CaAMPBELL & WILLIAMS
: ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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P}KLIP R, 'ERMN ESQ. (1 1563)
’pgg@pamgb;]landwﬁmms oM
700 South Seventh Street.

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 " st
Telephone; (702) 382-5222 Sk

Facsimile: (702) 382-0540 OF THE COURT

Wt Y N e W

and ROE CORPORATIONS - X, inclusive

ORDR
CAMPBEL& & WH;LIAM&

Attomeys for Defendant

|| Stephens Media, LLC

DTIS’I‘RICZ{‘ COURT
NTY, NEVADA

mdmdual M[NA B,&IXOUB -an mdwxd_ al;
Plaintiffs,

¥8:

JOHN PITTMAN, an individual; STEPHENS

MEDIA, LLC, a Nevada limited liability

Company d/b/la LAS VEGAS REVIEW
JOURNAL; DOES I through X, inclusive;

Defendants.

‘This matter came on for hearing before the ‘Honorable William Kephart this 2nd day of |

: June 2:()15,10:1 Defw&gm;SmphemMeéia, LLC d/bla Las Vgg;ag fggviewéiaumal?‘sz&?loﬁan for

Aftorney’s Fees and Plaintiffs’ Motion to' Strike Defendant Stephens Media’s Memorandum of
Costs and Disbursements in its Totalify. Philip R. Erwin, Esq., of {Z’mp}aeii& Williams,
appeared on behalf of Defendant Stephens Media, LLC d/bla Las Vegas Review-Journal;

Anthony L. Ashby, Esq., of the Ladah Law Firm, appeared on behalf of Plaintiffs; the Court, |

864

Docket 77617 Document 2019-20626




CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS

12 Hsuperior.

, | intersection:of Spencer Strest and Cameto Avenus in L

110 attow judgment to be entered against it and in favor of Plaintiffs Boules Banoub, Hanan §

|| of service and;

having reviewed the papers and pleadings on file:in this matter, good cauise appearing and withno

{élay, hereby rules as follows:

i Dlsmbunan Agrocmient. Tn the early morning of August 20, 2011, while he was in the act of

| ||bronght negligence-based claims against the Review-Journal under # theory of respondeat |

ntiffs pussuant to NRCP 68 and NRS 17.115. Mote specifically, the Review-Journal of

3 Plainiffs did not respond to the Offer of Judgment within fen (10) days of fhe date

a résult, the Offer of Judgment was deemed rejected.

B, . “Ifan pfferse declines fo acoept an fo%i’ of }lx; ment: madep%saant to NRCPﬁS and

NRS 17.115, and the offeree recsives a judgment attial which s not more favorable har the offe,
the offéree may be required to pay the offeror’s attormey’s fees.” - Allianz Ins. Co, v, Gagron, 109

Nev..990, 993, 860 P2d 720, 722 {1993).

for Summary Judgment and diswissed Plaintiffs’ claims against the newspaper with prejudice.

|| served by the Review-Joumal.

865

delivering newspapers pursuant fo. said agreement, Pittman struck Plaintiffs® vehicle at-the |
s Vegas, Nevadd, As a result, Plaintiffs :

5. On February 19, 2015, this Court granted the Review-Journal’s Renewed Motion

Actordingly, Plaintiffs failed to obtain a more favorable judgment than the Offer of Judgment
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Qﬂ 2015, -and not eleetronically served through he

support of the Motion, the Review-Journal submitted the Declar

6. On March 13, 2015, the Court entered the Notice of Entry of Order granting the
Review-Journal’s Renewed Motion for Summary Judgment.
7. At 614 pm. on Friday, March 20, 2015, the Review-Journal filed its |

Memorandirs of Costs and Disbursements (the “Memorandum’) pursuant to NRS 18110 and

submitted the same for service through the Righth Judicial District Court’s ¢Filing system. The

Court’s eFiling system, however, did not elestronically serve Flaintiffs with the Memorandum.

until 8156 a.m. oni the following Monday, March 23, 2015,
8 Because the Memorandum was filed after the close of business on Friday, March

f@ilamngMonday March 23, 2015, the Court finds that the Memoranduim was untimely under-

NRS 18.110(1).
' O March 30, 2015, the Review-Journal filed the Motion for Attorney’s Fees amd

ol "iétﬁiz@téd anvaward-@;f’f 4,055,00, which is. 'rhe.amaun of its attomey’s fees from December 8,

Journal :ﬁmﬁeﬁ »&i}aﬁiyz@zd .th_}g: Exynze,fi factﬂrsaddressmg the reasonableness of ity counsel’s fees
and servioes. Brunzell v, Golden Gaté Nationial Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 345,455 P24 31,33 (1969). In |

aration of Philip R. Brwin, Esq. and |

|its counsel’s billing records in this matter.

10.  Inresponse, Plaintiffs did not dispute that ﬂmfﬁ@eﬁiew«‘laumaﬁs Offer of Tudgmient

wais Teasonable and made in good faith in amount and timing, Plaintiffs likewise acknowledged

that theit tefusal to accept the Offer of Judgment was ‘unreasonable, ‘Similasly, Plaintiffs

| cenceded the Review-Journal’s attorney’s fees were reasonable and justified in amount..
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11.. Plaintiffs’ only argument against an Wﬂndef attorney’s fees was that the Review-

Journal’s Offer of Judgment was fnvalid under NRCP 68. First, Plaintiffs asserted that the Offer

|| of Judgment was: defective: because Plaintiffs® injuries were not derivative of an injury to the

{{ taiens on betalf of the:ofhers. Plantif did ot address the validity of the Offer of Judgment

under NRS 17,115,
12 f}QE;Q??:63{@)(3};;111&&%{1&3; in pertinent part: “[aln offer made to multiple plaintiffs
will invoke the penalties of this Rule oty if (A) the damages claimed by the offeree plaintiffs are.

solely derivative, such as that the damages claimed by some offerees are entirely derivative of an

another, a;ad{B}ﬁm sme%lﬁitys persan or group is authorized to- decide whethér to setile the
claims-of the offerce s*n :

13.  Under NRS 17,115, snapportioned ‘offers made to multiple plaintiffs are not

considered valid unless certain requirements are met. = As detailed in NRCP' 17,115(9), the
|| penalties of this statute do niot apply to “an offer of judgment made to multiple plaintiffs unless
|| the same person is authorized to decide whether torsettle the claims of all the plaintiffs and: (1)
|| there s single: comsmon heory of liability olaimed by all the plaintiffs to whom the offer is
| g elaimed by one or more plaintiffs to whom the offer is made are entirely

claimed by all the plaintiff to whom the offer is made ate entirely derivative of an injury to

atiother person.”

14.  Here, the Court finds—and the ,ﬁt%s‘{ieiﬁ?slournﬁl does.not dispute—that Plaintiffs”
respective irjuries are not derivative and, iherefors, the Offer of Judgment was invalid under

NRCP 68.
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«'Wii_%s who filed suit against the same defendant under acommon thieary of Hability. - Like |

15} In addressing whether the Review-Journal's Offer of Judgment was valid under
NR§17.118, the Court finds the analogous case of Albios v. Horizon Communities, Inc.; 122 Nev,

{ 1022 (2006); 1o b controlling. There, -ﬁxefﬁil*kfévi«ééa&s@reme Court considered the

validity of an unapportioned offer of judgment urider NRS 17

Plaintiffs, the family in Albios argued that the offer of judgment was invalid because “neither

spouse sustained damages that were derivative of an injury to the other spouse, nor did they

A }d at

‘a:esiz@ns&&éifor his riegligent cé:‘;@&gﬁ Accq:‘d;ag;y,. there was a single:common theory of Hability

| claimed by Plaintiffs and, therefore, the Review-Journal's Offer of Judgment met the first

868
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|| 366 Fed.Appx, 930 (10t Cix: 2010 (joint unapportioned offer of judgm

Il we 860482 (W.DPa, Mar. 5

requirement of NRS 17,115 evem}wugh Plaintiffs” claimed ciamaggs were not derivative of the

‘same injury.

18.  The Albios family then argued that there was no single person authorized to accept |

|| the offer of judgment because the husband and wife “ovmed their property in joint tenancy and [ )

|| ieretore each [spouse] had a sepasate inferest in the property and that one joknt tenant cannot act |

@n«*behaifaftheﬁhther joint tenant in controlling the other's interest,” T at 422, 132 P,3d at 1031, |

[| The Nevada Supremme Court, however, disregarded the plaintiffs® argament and held that “one |

.pﬁlaigﬁﬁ;spgugg s presumed to have authority to settle the olaims for both giaihtiff sposes” whien
they brought claims undera common theory of Hability. Jd at423, 132 P.3d 1031,
19, Like the Neva&a ,sig;xeme Coutf, federal cousts have determined that a j oint.

unapportioned offer of judgment fo a family of plaintiffs is valid, See, e.g, Roska v. Sneddon,

plaintiffs were “a single family represented by one attorney, claiming [ ] damages arising from the |.
same set of facts.™); Doe v. Rutherford County, Tenn, Bd. of Educ., 2015 WL 475414, *14-16
(M.D.Tenn. Peb: 4; 2015) (joint unapportioned offer of judgment to three sisters was valid where
sisters brought claims arising out of same set of ‘facts through the same axtorney, negotxated

settlement as a unit and gave: no indication of any interest in settling individually, and never

|| sought clarification of the amount offered 1o cach sister); Jordan ex rel. Jordan v. Russo, 2014

2014) (ol tinapportioned offer of judgment was effective where

|| plaintitfs were “all related, resided in the same household, and were jointly represented by the

| same attorey. ).

20, In this case, Plaintiffe—a family consisting of a husband, wife, and two

| daughiters—jointly sued the Review-Journal under a common theory of liability through the same.

legal counsel. Plaintiffs, who litigated this case as 4 unit and only sought to settle as a group,

were in the best position to evaluate the allocation of the Review-Journal’s Offer of Judgment,
6
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|\See Beattie v. Thomas; 9

factor demonstrates that 1

“The Coust further widtes that Plaintitfy never sought clarification of the Offer-of Judgment or

|| asserted that they could not evaluate the Offer of Judgment without apportionment. The Court |

determines it would be unfeasonable tommlud& ‘that Plaintiffs could ‘not settle their olaims |

t-the Review-Joinal as & family unit especially when. the amount offered was & mere

' ‘ﬁ&éﬁaﬁ:df their alleged damages.

21, Based on the foregoing, and ‘pursuant to the Nevada Supreme Couwrt’s decision in

|| lbias, the Coust finds that the Review-Tournal's Offer of Judgment was valid under NRS 17,115, |

Because Plaintiffs rejected the Offer of Judgment and failed to-obtain amore favorable result; the.

Review-Joumal is entitled to an award of atiomey’s fees.

e

The Nevada Supremeé Coutt has instructed that the Court should consider the

P

in bad faith, and 4) Whether the foes sought by the offeror are reasonable and justifiec

'15‘?9;*_5‘33{395,568'zo;'z'df 268, 274 (1983). Here, a reviey

1e ReviewsJournal i exititled to all of s attorney’s fees from the date of |

||t offer through the entry of summary judgment:

&  While Plaintiffs” claims against Pittman were brought in go0d Taih,
Plaintiffs’ inclusion of the Review-Journal was improper. Plaintiffs were awate
hat Pittman was subject to the Independent Qor:tras’tﬂg Distribution- Agreement
from ﬁi:gs.evoutsettnf:tbis litipation, Nevertheless, Plaintiffs continued 1o litigate
against the Review-Journal in the face of wamings from the Court and
overwhelming legal authority from around the country standing for the proposition

that newspaper deliverymen are not employess.
7
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1 made its Offer of Judgment on Décember 8; o

b)  The Review-fourn
which was & year-and-a-half after Plainiffy filed the Amended Complaint and |
weeks after the close of discovery. It is 5ﬁiﬂi%§ntaﬁlé i Pt bl
‘opportunity to discover and review any relevant evidence. The timing of the offer
of judgment was, therefore, reasonable,

The amount of the offer of jidgment was also reasonable. While $5,000

was a fraction. of Plaintiffs’ claimed damages, it was reasonable in light of the
Review-JTournal’s absolute defense to liability.
) Plaintiffs had been admonished regarding fhe apparent deficiencies in their

ol approsimately aine (9) tmonths before the

Review-Joumal served the Offer of Judgment. Because neither the facts nor the |

i they ol il be sasosstagfl. i opgosing s Ravesiad Mysion for

‘Summary Judgment. The Offer of fudgment would have also covered some or all

o Plaingiffs’ costs in this action and absolved them of any potential responsibility
for the Review-Journal’s attomey's: fees and costs. Accordingly, Plaintiffs”

rejection of the Offer of Judgment was unreasonable:

23. . Asto the final Beattle fa;;tar, Platntiffs did ot dispute the reasonableness of the

|| Review-TournaP’s -attomey’s fees from December 8, 2014 through the entry. of summary

judgment. The Court finds that the. Review-Journal s adequately supparted. ts request for
attomeys" fees with approptiate evidence in the form of (i) a declaration from counsel, Philip R.
Erwin, addressing the faotors set forth in Brunzel; (i) & detailed record of the work performed by
counsel in this matter. The Court has carefully analyzed the Brunzell factors as follows:

2)  Regarding the qualities of counsel, the Court finds that the Review-Joumal's

counsel are experienced litigators in general and that their written and oral|
8
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presentations to the Court were of the highest ability, The Court further finds fhat the

hourly rates charged by the respective counsel and paralegals, which were reduced

from the normal ‘rate changed by Mr. W;am, arg congistent with reasonable

comanunity standards for work insimilar matters and for fiems with siilar pedigrees. |
Review-Journal’s coumsel i previous cases.

B)  Next, the character of the work to Bﬁpﬂfﬁmed ‘was of significant importance |
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fo the Review-Journal as an adverse ruling would have ‘hiad & sweeping impact on fhe |

manner in which the RW{&W—J ﬂumai {)iﬁemﬁd ﬂsbumg and ﬁ&hvmdnewspapm, .

Indeed, had Plaintiffs prevailed on the theory that Pittman was an employes of the |
Review-Joumal rather than an independent confractor, such precedent could have |

‘impacted the Review-Jousal’s potential liability for other indeperdent contrasios

“who deliver newspapers. |
) ‘The Court finds that the work actually performied by the Review-Journal's

counsel—which included extensive briefing on discovery issues and the Renewed '
ings, and pre-trial

Motion for Summary Judgment, mulfiple depositions and I

-was reasonable, necessary and skillfully accomplished.

motion practice-

4 Witk respect fo the final Bﬁm@ff faeton the result obtained, the Couﬂ;has

o prviosy deild s indings thtPeionrsverseniled o summary it on

Eiae issue of rgspéndéa; mjﬁgﬁ@?ﬁ as a matter of law, The Court mne:ﬁtes ‘thcsa
findings as if fully set forth herein. |

1.  ORDER

2% {. 1T IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Defendant Stephens Media,

27 || LLC d/b/a Las Vegas Review-Journal’s Motion for Attorney’s Fees is GRANTED,
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LATTORNEYS AT LAW

OO SOUTH SEVENTH STREET, LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 8101

Phonel TO23B0001 % - g TR IRANGAG

wew, samphettindiiinmis.com’

oW R = S

Wrooos SE OV kA @ Ak

;Respectibﬁ' submlﬁed by N

2. Plaintiffs shall pay the Review-Journal $34,055.00 in attorney’s fees within thirty

|| (30) days from the date of this Order.

3. ITI8 FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike
Defendant ‘Stephens Media’s Memorandum: of Cestsami Disbursements in its Totality is
GRANTED,

DATED this_ /& day of June, 2015.

Sfepkethedzg LLC -

Approved As To Form By:
LADAHLAW. FIRM.

BY: /s/ Anthony L. Ashby
ANTHONY L; A 'HZBY ESQ. {4911)
517 South Third Stre

Las Vegas, NV 8 01

Attorneys for Pladntiffs

10
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EXHIBIT 6



i

Electronically Filed
O1/18/2017.05:02:02 PM

 CLERK OF THE COURT

?orP,Iainﬁﬁ"S

For Defendant;
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IL  RECOMMENDATIONS

cAsa: NAME: Gardner v. Henderson Water Park, LLC et .
‘CASE NUMBER; A-15-722259-C
10/1412016. HEARB'#G

L. VINDINGS:

inie work and well done.

o compel was reasonable and necess:




CASENAME: Gardner v. Hend Vater Purk, LLC et al.
' ; 15.722259-C

1071472016 HEARING

[y

4. ITISFURTHER RECOMMENDED thatthe full amount of attomey fees s due within |

{130 days after the Report and Recommendations are signed by the District Court Judge.

atrial proposec 1 Suppost thereof, orey submits the

Ig The Discovery Commissionsr, haying met with mwﬁsei for the ‘patties, having: discuss

issues nioted above and having reviswed any

Ezﬁws recommendations,

i
=

fors

 DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER _

5 Aﬁo v _ yéﬁr Bqﬁmdam
[ HENDERSON WATER PARK. bade dZ)a LQ&ABUNGA BAY WATER PARK

877



=

NOTICE

1; are hEreby n(mﬁed ycsu have five (3) days from the daie
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, Cmmﬁsswﬁar, and

27

b

The Court having reviswed the sbove Findings and Recommendations of the Discovery

,Commmsmner <pursuant to EDCR 2, 34{1),

of said objections, avd good cause:appeating,

and: K &commcndamms are aﬁﬁmad and acloyted 5 ma&lﬁedi in ﬁze

ORDER

The parties having waived the right 1o objecﬁ;j’a reto,

No timely ob;ez:twn baving been received in the. office of the o) wvery

' ;_,@gemaéﬁwﬁig;&itmn&therﬁwﬂndihﬁ"i&ﬁt&iﬁ

B

mmendamﬁsamafﬁmeddnﬂadnpted

HEREBY ORDERED that the Dis

fﬁliewmg:_manner (attached hiereto)..

e

DISTR & cour 31{'{‘ TUDGE

2
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FOO SOUTH SEVENTH SHREEY, LASVEGAS, NEVALR BB IO

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Foongs; FRIEAZN0T *  Pax WEILHSN

waw.campbeilsndwillisne.com

ey

|

Electronically Filod
1812019 1216 PM
Steven D. Grierson

NEOJ

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS

PHILIP R. ERWIN, ESQ. (11363)
prefewlawlv.com

SAMUE L R. MIRKOVICH, ESQ. (1 3662)

700 South Seventh Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
Telephone: (702) 382.5222
Facsimile: (702) 3820540

Attorneys for Plaintiff

i DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
THE CENTER FORINVESTIGATIVE CASENO.: A-18.773883.-W
REPORTING INC., a California Nonprofit | DEPT.NO.: X1
Organization,

Petitioner,

V8,

‘ LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE
DEPARTMENT,

Respondent.

Please take notice that on the 7® day of January, 2019, an Order Granting The Center for
Investigative Reporting, Inc.’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, was duly entered in the above
entitled matter, 2 copy of which is attached as “Exhibit 1” and by this referenced made part hereof.

DATED this 8" day of January, 2019.

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS

1 I8/ Philip Erwi
Pin};p R. Erwin, Bsq. (11563)

Samuel R. erkav;c}l, Esq. (11662
700 South Seventh Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

. Case Number: A-18-773863.W
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

TOO BOLTH Sevenmi: BTaeeET, LASVESAS, NEVADA BSOS

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS

Phowe: IDLIRLI0E # Paxs WLINT0540

www . aemphelisndwiBisme oo

o]

o e

10
11
12
13
14
15

16 |
17

18

19§

20
21

23

24
25

26
27
28

|DRDER to be served upon those persons designated by the parties in the BE-Service Master List for

L R I - i

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I certify that I am an employee of Campbell & Williams, and that
on this 8% day of January, 2019, I caused the foropoing document entitled NOTICE OF ENTRY

the above-referenced matter in the Righth Judicial District Court eFiling System in accordance with
the mandatory electronic service requirements of Administrative Order 142 and the Nevada

Electronie Filing and Conversion Rules.

By: /s/ Lucinde Martiner
An Employee of Campbell and Williams
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CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS

AT LAW

ATTORNEYS

LAR VEGAS, N BB 10t

FOU SOUTH SEVENTH STREET,
Phoows WLIR2H222 @ Fow MORSEL0540

waweamphelisndwillinme.onm

. - U018 351 PR
Staven D, Grierson
~ HORDR Qt. RE OF THE. O
I | CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS A8 A Ew-w Rttt
o [|PHILIPR ERWII\? EBQ. (11563} I
PEENDCW]
3 || SAMUEL R. MIRKOVICH, ESQ. (11662
sm@cwlawlv.com
4 11700 Soigh Seventh Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 80101
5 || Telephone: (702) 382-5222
¢ 1} Facsiraile: (702) 382-0540
I
7 {|dttorneys for Plaintiff
8
9 DISTRICT COURT
10 CLARK COUNTY, NEVAIDA,
11 || THECENIERFORINVESTIGATIVE | CASENO: A-18-773883.W
REPORTING INC.,, a California Nonprofit | DEPT. NO.: XI :
12 }|  Organization,
3 : ORDER GRANTING THE CENTER FOR
i Petitioner, INVESTIGATIVE REPORTING INC.'S
14 ] s MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS® ¥EES
AND COSTS .
15 {| LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE
6 DEPARTMENT,
17 Respondent.
18 ;
19
20 msmaﬁwmsonfcrhmgm cham?:a:s before the Honorable Elizabeth Gonzalez this
21 ||21stday of Decemiber, 2018 on Petitioner The Centter for Investigative Reporting Ine.’s Motion for
22 || Attorneys” Fees and Costs. The Cowrt, having reviewed the Motion for Ammﬁys Feegand Ccsss
23 || and related briefing, and being fully informed, bereby rules as follows:
20 FINOINGS
25
| 1. This matter arose out of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department’s
26
o (“LVMPD") noncompliance with the Nevada Public Records Act ("NPRA”) in connection with
28 | The Center for Investigative Reporting Ine.’s {"CIR™) requests for public records comeerning the

Electronically Filed

01-07-19405:33 geyyp

Casp Numben A48-ZT3883 W o - - .
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FOLBOUTH SEVERTHETIINY, LAS VEsAS, NEVADS S840
Fhons WRSELS0I2 @ Fan TRIRL0540

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

S8 %59 & 6E5E RO 3B

21

| murder of Tupac Shakur in Las Vegss, Nevada in September 1996, Because LVMPD maintained
| & blanket objection to confidentiality and refused to produce any records beyond a two-page police
report, CIR commenced this action by filing its Petition for Writ of M&néamus (the *Petition™)
pursuant o NRS 239.011. Thereafter, the Honorable Joanna Kishner conducted a heaxmg onCIR’s

o

| Petition and stated that LVMPD had failed to meet its burdes of deonsir

ting confidentiality as
required by Nevada law. Following the hearing, LVMPD agreed to produce the requested records
and ultimately provided CIR with approximataly 1,400 pages of records and other media related to
Tupac Shakor’s raorder,

2, Euﬁew&a,mamofaﬁameys’fewisp&mimdwhm“mwaxpmsﬁrk
" implied agreement or when authorized by statute.” See Schouweiler v, Yaneayq{?sf;, 101 Nev. 827,
820, 712 P.2d 786, 788 (1985). Under the NPRA, “[i]f the requester prevails, ‘the requester is
entitled to recover his or her costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees in the ;xromdmg from the
| governmental entity whose officer has custody of the book or record.” NRS239.011(2), Hers, the
parties submitted comprehensive briefs on this issue and the Court determined that CIR “prevailed”
pursuant to NRS 239.011(2) because this lawsuit caused LVMPD to comply with the NPRA. See
Order Regarding The Center for Investigative Reporting, Inc.’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus (on

|| file). Based on this finding, CIR submitted its Motion for Attorneys® Fees and Costs.

3 LVMPD asserts that a non-prevailing government entity is only subject to an avend
of fees and costs under NRS 239.011(2) if it acted in bad faith, LYMPD's srgument hinges on its
ﬁ contention that NRS 239.011(2) must be read in conjunction with NRS 239,012, which provides

1at “[a] public officer or employee who acts in good faith in disclosing or refusing to disclose
information and the employer of the public officer or employee are immune from liability for
ﬂ dumages, either to the requestor or to the person to whom the information concerns.” Put another
way, LVMPD argues that an award of attorney’s fees and costs under NRS 239,01 1(2) is subsumed

within the “damages” contemplated by the good faith immurity staute of NRS 239,012, LVMEPD,
‘" 2
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OO SO BEVENTH DTRNET, LAS VEGKS, NEVABA 85101

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Phoew: WRIRISNZ. #  Parr WELIARO54)

wourw bl sadwiisme.com

F
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i

| special damages in the form of attorney’s fees incurred as a result of tortious conduct or a breach
H of contract. See Sundy Valley Assocs. v. Sky Ranch Estates Owners Ass'n, 117 Nev. 948, 93557,

1956 P.3d 964, 968 (2001) (clarifying Nevada judisprudence “regarding the difference between

E where fees were awarded as a cost of litigation or as an element of special damages), CIR is plainly

in turn, asserts that it acted in good faith in response to CIR"s public records requests, which
prechudes an award of fees and costs tox CIR under NRS 239.011(2).

4. The Court finds that LVMPD’s attempt to interpolate a good faifh requirement in
NRS 239.011(2) is misplaced. Again, NRS 239.011(2) provides that “[i}f the mqﬁsstm provails,
the requester is entitled ‘t'z:) recover his or her costs and reasonsble attorney’s fees in the proceeding
from the governmental entity whose officer has custody of the book or record.” Jd, In avecent case
involving LYMPD, the Nevada Supreme Court confirmed that “by its plain meaning, [NRS
239.011(2)] grants a requester who prevails in NPRA litigation the right to recover attorney’s fees
and costs[.]” Las Vegas Meivo. Police Dep'tv. Blackiack Bonding, 131 Nev. Adv. Op. 10, 343
P.34 608, 615 (2015). There is no language in NRS 239.1 1(2) that provides s requesting party is
only entitled to attorney’s fees and costs if the governmental entity ected in bad {Hith, See Sovage
». Pierson, 123 Nev. 86, 89, 157 P.3d 697, 699 (2007) (“When examiing a statute, & purely legal
inquiry, this court should ascribe to its words their plain meaning, unless this meaning was clearly
not intended.”). Rather, the requesting party must only “prevail” in order to seek attorney’s fees
end costs ag CIR did hem See Order Regarding The Center For Investigate Reporting’s Petition
for Writ of Mandamus (on file).
| 3. Nevada law is clear that a statutory award of attomey’s fees and costs differs from

attorney fees as a cost of litigation and stforney fees as an element of damnagel],]” and lsting cuses

seeking its attorney’s fees as a cost of 'iiﬁgaﬁan pursuant 10 a statute and not as special damages
subject to the pleading requirements of NRCP 9(g). Moreover, wnlike other statutory schomes in

Nevada, the NPRA does not expressly define atiorney’s fees and costs as an element of damages.
3
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{{ provisions of the [NPRA] must be construed liberally to carry out this important purpose[,]” and

Gf., Albos . Horlzon Communities, In., 122 Nev. 409, 414, 132 P34 1022, 1025 (2006) ("Nev,
Rev. Stat. § 40.655 allows constructional defect claimants 1o recover atiomey’s fees and costs as
an element of damages[.]"). Accordingly, the Court finds that an award of attames;’s fees and costs
under NRS 239.011(2) is separate and distinet from the damages addressed by NRS 239,012,

6. NRS 239.012 applies to a broader set of circumstances than the nazr;:w fee provision
in NRS 239,011(2). NRS 239.012 immunizes an individual employee from damages for any good
faith response to a public records request whereas NRS 239.011(2) only applies when a requester
prevails in g juﬁiciai action to obtain records that were wrongfully withheld by;a governmental
entity. Similarly, NRS 239.012 imumunizes an individual employee for the disclosure or refusal to
disclose public records, but NRS 239.011(2) is only invoked based on & governmentsl entity’s
refusal to disclose public records. The Court finds these distinctions also weigh against a finding
that NRS 239,8‘11{5) incorporates the good faith immunity provision contained in NRS 239.012.

7. LVMPD’s position conflicts with the vnderlying policy of the Nl’RA, which is "o
foster democratic principles by providing members of the public with access to inspect and copy
public bookseaml records to the extent permitted by law.” NRS 239.001(1). In that regard, “fhe

“[alny exemption, exception or balancing of interests which Hmits or restricts access to public

books and records by members of the gubiﬁé must be construed narrowly.” NRS:239.001(2) and

(3). The Court will not interpret a good faith requirement in NRS 239.01 1(2) because ag expansive
| application of the NPRA's fee provision encourages governmental entities such as LVMPD to
comply with the law. See, e.g, Frankel v. Dist. of Columbia Office for Planning and.Eeon. Dev,, 110
| A.34 553, 557 (D.C. Ct. App. 2015) (adopting broad interprecatian of fee provision as it “advances
[the] goals [of D.C. FOIA] by allowing more Hiigants to recover aitorney”s fees and creating an

incentive for the D.C., government to disclose more documents in the first place.”).
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2

i set forth in NRS 239,012, the Court finds that LVMPD’s decision nat to cornply with CIR’s public

be doner its difficulty, its intricacy, its imuportance, time and skill required, the responsibility

8. Regardless, to the exteat NRS 239.011(2) incorporates the good faith requirement

records requesis was not made in good faith,

9. In determining the amount of attorneys® fees and costs to be awarded, the Nevada
Supreme Court xuded in Brunzell v. Golden Gate National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 345, 455 P.2d 31, 31
(1969), that the following factors are to be considered: (1) the gualities of the advocate: his ability,
his trabning, aciuqaﬁom experience, professional standing and skill; (2) the character of the work to

mposed and the prominence and character of the purfies whers they affect the importance of the
Titigation, () the work actually performed by the lawyer: the skill, time and attention given to the
work; (4) the resulf: whether the atforney was successful and what benefits were derived.
10.  The Court has carefully analyzed the Brimsell factors as follows;
a) Regerding the qualities of counsel, the Court finds that CIR’s counsel ae
experienced and skilled litigators in general. The Court further finds that the bowly
vate of $450 charged by Messts, Erwin and Mirkovich is consistent with ressonsble
comunmity standards for work in similar matters and for firms with similar pedigress. '
fi‘h&r&qum‘tadz:mszmalso consistent with those sought and/or awarded to CIR’s
counssl in previoos cases,
b} ‘Next, the character of the work performed was high quality and concemed at
least one issue of first impression in this State. This case also involved a dispute
betwezn CIR, a eritically scclaimed media ouflet, and LVMPD, the primary law
enforcement agency in Sowthem Nevads, rogarding CIR s efforts to obtain information |

related to & matter of significant public interest.
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forth herein.

M. ORDER
|| Fees and Costs is GRANTED.,

thirty (30) days from the date of this Order.

necessary and skiitfully accomnplished.
d)  With respect to the zesult obinined, the Court has previously detailed its
findings that CIR prevailed in this matter and incorporates those findings as if fully set

DATED this E day of Jannary, 2015.

<) The Court finds that the work actally performed by CIR’s coussel—wiich

included extensive Dbriefing and yumercus court appearances—was reasousble,

i1, m-mmﬁnmmcmm_mm@mm its request for attorney”s foos with |
appropriste evidence i the form of (f) a declazation from Philip R. Brwin, Esq., addressing the Brunzel!
Tactors and (i) a detailed record of the work performed by counsel and costs expsnded in this matter.

L IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that CIR’s Maotion for Attorneys’

2. LVMPD shall pay CIR and its counsel $50,402.89 in attorney’s fees and coste within

| Respectfully submitted by: -

4740
i@‘hiizp K. Erwiv, BSQ. (11563)
Samel R. Mirkovich (11662)

700 South Seventh Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Atiorneys fi;r; Peritioner

Appravéd As To Form By:
MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING

Ry REFUSED 70 SIGN

Nick D. Crosby, Eeq. {8996)
Jackie V. Nichols, Esq. (14246)
10001 Park Rup Drive

Las Vegss, Nevada 89145

Attornays for Respondent
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"THE CENTER FOR INVLSTIGATIVE
CREPORTING, INC.;

1| ‘LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE"
|| DEPARTMENT,

" Electronically Filed
62010 11T AN
Steven . Grigrson’

AGLERK OF THE 1 :

Marquis Aurbach Coffing
Nmk% {Crosby, Esq,
Nevada Bar No. 8596.

- Jaékie V. Nichols, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 14246

© 10001 Park Run Drive
~Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

- Telephone: (702) 3820711
|| Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
' ncmsby@mac}aw com.

{ " nicholsi@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Respondent, Las Vegas,
Metrapolitan Folice Départment

1 CaseNes A 13..7?3333~W
Petitioner, Dept. Nez 31

¥5,

“Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, by snd thiobgh its attorneys of

“reoord, Nicholag Crosby; Bsg. ..an_;:.i"E@kie'Nichp'ls;_'Esq‘, of ﬂlclaw firm -Of'M&fquiS Aurbach i
Coffing, hereby appeals to-the Supreme Court.of Nevada from the Order Granting The Center
' For Investigative Reporting Inc.’s Motion for Attomeys” Fees and Costs filed on January 7, 2019

11

;; I

1

41

it
Frk
/i1

Page 1 of 3 o w
) MALCIGRT-14] 36118401 1152019 455 M

Cage Number: A-18-773882W
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“Las Vegas, Nevads 29145

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING
' 10007 Paik R Drive:
{762) 3820711 FAX: {702} 382:5816.

=
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and noticed on Janvary 8, 20 19; attachied hereto as _EXhibit A, respectively.
Dated this 2 Le »_day of January, 2019

MARQUIS AURBACH/

COFFING

1000} Park Run Drive.
Las Vegas, Nevada 89143

- Metropolitan Police Department

Page 2 of 3

Attorneys for Respondent, Las Vegas

MACHI4687-141 3621840, 1 1/1572019 4:55 P

891




L4 Vegas, Nevada 20145 -

{702} 3820711 FAX: (702} 3825816

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING
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1 hereby certify. that the fofegomg';{:.'..."."'f- e e

FOI.JCE DEPARTMENT'S VN{)T!CE OF APPE, , was submitted electmmtaiiy for: ﬁﬁngg

andfor service wuh thc Eighth qu&mml stm::t thrt on the - “g day of Esmumy, 2{)39

: --Eiectmmc semoe of the famgmng dacument sha]i be mada in amrﬂancc w;th the E—che- '

Listas follows:'

?hahp R

“m W@ewlawlv f
o -Atiorneys for Petitioner;
' The Center, for SIrzvestzganvz R portizzg ,{uc‘

1 further certity that T scrw:d & copy* Qf thts decument b;f maﬂmg a m;e and x;orrect copy

1 thereof, postage prepa;{i addressed to:

! ‘f’ursuant to EIICR 8. Gﬁ(a)g each party wha submits an. BE-Filed docmnem through the bI":i;iag Sysiam ;
consents fo eleotronic service i accordance with NRCP S(b)(ZHD).. '

Page 3.of 3 o e
o MAC: 4687141 $621840,1 1155019 435 P
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It 'LAS VEGAS mm@mm'rw POLICE
 DEPARTMENT,

" Btestronicaliy Filed
CTROS BB PM
Steven 0 Gl’i&erson-r_ )

CAMPBELL & WILLIAMS

{| PHILIP R. BRWIN, BSQ. (1 1563)

pre@cwlawly

smm ma.mwcu, BSQ. (11662),
: 7003011111" Wthtmet

|t it

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Il THE CENTER POR INVESTIGATIVE CASENO: A-Is—??%sz«w
'-R,E?QRTING:INC a.C‘.ahfomuaNanpmﬁi VDEPTNO.: XU

o mﬁﬁﬁnﬁ,.,

w R@;"ﬁ&éﬁ;

T}ns matter caing on for hearing in ¢hamh¢rs bafom t}w Eiommbia thabeth Gonzalez ﬁus :
2184: day of Da;sambar, 2018 on. Pemxoner The ﬁenfer for In%stxgatu'e Rzpomng Inc. sMotwn fﬁr E
: j -A‘ttﬁm&ys Fce:s and Cc;sts The Cowt, havmg réviewed the Mctmn forAttomeys Fﬁﬁs and Casts

\land related brmﬁng, and be;ng filly informed, hereby mies asfollows:

1 anmcs
1. -This maﬁer amse out of the Lag Vegas: Meh'cpshtan Po}m Dapaﬂmem’

_{.&Lymp_%} nonggmp‘hance with the Nevada Public Records Act {* @?R’A") m ce‘nnﬁcnon:mih :

| The Center for Investigative Repamng Ine’s (“CIR™). r&q&esm for public fecords concerning the.

V1-0T-19406 55 Revp:

Cuiss Numbier: A- 18- 7798w
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e
M R

| eqiired by Novada law. Following the

'3297 712 P:2d 786, 788 (1985)..
;weut;ﬂeci to- a:emvcr hls or hﬁx aosw anci reasenab ¢ ttameyﬁ fﬁes in the pmceedmg fmm the-

{|murder-of Tugac Shakur ir Las Vegas, Nevada in Septetaber 1996, Beoaiise LVMPD maintained
| Blanket objection o confidentiality and refised o ﬁro'auwmgv Fecords iaeyonaa'mmpage*pauee -

i i‘epart, CIR wmmmzcsd this acuﬁn b‘y ﬁlmg its. Peimon for Wit of M&ndamus (the “?etmon“); :

?mﬁon angd stated ﬁmt LVWD ‘had: ﬁmedato -meet its burdm taf ,damenstranﬁg mnﬁdmta:&kty 88’

earmg, LVM?E} agrezd 1o pmdum ﬁm requestead reoords |

‘md uitmmxaly pmwdad CIR with appmmmata}y 1; 430 pages of mcorés ol &thcr mediarelated to.
Tu;mc Shalaur’s murder.

2. I N@v&d&, an award of aﬁorn;’;ys’ fees i is pﬁz‘x‘mtte& whan ‘aﬁﬁwe{i by express-or

_nnpheﬁ agreemam orwhen mlmenzed by statube See Schouwedzr ¥ Yancey Ca;, 101 Nev. 827,1

Hnﬂ&r the I\H:’Ruﬂziﬁ hui 114 ..thé requestg:r prevmls the raquester 13: :

| govevmmemai ezmty whese officer has austody ef fhe book or rmrd » NRS 2391{}1 12 Hera, the |
| parties subnuﬁ@ﬁ‘ampmhﬁnﬁw bmﬁs;nﬁ ﬁ;:.,s ;s.m:and 16 Cloust deterrmiried that CIR “prevailed” a |
{1 pursuant to NRS 239.011(2) because tis lawsuit caussd LYMPD't comply With the NPRA, See | -

|| @xder Regarding The Center for Tavestigative Reporting, Tuo.'s Petition for Wit of Mandamus (on

{16i%6). Based on this findinig; CIR subumitied its Motion for Attorieys” Feos and Costs

3. LVMPD asserts that anon-prevailing governient entity is only subject to-an award

[l o foes and cost under NRS 239.011(2) ifit ected in béd falth, LVMPD's argument hisiges on it |
ontention et NIRS 239.011(2) must be zead i confunction i NRS 239,012, which provides|
{|thet “[a] public officer or employee who acts In :g'éad~-faizh.in.di-mao§iﬁg or refusing to disclose
information and the: am;aleyep of the pubhc officer ¢ or smpluyes are- immune from Ii&hﬂmy for|
5 damages; cither to the requeastor or 10 ﬂm person to whom the {nformation concetns.” Pt another
way, LVWD.aggu.ea that an award of attorney’s fees and oosts under MRS 239.011(2) is subsumed
| within the “demages” conteraplated by the good faith framunity statute of NRS 239,012, LVMPD,

2
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_ i | mqmy? fhis com‘t Sbgn}d asgxzbc 1o xts words ﬂiezr ;ﬁam meamng uniess ﬂus meanmg was Glem:ly
net mtendsi”} Ra;iher, the requesting party Tauist: ﬂﬂlﬁ? “prevail " m order to se
o an& cns!,s s CIR tild here; -See szer Regardmg The Genter For Imrssﬁgam Reporimg ] Petinon .

26

28 Nevada, the NPRA. does not exjrossly define-attorney's fees and costs as an element of damages,

e

i m i:um, asserts 1hat it asted m good faiﬁz in response ta f:lR,’s pubim temrﬁs Tequests,. Whmh

: NRS 239 ﬁl 1(2} is mmplaca& Agam, NRS 239. 0 1(2} pmvz,des thai “{1]“? the r»:quﬂstﬁr pmvalis,
H ths :aqueam zs mﬂﬁed 10 mc{)vcr his'or hex: gosts and reaﬁonabie» atcﬁmcy 8 fees in ﬂw proceediag 4

: ﬁtcm ihe gnvammmtai entity whose: Ofﬁcar has ﬁustody af ﬂm bcaek of r&:;ard » I;i wa, regentase.

f 239 ﬁi‘i (2}] grams a requester who prﬁvaﬁs m NPR.& hﬁgamm the nght to TECOVET: attamey SR

11.{[P30.608, 615 (2015). ‘There 15 no Tanguage in NRS 239»11(2) that provides- a requesting party is

. far Wnt of Mandamua {onfile).

1| speciat damages it thie form Qf- attomey 's foes m;u;raﬁ;as ai.m_su_i;.af mwm_;s conduct of & breach |
|1 of conteaes. SeeSandy Valley dssos. v -t,s@-a*_zm& .E.smres Owriers Ass'ns 117 Nev. §4$‘; 955-57,|
: :956'1%3&.;%64 .95&---{2&&1}@:@@- Nﬁyada-juﬁispfu&em*“:je-g:a_f&i:igitﬁé;iﬁffemm Betwreen
aztc-may fopsasa aost of’ lmganexz and attmmy fees % an element af damaga[,} ‘and. Izstmg cases

| whisse foes were awardsd as a costof litigation or as an;#iﬁmnt of ;spemai- datnages). CIRis plainly |

pwaludcs ool award of fees and costs to CIR under NRS 239 ﬂii{l}
' 4 The Court ﬁnda that LVMPI}’S awempt 10 intexpeiate & goad fmth requlmment i

mvalvmg LWPB the Nsvada Supmme Court. conﬁim@d that “by s p}am ‘Meaning, INRS '

and zﬁstsﬂ" Lm Fegas Metro: Palsae Dep’tv Biaeigaaic Bonding, 131 Nsv Adv Cip 18 343

only antafiad - atmrney’s fees a,nd ;:osts if tha gwsmmmtal entmry ted mbad fahth See Savage

Ve Pzermre, 123 Nev. 85 39 15’? P Sd 697; 6 g (213{3 i Wil&n exammmg e staiuta a pumiy iegal -

'k :ai%crmay- 5 :feas-

5 ‘Nevada Haw i is ciear fhat s smmmry sxv.?amd af’ attormy a fees :m& costs dzﬂ‘ars from |

seekinig 113 ettorney’s fees as & cost of litigation pursuant to-a statute and not as special damages

sibject to fhe pleading requirements-of NRCP 9(g). ‘Moreaver, unlike oifier statutory schemes it |
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G, Albos.v. Horizon Commisnities, Tne,, 122 Nev, 409, 414, 132 P:3d 1022, 1025 (2006) (“Nev, |

.:'R;e"f St §4G 655”&&16%?3 cﬂnsfﬁlétio:ial dﬁébﬁ@i&iﬁx&nté-td Tecover attorn&y"s foes -mﬁé-'cost's*as :

uﬁder NRS 239 61 1(2} 48 aapamiaa ami dlstmct fmm the damagas addressed by NRS 239 912

NRS 239 Q 12 apphcs io abmadex st of czrcumstances than the narrow fee prowsmn -

[ mNRS 239 011(2) NRS 2300123 tomusized an individual employes from. damag&s for ey g(md f.
: i’alth respome o8 publw records zeqx;est whareas NRS 239; D112) only ap;;hes w%wn 8 requ&star
prwaa}sr in ar;;udicmi -acﬂan.m dbitait fmrdsthat wete wrongfully withheld byAa govemmentai {
I erataw Smlaﬂ?, NRS 239 012 ﬁmnmiizes an inﬁmdual empiayea for the d;sclosure or refusal to

: dtscias& pub}m recnrdst bﬁt NRS 239 ﬂ11(23 1s only mwked baseci olt&: govammental annty’

2| zeﬁxsai 10 d;sclcsa pﬁbhﬁfmrés 'I‘im Court ﬁmis ﬂieaa msﬁmtmns algb. wezgh agamt afi admg :

; ﬂmi mz.s 239 911(2- mrpoms'ﬂmgapd faitl mtmumty prthsmn mmmed VRS 239,912

LVMPQ’# ycsitmn ¢mﬁim mﬁh the m&erlymg polivy of the NPRA», w‘tnch 13 “m

i fem dcmocranc p:mczpiesg ‘oy prov;&ing m&mb&fs of the publm With aceess 10 inspect and aogy 3

‘ pubha books and mords 1 {he extent b5 ermitisd by law.* NRS 239, 0011 T Bt regacd, “the -

; promswns ,C,f{hg gqpm;} musﬂae mnsimeﬂ Iibexaliy to eany out this 1mpnrtant ,purpose{,z” 'and :
19 1 “Ealny exemption, exaﬁptxon or. balane;mg of mi:erests which Hmits or resf:ncts ‘Booess 10 pubhc
ooks: ané xmrds by mcmﬁex:s of the puhim zmzst be r::mstmed parrowly,” NRS 239, 901{2) and 3
(@), The Cotirt will ot interpreta goodfalﬁz roquirenent i NRS 239.011(2) because an “Pﬂm“’ﬁ |
[| epplication of the NPRA’s fos provision encoirages. govemmental. entities suck 25 LVMPD to

| gqmply_ with the Jaw, -.;S;’ég,;‘g;g;_i ﬁaﬁk&i ». Dist: 'afﬂ'ﬂfmbm-_@ﬁi{:efw Planning and:ficon: Dev.; 1107}

.30 553, 587 (D.C: G, App. 2015) (addopting broed intespretation of fee provisionas it “advances
Ithe] goels fof D.C. FOIA] by allowing more lifigants to tecover attorney’s fees nd creating a1

7- || incentive for ﬂml‘)c government o diselose mre dogumnents i the first place.).
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: ﬁwork (4} rhe femz!r, whe’ther the attome.'}* was, successﬁ11 and Wlaat ‘benaﬁts wexe dermdf o

kS Regardl&:as, to the extent NRS 239,01 1(2) incorporates the good Faith reqummmt i

vsst forthin NRS 239:012, thie Court finds that LVMPDY's Aeelsion ot to' compiy w;th CIR’s pu?ghc

rsco):ﬁs mqussts wasmt mad‘e in good fith

L In &etermmng ﬁm amoum of a;ttomeys" Fees: and Gosts to: bﬁ awardsd the: Hcvaﬁa -

; Su;}rmm Court mied i Brurzell v, Golden Gate Nmonai Bank, 35 N‘ev 345,345, 455]’ 2431, 3}.

' ?{15?69;};. -1_113?-‘* the f&ﬂgwwg;@cmrgm 1o be eonsidered: {1) the -gua?mea of the a@oaa;@;;h;ggbzm :
izis tzmﬂmg, L&duéﬁﬁoh;éxii erience, pmfe'ssicnél‘ staniding and skitl; {2} the Gheiracrer z’:f !ﬁe‘;&@ﬁ; o ;
{loe done 1&*3 diﬁicuﬁry, its mtrmacy, its: iroportance, tims: and skill’ rcqurmci ihe respnns;bﬂ:ty

.nnpesed and the pmmngm:e atid. chamster uf the: partiss vhere they: aﬁect the nnperiame of‘tha 5

: litigafimz 3 zhe wark acmaiiy pem*brmea‘ éy the !awyer the skﬂi t:me and aifention gwento the I

HB e :'I‘hc Gourt has carsﬁﬁiy aaa}yzeﬁ the anzeil i‘aotors as foﬂom _
o a) Regardmg thie qua}ﬂws of ctaunsci the: Court finds that CIR’S ceunsal arﬁ 1 {
p;q:arimcad and. skxlie.ﬁ htxgatc)rs in genﬁrai The Coust further finds that ﬂw hourly ’;

| .mte of $45{J charged by Messa‘s, Brwin and. Mrkovmh is oonmstem wxfh zveasonabla :
commimity: stémdards for workin; $1mjlax maéters anci for ﬁnns with smmiar pedxgrea&

“m requested rates arg alsa consistent with those sought ﬁnd/er awazﬁed o E:IR*S -
counsel in previous cases .

B Nex ﬁxé- cheracter of the work peifotnied Was high qualty.and Goncérned at | -

Jeast one issue of firgt nnpmssmn in. this Stato. This case also. involved 4. dzspu:te
between f:zxz, . cftically aoclaimed wmedia outlet, and LVMPD, the- mmaty Jaw |
enfg_ﬁzcmem; agency in Southern Hc‘s_eada,mgaxﬁmgﬁk-s efforts to abiamfmfmmamﬁf

related to-a matter of significant public interest.
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forth hersin,

i, ‘ORDER . e
:ﬁ 1. ITISHEREBY ORDERED AND ABIUBGED fhar CIR's Moimn n fo Aoy : |
|[Fees and Costsis GEANTEI}

‘neoeswy znd sk.xllﬁzlly acmmphsbad

¢)  The Courtfinds thet the work aema'ily_perfbifméi‘.hyﬂl-R’sf counsel--which |

included extensive briefing and numzrons court aizpeamncwwwas reastmabf@,'

& Wzﬁa rcspact to'the sodult ebtamed the Court hag pmausiy detaiie& i}
findings that CIR preva.dedmﬂus ma@cr aﬂd‘ifworpcmtes ﬁmsa ﬁndmgs asif ﬁaﬁy set.' -

11 The Court iads that CIR has adequately supportd is rqueat for attomoy’s s it |-
; appmpmte evxdmemﬁlefm of(i} adcc!mattonﬁoml’hlhgk’ﬁmm Esq addressingtheﬁrmli_ :

| factors and (i) a detailed record of the mﬂcperfomed by mumci and cests mded in ﬁ‘}is m'__= :

2. LVMPD shall pay € CiR andzts counsel $S{} 492 39 in a:ﬂ:omay $ fees and cogts wffhmf <

(30) d@ys from ﬂw date-of ﬁus Qrder

DA’I'ED fhig _ 2 day of Jaxmary, 2019 o

By
f’hﬂxp 1{, an, ESQ (11563}
Samuel R.-Mirkovich (11662)
700 South Seventh Stezet
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Attorneys for Petitioner

'; TH GGNZALEZ

** Approved As To Fort By:
-MARQUIS ﬂURﬁACH COFT ING

: Bﬁ’_ﬁ@m@f -
Niek D, Crasby, Bsq. (8996)
 Jackié V. Nichols, sy (14246)
10001 Park Rua Drive:

‘Las Vegas, Nevada 8914§

Aternys o Respodrt
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a5 Vegas, Nevada 89145

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING -
caymont tax Gmymans.

et

B I - R

BNR R RN NNSR =

-Nigck D, Crosby, Esq.
“Nevada Bar No. 8996

'REPORTING, INC,,

“LAS VE(}AS MBTROPOLITAN POL.{CE
'DEPARTMENT

s )

Electronicaily Filod -
2090 101 AN
Steven . Griersoit

Marquis Aurbach Cofﬁng_

Jackie V., Nichals, Esq.
Nevada BarNo. 14246
16001 Park Run Drive

| Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone; (702) 382-0711
I Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
“nerosby@maclaw.com.

- jnichols@maclaw.com

Attorneys for Respondent, Las Tfegqs
Me{mpaﬁmn Police Departmeni

DISTRICT COURT |
CLARK CGBNTY NEVADA
THE CENTER FOR INVESTIGATIVE

o | Case Nout A*Jsx;?assz«w
Petitioner, [ Dept, No “H

-'Yé;'

NT Las_VEGAs ME’%‘R{I?{}L‘IT N' Egzﬁxéi; nE?mTM{gwsmsE

_’j‘m}

ilespaﬁdc;nt Las Vegas Meimpahtan P@lme Dﬁpaﬂment b}e‘ and through thmr attomeys of : i

record, Marqms Aurhach Coffing, hf:rehy files this Case Appeai Statement

1. - Name of appellant fi izng this Case Appeal Statement:
‘Las Vegas Metropolitan Pohcc‘napaﬂmcnt_; : _

2. Identify the Judge issuing the decision, judgmint, or order appeated frb;;.s_&
Honorable Elizabeth Gonzalez | '

3. Tdentify cach appellant and the name and address of Qﬂuﬁ,sei for ench :-ggpeﬂan%:'
Appeﬂanf* Las ‘;?;egas Metropolitan Police Départnient |
Nick D. Croﬁby, Esa. |
Jackie V. Nichols, Esq.
‘Marquis Aurbach Coffing

10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas; Nevada 89145

Pape.1 of 4 . L .
' : MACHIABET-141 36218611 1/1502019 4:54 PM

Case Nuraber: A 18-77385W
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FAX: (107) 38345816

{?MS.%A);?’; i

S

Land

o

b B B3 b ¥y
& 3 & o ¥ B8

appeal::

Al

4. Mdentifyeach respondent and the name and address 'of-appeifaté coungel, if known, |

i for each. respendent (xf the name: of" a reﬁpcnﬂem’s appellate c&unsei 13 uxﬂmfswn, mdwated 8y

f'Rﬁap(mdﬁnt; The. Centm fm: lnveshgaﬁve Repomng, inc

.Phlllp R Erwin, Bsq, '
‘Samuel R, Mirkovich, Esq
Campbell & ‘W;lhams :
700:Soyth Seventh Streef.
Las\fagas Nevada 89101 -

5 ‘Indicate whcther any atmrnev 1&¢nt1ﬁed abuvg in respmse io. quesmm 3or4i is

-----

permission fo appear undar SCR 42 (zttanh a copy {zsf any dlstmt court: csrder granung suc:h _

- permission);
NA |
5 Indmaw whathar appellant was represemw by appnmted or retamed mmwel m-:{
i ﬂm disirict court: )
| Reiameci

‘? Indmate wheihar ap;:enam is rcpresented by’ appemted OF rstamed counsgi o :

Retained, _ )

8. Indmat»& whather appeﬂani was gxanteﬁ 1eave 16 pmcersd m forma panpe:rxs, anci-. ;

the ziate of- entty of the distﬂct cort erder grantmg suah ieavc-: |
NIA. | ,

9. ‘Indieate the date the prme@da%s enmmenced in-the: district court (eg., date

- complaint indictment, mfcrmatmn or pctmﬂn Wis: ﬁlsd)

May 2, 2038
10, Provide a bnaf dascr:pnon nf me natu:*e of: the acts@n and rcsuit in the. dzsmctr ‘

| -coust, including the type of judgment or order’ b_am,g .appealed,aﬁd___the relief granted by the

distriot court:
This action concerns a Petition for Writ of Mandamius regarding Nevada's Public

';Pﬁgfzzt}ffi- e
o ' MACIMORT-141 3621 861\ 152019 454 P

901




145

Lt Vegas Nevn

L FAX. 00 305816

MARQUIS AURBACH COFFING
h 1000% Pask Rem e, -

s

O o S th B W

Records Act: Respandenm soaght puhlu; records from: Appellant re:gardmg :tx
investigation congeming the murder of Tupac: Shakur in September 1996: The
Court ordered an evidentiary hearmg to-determine whether the records werg: ;
confidential, - Ultimately, the Parties came to si ‘agresment regarding the
requested. re::orcis and: the Petmon for Writ-of Mandamus was teridered mioot.
“Although. the Court did not’ grant the Petition or order LVMPD 1o produce
Tecords, the Distriet Court determined thatthe Center for InVesﬁgatwe Reporting, -
in¢. nonetheless b va;u!e:d -As singh, the Center for Invastigaiwe R.gpr)mng, inc.
' n}cgasad for: asiwmays fc::s and.gost, The Caur{ granted: the; motwn m the ammmt ¥
£ {MU% CO

11 --indwate whether the 'e:_has premaas}y been the Sukjact of appeai tﬂ or

Origmsi wni: pmceedmg in. zhe Suprr&me Court and, if 5o, thc caption and Supreme (me d«}ﬁkex _

: numbei sfthﬁ prwr pmceeémg'

: Thxs case iscurmnﬂy pending in ﬂle Nevada Supreme Court ot an appaai of lhe I
- Distyiet G ,ﬁri’s Order rogarding the Petition for Writ of Mandamus, Las Vegas |
; '%jﬁietr%mlr ﬂhoa Eapax’:mam v, The Center for Investxgmwe Repcmng, Ing,, |

1z, Indicatﬁwhetharthzsapyaai involves child custody or visitation:
3. M this s u olvil case, indicate whether this appeal involves the possibilty of |

| setttement:

’i‘h_as c_as,e daes not mvalv& the: pcsszbihty of settlement,

| Datedthis f Jady ofsanuary 2&;9

.Iar;k;e ‘-V B mlmls. Faa.

‘Nevada Bar No, 14246

16001 Park Run Drive:

Las Vegag, Nevada §9145

Atitorneys for Respondent, Las Vegas.
Meiropolitan Pelfct:z Depamnant '

Page 3 of 4 o '
& : MAC:A4887- 141 3621861, 1 1/15/2015:54 PM
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00) 3071 FAX: 102855816
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: f':ﬁhng andicr service wath the Eighth Jud;cxa Dastttct Leurt m the

1

’0-“ Jaanll ]
CAE e

M 'N’i‘ was submiuezd eiemmmcaliy f;)r .
I3 éﬁ" day of Eanuaxy, 2019, |

] El@ctmmc semce of the fnregamg dﬁcument shall be made in aecerglance withi- the- E»-Semee

} "L:st as follows
Philip R, Erwm, Esq

8 ’Sa::mzai M}rkom h }E’,sq

?i}ifl South: Seventh Stmet :

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
;yc@m]awlv.cam
pre@ewlawlv.com )
Imin@ewla
mn@ew wh‘.ﬂum :

?he Cemer jbr Invﬁmga:wez Regvémrzg, Im‘: -

I further c:emfy ﬂmt i servad a: mpy rsf ﬂns d@cument by maxlmg B tm@ and mrm:t cupy

An‘emiﬂbyag of Maqus Autbafk ,:‘;, ;

! Pursuam 0 EDCR 8 GS(a} «each party who submits an B-Filed dooument through the B—Fiimg Sysfem
wonsents to-elecironic service in accordance with NRCP. S(b)(Z){B}

Page4 of 4 o
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i b Mal SLonient Lagou My Ansant Seareh e Mewy DRUI Gl Cringnal Seenh Belne Ssenh Back  Looativn » Distict Do CadliGrinine Hals

REGISTER OF ACTIONS
Ciask N A-18-773883-W

Cabe Typs: ‘Wilt of Handamus
DOute Filed: 450222048
Locslion; Department 411
Cross-Reference Case Number: AT73683
Supreme Coutl Mo, 77847
77068

Santer for fnvestipative Roparting ne, Plaidliiie) v, Lae Vogas
Metrapotitan Police Departient; Defendant(s}

O R R Y

FARTY ISFORMATION

Lead Atlorneys

Dutenidant Las Vegas Matropoliten Polics Depariisent Mizk O Croshy
’ Ratainod.

VO2IEOTTIN

Pruintitt Center far Investipative Reporting Inc ngi;ga fmm,'ﬁs&_
3
FH-BRZH22200

EVERTS £ ORDERSOF TIE COURT

MAPOSTTIONS
0712019 [ Crdar (Judicial Officar: Gonzaler; Eilzabathy
Dablors: Las Vepds Mettopaliian Palice Department {Defandans)
-Crgditors: Cartar for nvestigative Reporting Ine (Flaintify
Judgment: UGFR019, Docketed: 01082014
Total Judgnsens H0.402.69

(THER EVENTS AND HEARINGS

FENH2018 | Petition for Wil of Mandamus:

) . Vorifiend Pediffon for Wit Maridarmas i ineonporstetd Appifoatiue for Order and Expetited Hearing Parsvant s RS 238091

05022018 ] inkital Apposrance For Ditcloswre

Iritinl Apposrance Fee Disclostire

G503 2018] Bummons Elsstionisally issued » Service Pending

Summans o Las Vegas Melrapolitan Polce Deparimant

DEOTIROTE] Writ of Mandarmius

Vearitisd Patifion for Wit of Mandamus and Ineorparsfod Appfeation fur Ordor ond Expaditsd Heatng Pursuan! fo NRS 238.011
OB08F0 18] Affidavil of Bervica.

Affidovit of Serviss.

(5102018 Responsa

Respondant Las Vegas Metrapelilan Bolios Depariment s Response to Veriled Petifion for WHT of Mandamos antd inooiponated Anplication fior
Ovder and Expodiiod Hapning Porstiant to NES 239.00F

OH14/12018 | Errats

Notlce of Eats o Repiy i Suppart of Vesified Peiiton for Wit Meadamus and incomerated Apphication for Oraar ang Expadited Hearig
Pm«anf 16 NRS 233,071

gpay In Bupper of Varified Patifon for Wil of Mandamus and fncorparaled Applivation for Ordor and Expedited Hearng Fursuantio NRE
G011

05ME2018 ] Petition for Wil of Mandamus (S:00 AM) (Judical Olficer Kishner, doanwa 5.}

O5/15/2018, GRIT 2016, OBL28/2018

Plaintiffs Yaniliod Petition for Wit of Mandarmys and incorporated Application far Order snd Expedited Hering Furstant fo NRS 239.6171

5142018 Rep

Padies Eggggnl
Mg

GERYEOIE Resol ly Court 1o D/2412078
Q2402008 Resel by Court fo G830 2078
CHARHHE Baeset by Court fo DY/132016
Resull: Mattor Continuad
DRABIo0E | Siatus Choek {500 A0} Ludicist Officey Klshner, Joanng 8.}
Staite Chock: Leter frot Sioursal with Smuitsncos Srsfing Date and i Orst Argament i6 Retuesled egaiting prevaiing harty re Wt
Shinules
Ragull: Sat Siatas Gheck
ONE018] Transeript of Proceadings
Eggﬂm Ventisd Felifon far Wl of Mandemus and kmmor&fed Appiigation for Order angd Expedited Headng Pursuant io NRS 239,011
104 272018 ] Hotica of Change of Hearing
Mative of Change of Heetlny
1GHRIR018| Supplamental Sriaf
Felifforer fhe Cerder for Investigative Heporing fno. & Suppl tal Brie! Fegarding fis Pravailing Status Under MES 239.041
1071202018 Briaf
Respandent Las Veges Mefmpalitan Peiice Department’s Brief Regarting issue of Provaling Parly

hitps:#wwow clarkeountycourts. us/ AnonymousiCaseDetail aspx7CaselD=1 1864886 4/25/2019
904



10/152018 case yhed to Departmont 11
from ﬂepadmsnf k2]
T3 1R Hoaﬂrtg 800 AN (Judicis Officer Ganzater, Efizabeth}
Heating: Pettidon for Wil of Masdssmes

Pading Prosond

Eﬁ m; g%
Resuit Matter Heard
TN T8 C?[NGEL@W Status Check (3:00 AkT) {Judiclaf Officer Gonzatez, Eizabeth)
oot
Status check for supploms il briefs wd proposed Findings of Fact and Gonelusions of Law
FHTV2078 Resel By Count fo 11/02/2078

TSR0 18] Orcer

Qrer Regarding the Carder for tavestigative Reporting, Ine.’s Petlion for Wil of Mandamus
40612018 | Nottce of Entry of Qreler

Notice of Enliy of Order
11147018 | Motion for Attormey Feas and Gosts

The Centar for Invesfigative Reparting Ing. s Molion for Aftermeys” Fiees and Costs
112018 Wottce

Motice of Hearing on the Cenfer for investigative Reporting Inc’s Mation for Attocneys! Fees and Costs
1210473018 Dpposition to Motion

Rospandent Las Yegas Melmpalitan Polivs Dopaetment’s Response fo Motfon for Allomeys” Faes and Cosls
120418 Nottee of Appest
Rasponden! Les Vegas Mefmopoiiten Police Department's Naotice of Appeal
12042048 | Cans Appaal Statermont
Reosponden Las Vogas Meltropolitan Podce Gepertmant’s Cast Appesd Statembnt
12132078 Reply in Suppont
) The Contor for Investigolive Reparting Ine.'s Reply In Support of kollon for Altarneys’ Fees and Costs,
122472018 Motion for Attornby Fees and Costs {3:00 AN (Judiclal Officar Gomzaloz, Esizabath}
Notite of Hearing on the Conler for investigative Reponting lic's Motion for Aftorneya’ Fess and Costy
Winutes

Resull: Granted
030772019 Order
Onder Granting The Center for Investigative Reporting, Inc.'s Motion for Aftornays” Peas and Costs
VORIV 19| Notfea-of Entry of Grder
Motiow of Entiy of Order
112019 | Ordar to Statisticelly Glosae Casy
. Civit Onder to Statisicslly Close Case
1112019 Requast
Reguast for Transerip! of Procosdings
G1182019| Notice of Appeal

Respandent Las Vegas Mefropalitan Pofice Depariment’s Notice of Appesl
TIBI019] Case Appeal Statement

bh! Las Vagas Metropolitan Police Bapariment’s Case Appeal Ststernant

0179812019 Stipulaiion and Order

Stiputation ard Grder for Stey Pending Apneat
GIHBI2019] Notios of Entry of Stipulation and Order

Noticer of Entry of Stipedation ang Order for Stay Peniting Appest
HHIN2018| Transeriptof Procesdinge

Transtript of Proceadings: Hearing on Pelition for Writ of Mendamus

Page 2 of 2

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Oerfenchant Las Veges Mefropolitan Police i}aparimam
Tetal Financisl Asspssment

TFotal Payments ard Credils

Fatance Due as of D4IZER01G

FAB0TBE Transacion Astosbraent
F2ID412018] Fes Walwer
CIMEL0R ] Transackion Assoasment
DIMEIR0TS] Foe Walver

Platntif Conter for Investigakive Reporting ing
Total Financhat Azsesarmett
Total Payments and Crodits

) Balanve Due ay of 0402572019

OBUGS/2018] Transsution Assossmiit )

OBIGR2T18 | Efily Paymant Racsipt# 2048-30102-CC0LK Gonter for Investigative Repotting e
OHHENE| Teansaction Aspassment

OSIFH2018 | Elile Paymant Heosipt ¥ JMB3 1SR COOLK Centerfor Investigative Repotting ino

https://www.clarkcountycourts.us/ Anonymous/CaseDetail aspx ?CaselIr=]1 1864886

48,60
48.00
/00

24.00
24.00)

(24.00)

28000
280:00
000
FI000
(2700)

10.00
{10.00)

4/25/2019
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN
POLICE DEPARTMENT, _ _
Electronically Filed

Appellant, Supreme Court Case glﬂ? aégfﬁ%%e# p.m.

Clerk of Supreme Court
VS.

THE CENTER FOR INVESTIGATIVE
REPORTING, INC., A CALIFORNIA

NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION, Appeal from the Eighth Judicial District
Court, the Honorable Elizabeth
Respondent. Gonzalez Presiding
JOINT APPENDIX

(Volume 4, Bates Nos. 689-905)

Marquis Aurbach Coffing
Nick D. Crosby, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 8996
Jackie V. Nichols, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 14246
10001 Park Run Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89145
Telephone: (702) 382-0711
Facsimile: (702) 382-5816
ncrosby@maclaw.com
jnichols@maclaw.com
Attorneys for Appellant,
Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department

MAC:14687-141 3721464 _1.docx
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INDEX TO JOINT APPENDIX

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION LOCATION
Verified Petition for Writ of Mandamus and | Vol. 1,
Incorporated Application for Order and Expedited | Bates Nos. 1-13
Hearing Pursuant to NRS 239.011 (filed 05/02/18)
Exhibits to Verified Petition for Writ of
Mandamus and Incorporated Application for
Order and Expedited Hearing Pursuant to
NRS 239.011
Exhibit Document Description
1 Application for Order Shortening Time | Vol. 1,
Bates Nos. 14—-17
2 Emails from December 2017 to March | Vol. 1,
2018 Regarding Records Request Bates Nos. 18-23
3 March 28, 2018 Letter from Philip Erwin | Vol. 1,
to LVMPD Bates Nos. 24-31
4 Case Report No. LLV960907002063 Vol. 1,
Bates Nos. 32-34
5 Emails from March 2018 to April 2018 | Vol. 1,
Regarding Records Request Production | Bates Nos. 35-37
6 April 12, 2018 Letter from LVMPD to | Vol. 1,
Philip Erwin Bates Nos. 38—40
7 April 23, 2018 Letter from Philip Erwin | Vol. 1,
to LVMPD Bates Nos. 4144
8 April 27, 2018 Letter from LVMPD to | Vol. 1,
Philip Erwin Bates Nos. 4546
9 Las Vegas Sun Article “The Death of | Vol. 1,
Tupac Shakur One Year Later (dated | Bates Nos. 47-50
09/06/97)
10 Billboard Article “Weapon Used in| Vol. 1,
Tupac’s Murder Suddenly Disappears” | Bates Nos. 51-53

(dated 12/17/17)

Page 1 of 7
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION LOCATION
Exhibits to Verified Petition for Writ of
Mandamus and Incorporated Application for
Order and Expedited Hearing Pursuant to
NRS 239.011 (cont.)
Exhibit Document Description
11 Los Angeles Times Article “Possible | Vol. 1,
Suspect in Tupac Shakur Death Killed in | Bates Nos. 54-55
Shootout” (dated 05/30/98)
Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police | Vol. 1,
Department’s Response to Verified Petition for Writ | Bates Nos. 56—67
of Mandamus (filed 05/07/18)
Exhibits to Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department’s Response to Verified
Petition for Writ of Mandamus
Exhibit Document Description
A Declaration of Clifford H. Mogg (dated | Vol. 1,
05/08/18) Bates Nos. 6870
B Las Vegas Now Article “I-Team: Police | Vol. 1,
Solve 1991 Cold Case Murder” (dated | Bates Nos. 71-73
07/15/16)
C Las Vegas Now Article “I-Team: DNA | Vol. 1,
Evidence Links Man to Las Vegas Cold | Bates Nos. 74-76
Case Murder” (dated 10/12/16)
D KSNV 3 News Article “Las Vegas’ | Vol. 1,
Oldest Cold Case Gets a New Lead” | Bates Nos. 77-80
(dated 08/17/16)
E FBI Investigatory File Disclosures Vol. 1,
Bates Nos. 81-183
Reply in Support of Verified Petition for Writ of | Vol. 1,
Mandamus and Incorporated Application for Order | Bates Nos. 184-194

and Expedited Hearing Pursuant to NRS 239.011
(filed 05/14/18)

Page 2 of 7
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION

LOCATION

Notice of Errata to Reply in Support of Verified
Petition for Writ of Mandamus and Incorporated
Application for Order and Expedited Hearing
Pursuant to NRS 239.011 (filed 05/14/18)

Vol. 1,
Bates Nos. 195-208

Exhibit to Notice of Errata to Reply in Support
of Verified Petition for Writ of Mandamus and
Incorporated Application for Order and
Expedited Hearing Pursuant to NRS 239.011

Exhibit Document Description

1 Order Granting Amended Public
Records Act Applications Pursuant to
Nev. Rev. Stat. § 239.011/Petition for
Writ of Mandamus in Consolidated Case
Nos. A764030/A764169

Vol. 1,
Bates Nos. 209-216

Minutes of May 15, 2018 Hearing on Writ Vol. 1,

Bates No. 217
Transcript of May 15, 2018 Hearing on Writ (filed | Vol. 1,
10/05/18) Bates Nos. 218-250
Minutes of September 13, 2018 Hearing on Writ Vol. 2,

Bates No. 251
Minutes of September 25, 2018 Hearing on Writ Vol. 2,

Bates No. 252
Minutes of September 28, 2018 Status Check Vol. 2,

Bates No. 253
Petitioner The Center for Investigative Reporting | Vol. 2,

Inc.’s Supplemental Brief Its Prevailing Status
Under NRS 239.011 (filed 10/12/18)

Bates Nos. 254-270

Page 3 of 7
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION LOCATION
Exhibits to Petitioner The Center for
Investigative Reporting Inc.’s Supplemental
Brief Its Prevailing Status Under NRS 239.011
Exhibit Document Description
1 Emails from December 2017 to March | Vol. 2,
2018 Regarding Records Request Bates Nos. 271-276
2 Letter from Philip Erwin to LVMPD Vol. 2,
Bates Nos. 277-284
3 Case Report No. LLV960907002063 Vol. 2,
Bates Nos. 285-287
4 Emails from March 2018 to April 2018 | Vol. 2,
Regarding Records Request Production | Bates Nos. 288290
5 April 12, 2018 Letter from LVMPD to | Vol. 2,
Philip Erwin Bates Nos. 291-293
6 April 23, 2018 Letter from Philip Erwin | Vol. 2,
to LVMPD Bates Nos. 294-297
7 April 27, 2018 Letter from LVMPD to | Vol. 2,
Philip Erwin Bates Nos. 298-299
8 Transcript of May 15, 2018 Hearing on | Vol. 2,
Writ (filed 10/05/18) Bates Nos. 300-333
9 May 21, 2018 Letter from Philip Erwin | Vol. 2,
to Judge Kishner Bates Nos. 334-335
10 Declaration of Philip R. Erwin, Esq. in | Vol. 2,
Support of Petitioner The Center for | Bates Nos. 336-338
Investigative Reporting Inc.’s
Supplemental Brief Regarding Its
Prevailing Status Under NRS 239.011
(dated 10/12/18)
Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police | Vol. 2,
Department’s Brief Regarding Issue of Prevailing | Bates Nos. 339-346

Party (filed 10/12/18)

Page 4 of 7
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION

LOCATION

Minutes of October 30,
Supplemental Briefing

2018 Hearing on

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

347-348

Transcript of October 30, 2018 Hearing on
Supplemental Briefing (filed 01/30/19)

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

349-357

Notice of Entry with Order Regarding Writ of
Mandamus (filed 11/06/18)

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

358-363

The Center for Investigative Reporting Inc.’s
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs (filed
12/21/18)

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

364-368

Exhibits to The Center for Investigative
Reporting Inc.’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and
Costs

Exhibit Document Description

1 Declaration of Philip R. Erwin (dated
11/14/18)

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

369-372

2 Campbell & Williams Invoices

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

373-380

Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department’s Response to Motion for Attorneys’
Fees and Costs (filed 12/04/18)

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

381-396

Exhibits to Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department’s Response to Motion for
Attorneys’ Fees and Costs

Exhibit Document Description

A Legislative Counsel Bureau Bulletin

No. 93-9

Vol. 2,

Bates Nos.

through
Vol. 3,

Bates Nos.

397-500

501-688

B Legislative Summary for AB 365

Vol. 4,

Bates Nos.

689-755
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION

LOCATION

Exhibits to Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department’s Response to Motion for
Attorneys’ Fees and Costs (cont.)

Exhibit Document Description

C LVMPD’s Privilege Log

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

. 156-772

Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department’s Notice of Appeal (filed 12/04/18)

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

L TT3-=T75

Police
(filed

Respondent
Department’s
12/04/18)

Las Vegas Metropolitan
Case Appeal Statement

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

. 7186789

The Center for Investigative Reporting Inc.’s Reply
in Support of Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs
(filed 12/12/18)

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

. 790-800

Exhibits to The Center for Investigative
Reporting Inc.’s Reply in Support of Motion for
Attorneys’ Fees and Costs

Exhibit Document Description

1 Order, Las Vegas Review-Journal v.
Clark Cty. Office of the Coroner/Med.
Exam’r, 2018 WL 1896250 (Nev. Dist.
Ct. Feb. 1, 2018)

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

. 801-809

Order, Las Vegas Review-Journal v.
Clark Cty. School Dist., 2018
WL 1896249 (Nev. Dist. Ct. Mar. 22,
2018)

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

. 810-821

3 Order Granting, in Part, Petitioners’
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs in
Carson City District Court Case
No. 140C000031B (filed 04/11/14)

Vol. 4,
Bates Nos

. 822831

Page 6 of 7

MAC:14687-141 3720582 _1.docx 5/10/2019 10:09 AM




DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION LOCATION

Exhibits to The Center for Investigative
Reporting Inc.’s Reply in Support of Motion for
Attorneys’ Fees and Costs (cont.)

Exhibit Document Description

4 Defendant Stephens Media, LLC’s| Vol. 4,
Motion for Attorney’s Fees in Clark | Bates Nos. 832—-862

County District Court Case
No. A669057 (filed 03/30/15)

5 Order in Clark County District Court | Vol. 4,
Case No. A669057 (filed 06/22/15) Bates Nos. 863—873

6 Discovery Commissioner’s Report and | Vol. 4,
Recommendation in Clark County | Bates Nos. 874-879
District Court Case No. A722259 (filed
01/18/17)

December 21, 2018 Minute Order Granting Motion | Vol. 4,
for Fees and Costs Bates No. 880

Notice of Entry with Order Granting Fees and Costs | Vol. 4,
(filed 01/08/19) Bates Nos. 881-889

Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police | Vol. 4,
Department’s Notice of Appeal (filed 01/16/19) Bates Nos. 890-899

Respondent Las Vegas Metropolitan Police | Vol. 4,
Department’s Case Appeal Statement (filed | Bates Nos. 900-903
01/16/19)

Docket of District Court Case No. A773883 Vol. 4,
Bates Nos. 904-905
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