What's at issue here? What's at
issue here is Wynn's failure to comply.

THE COURT: Prejudice, wilfulness, and --

MR. FERRARIO: Prejudice and wilfulness.

THE COURT: -- alternatives.

MR. FERRARIO: Prejudice, wilfulness, and
alternatives. So we can -- we can put that case on pretty
quickly. We know what they didn't do. We've already got that
in front of you, okay. We could talk about prejudice. That's
fairly simple.

THE COURT: Remember Mr. Pisanelli said he wanted to
call Ms. Wynn. How many days is that?

MR. FERRARIO: And for what? You know what -- you
asked a great question when you said that.

MR. PISANELLI: Prejudice.

MR. FERRARIO: What does that have to do --

MR. PISANELLI: Prejudice.

MR. FERRARIO: You had to cut him off because he
spoke for like 10 minutes and never talked about their failure

to comply.
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THE COURT: You talked for 40, and | asked if you'd
sit down, and you did.

MR. FERRARIO: | talked for 40 about their failure
to comply, which was the issue in front of you.

THE COURT: Because that was the day | didn't make
you go with the timer, and | regretted, because you were the
only one there.

MR. FERRARIO: No. But then Mr. Peek leaned over --
Mr. Peek leaned over and goes, hey, isn't this your motion.
Why --

THE COURT: Which time?

MR. FERRARIO: When Mr. Pisanelli was saying, well,
let's call Ms. Wynn for two days. Two days on prejudice?
That's nonsense.

THE COURT: Okay. So here's the problem with
your request. | have this currently scheduled for the entire
week because | have three meetings in the afternoon of
November 30th, which is a Thursday, and | have a meeting on
December 1st, which may be going away, but which I'm not sure,
because it's Justice Douglas. So Thursday and Friday | have
meetings that are Supreme Court-related meetings. They set
things at the end of the week, rather than the beginning of
the week, so | try and work around that. Luckily, if | can
find courtrooms, | can usually start at 9:00 because | don't

have another calendar to be able to manage you guys. Butif |
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start on Tuesday, there's no way you guys will get done with
two back-to-back evidentiary hearings.

MR. FERRARIO: We don't -- the only evidentiary
hearing we have is the one on my -- on our request to sanction
them.

THE COURT: They have an evidentiary hearing on your
-- on their request to sanction you, too. You asked for an
evidentiary hearing, what, was it last March?

MR. FERRARIO: When did that get set?

MR. PISANELLI: Lasttime we were here.

THE COURT: Last we were here and | said I've got
two evidentiary hearings | need to schedule, could | do them
at the same time. And you said, no. And | said, can | do
them back to back, and you said, yes. And so | did.

MR. FERRARIO: Well, you know what --

THE COURT: And | wrote down the whole week.

MR. FERRARIO: Actually, you know what, if you hear
our motion on that Monday, there will be no need for the
evidentiary hearing they want --

THE COURT: Only if you win.

MR. FERRARIO: -- because unless -- well, | guess --
I'm going to tell you what --

THE COURT: Ms. Cowden's coming to help you, because
| had to tell her that -- about the 40-minute thing. I'm

sorry, Mr. Ferrario.
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MR. FERRARIO: That's going to get filed today,
okay. If you want to take the whole week, we'll take the
whole week. | mean, what the hell.

MR. PEEK: There you go.

THE COURT: Great. I've got the whole week
scheduled.

MR. PEEK: There you go.

MR. FERRARIO: So when do we start?

MR. PEEK: Monday.

THE COURT: Dulce, can we start at 10:00 on the
27th, or do | have a settlement conference that day?

THE CLERK: You do have a settlement conference.

THE COURT: So 1:00 o'clock on the 27th.

MR. FERRARIO: That would actually work out better,
because we've got people travelling.

MR. PISANELLI: Thank you, Your Honor.

MR. FERRARIO: And then, Your Honor, what -- so how
are we going to proceed? What -- who's going first?

MR. PEEK: You are.

THE COURT: We were going to do yours first.

MR. FERRARIO: We're going to do mine first.

THE COURT: Because it's, you know, fresher in my
mind since you argued it last week.

MR. FERRARIO: And then we're filing a -- | would

request that you hear our motion, because, as I've told --
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THE COURT: What motion?

MR. FERRARIO: Let me -- if | could explain. | have
told you repeatedly we asked them to provide us with the
information that was supposedly disclosed in violation of the
protective order.

THE COURT: This is the little birdie flying by
thing?

MR. FERRARIO: It absolutely is.

THE COURT: Okay. Good.

MR. FERRARIO: And it turns out there was no bird.
We'll get to that. So we ended up getting their answers to
interrogatories, which came, you know, sworn under oath, which
is discovery; right? Now, one would expect that | could look
at those and say --

MR. PISANELLI: Are we arguing this motion that's
not filed yet?

THE COURT: | don't know. We're on sarcasm this
morning.

MR. PISANELLI: I'm not sure what we're doing.

MR. FERRARIO: No. You know what, Your Honor, |
want it heard first -- it'll be filed today -- because they
provided --

THE COURT: Are you asking me to schedule it on the
morning of the 27th at 8:00 a.m.?

MR. FERRARIO: No. Right before the hearing starts.
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THE COURT: Oh, no. | don't do that. | don't hear
motions right before the --

MR. FERRARIO: I'll be happy to come at 8:00 a.m.

THE COURT: Okay. Great.

MR. FERRARIO: 8:00 a.m. to --

THE COURT: | thought it would help you guys be more
focused and shorter --

MR. FERRARIO: Yeabh, it would be.

THE COURT: -- but it doesn't work.

MR. FERRARIO: Because if their answers to
interrogatories are truthful, they have no information.

THE COURT: Right.

MR. FERRARIO: So we can dispense with the other
hearing.

MR. PISANELLI: Or we can take this motion, it'll be
his opening statement that we just heard and we can get on
with it.

THE COURT: Okay. | will look at the OST when Ms.
Cowden has it sent over and make a determination as to whether
it's appropriate to set on the morning of the 27th at
8:00 a.m.

MS. SPINELLI: Your Honor, I do have one request for
that. | mean, if this motion is as good as Mr. Ferrario keeps
saying, then | will have a team of people being here over

Thanksgiving preparing for an evidentiary hearing that he
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thinks isn't going to go forward over Thanksgiving. So |
would rather that motion be heard before Thanksgiving, rather
than the Monday after while everyone's ruined their holiday.

THE COURT: Well, but I'm in Randall Jones and Sam
Schwartz's Huerta versus Mt. Charleston evidentiary hearing
the 21st and 22nd, so if you want me to do something like
that, | will have to do it at 8:00 o'clock on the 20th or at
8:00 o'clock on the 21st.

MR. FERRARIO: It could be the 20th, Your Honor.
I'm supposed to be out of town. | have to fly back anyhow,
SO --

THE COURT: You're supposed to be out of town on the
20th? Are you planning to be in Las Vegas on the 20th?

MR. FERRARIO: | will if you set this for 8:00
o'clock in the morning.

THE COURT: | thought you were going to be in New
York with your wife.

MR. FERRARIO: That's the week before.

THE COURT: Oh. So when do you want me --

MR. FERRARIO: 20th, 8:00.

THE COURT: When do you all want it set? Are you
coming home for Thanksgiving, here to Las Vegas?

MR. FERRARIO: Yeah. | don't think anybody wants to
come down here on Thursday.

THE COURT: No. I'm cooking on Thursday. Do you
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want to do it at 8:00 o'clock in the morning on the Wednesday
the 22nd?

MR. FERRARIO: No. 8:00 o'clock on Monday's better,
Your Honor. That works better.

MR. PISANELLI: I'm out of town, so --

THE COURT: Which day?

MR. PISANELLI: Wednesday, the --

THE COURT: So you want to do Monday at 8:00
o'clock?

MR. PISANELLI: Which Monday?

THE COURT: The 20th.

MR. FERRARIO: What's Friday before that?

THE COURT: The 17th, which is a holiday. No, it's
not a holiday.

MR. PEEK: No, it's not a holiday, Your Honor.

THE COURT: The 10th is the holiday.

MR. PISANELLI: Your Honor, | think you had it right
the first time, the morning we start this hearing.

THE COURT: Well, Ms. Spinelli doesn't want her team
to work over Thanksgiving.

MR. PISANELLI: Well, we're going to be anyway,
because we're going to be prosecuting the motion for sanctions
against Ms. Wynn. We're going to be --

THE COURT: Then I'll plan to do what | was going to
do first, which is put it on the 27th at 8:00 a.m. 'Bye.
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MR. FERRARIO: Thank you.

MR. PEEK: So glad, Your Honor, to be here watching.

THE COURT: The motions to redact are granted, as
they appear to be narrowly tailored and drawn. 'Bye.

THE PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 9:45 A.M.

* k k% %
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