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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ESQ 
Nevada Bar No. 12264 
BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 
1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750  
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
P: (702) 795-0097; F: (702) 795-0098  
blp@abetterlegalpractice.com 
Attorney for Appellant, L. Bulen 

 

SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA 

 

LAWRA KASSEE BULEN,  

 

Appellant,  

 

vs.  

 

STEVE SANSON, an 

Individual; ROB LAUER, an 

Individual,  

 

Respondent(s).  

  

  SUPREME COURT CASE  

NO. 81854 

DISTRICT COURT CASE NO.:  

A-18-784807-C 

 

  

 

 

DOCKETING STATEMENT – CIVIL APPEALS 

1. Procedural History: 

(a) Eighth Judicial District Court; 

(b) Department 5 

(c) County of Clark; 

(d) The Honorable Trevor L. Atkin  

(e) District Court Case No. A-18-784807-c 

 2. Attorney filing this docketing statement: 

  (a) Attorney: Brandon L. Phillips, Esq. 

  (b) Phone: 702-795-0097 

  (c) Firm: Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC 

  (d) Address: 1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750, Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

Electronically Filed
Jan 22 2021 11:58 a.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court
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  (e) Client: LAWRA KASSEE BULEN  

 

 3. Attorney(s) representing respondent(s):  

  (a) Attorney: Kory L. Kaplan 

  (b) Telephone: 702-381-8888 

  (c) Firm: SYLVESTER POLEDNAK 

  (d) Address: 1731 Village Center Cir., Las Vegas, Nevada 89134 

  (e) Respondent: LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT, 

TENANT, AND VOJAGAN 

 4. Nature of disposition: 

  (a) Dismissal: Final Order – Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss GRANTED.  

 5. This appeal does not raise issues concerning any of the following:  

(a) child custody, (b) venue, and (c) termination of parental rights.  

 6. Pending and prior proceedings in the Eighth Judicial District Court.  

  (a) None. 

 7. Pending and prior proceedings in other courts.  

  (a) None.  

8. Nature of Action. This action stems from the Complaint of the Plaintiff alleging 

wrongful and discriminatory conduct by the Defendants in their stop and detainment of the 

Plaintiff.      

 9. Issues on appeal. Appellant argues the following issues on appeal: 

  a. Whether the statue of limitations should have been tolled while the Plaintiff 

first pursued all administrative remedies.   

  b. And if tolling was appropriate then did Plaintiff timely file his Complaint. 

 10. Appellant is not aware of any pending proceedings in this Court raising the same or 

similar issues.  

 11. This appeal does not raise constitutional issues. 

 12. This appeal does not raise any issues addressing the following: (a) reversal of well-

settled Nevada law; (b) issues arising under the United States and/or Nevada Constitution; (d) an 
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issue of public policy; (e) an issue where en banc consideration is necessary to maintain 

uniformity of this court’s decisions; or (f) a ballot question.  

 13. Assignment to the Court of Appeal or retention in the Court of Appeal. It is 

Appellant’s position that this case should be assigned to the Supreme Court under NRAP 17 

(b)(13).  

 14. The instant litigation was resolved by final order GRANTING Defendants’ Anti-

SLAPP Motion to Dismiss.  

 15. Judicial Disqualification. Appellant does not believe judicial disqualification will be 

necessary.   

 16. Date of entry of written judgment or order appealed: August 21, 2020, e-service. 

 17. The Respondents filed a Notice of Entry of Order on August 25, 2020, e-service. 

 18. There was no tolling by any post-judgment motion.  

 19. The Appeal was filed and e-served on September 24, 2020  

  a. This Appeal also appeals the Order and Notice of Entry of Order on 

Respondents’ Motion for Attorneys’ Fees entered on December 18 and December 21, 2020, 

respectively.  

 20. NRAP 4(a) sets forth the time limits for filing of the notice of appeal.  

 21. This Court has authority to hear this matter under NRAP 3A(b)(1) and (3). This 

appeal timely follows the final order entered by the District Court.  

 22. The parties involved in this matter and on appeal are as follows:  

  (a) Plaintiff/Appellant  – Lawra Kassee Bulen 

  (b) Defendant/Respondent – Steven Sanson and Rob Lauer  

 23. The Appellant filed Complaint with the District Court asserting multiple causes of 

action surrounding the wrongful arrest of the Plaintiff/Appellant, those claims are (a) defamation, 

(b) defamation per se, (c) invasion of privacy: false light, (d) invasion of privacy: unreasonable 

publicity given to private facts, (e) intentional interference with prospective economic advantage, 

(f) intentional infliction of emotional distress, (g) negligence per se, (h) concert of action, (i) 

NRS 42.005 request for exemplary and punitive damages.  



16942205.1 

 

 

   -4- 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 24. The Judgment entered by the District Court adjudicated ALL claims raised in the 

Complaint.  

 25. The following exhibits are attached hereto: 

  (a) Complaint Filed November 20, 2018; 

  (b) Default Entered on February 27, 2019;  

  (c) Order and Notice of Entry of Order Granting Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss.  

  (d) Order and Notice of Entry of Order Granting Defendants’ Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees.  

Dated this 21st  day of January, 2021.  

    BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 

    ___/s/  Brandon L. Phillips______ 

    BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ESQ 

Nevada Bar No. 12264 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750 

Las Vegas, NV 89119 

(702) 795-0097, (702) 795-0098 fax 

blp@abetterlegalpractice.com 

Attorney for Appellant 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that on the 21st day of January, 2021, I caused to be served 

APPELLANT’S DOCKETING STATEMENT, by the method indicated below, 

and addressed to the following: 

Document Served: Motion 

Person(s) Served: 

ADAM J. BREEDEN, ESQ.  

Nevada Bar No. 008768  

BREEDEN & ASSOCIATES, PLLC  

376 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 120  

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119  

Phone: (702) 819-7770 Fax: (702) 819-7771  

Adam@Breedenandassociates.com  

Attorneys for Respondents 
  
              [   ] Via Facsimile:  
              [   ] Mail 
              [   ] Personal Delivery 
              [x ]    Electronic Notice  

 

  

 

             

     __/s/  Brandon L. Phillips_________________  

An employee of BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, 

ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 
    

mailto:Adam@Breedenandassociates.com
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Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC 
1455 E. Tropicana Avenue Suite 750 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
P: 702-795-0097 F: 702-795-0098 
blp@abetterlegalpractice.com 
Attorney for Plaintiff, Lawra Kassee Bulen 
 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

LAWRA KASSEE BULEN, 
 

 Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
STEVE SANSON, an Individual; ROB 
LAUER, an Individual, 
 

Defendant(s). 

  

  CASE NO.: A-18-784807-C 

 DEPT. NO.: VIII 
 

 

 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

 

TO: ALL PARTIES 

 

YOU, AND EACH OF YOU will please take notice that an Order was entered in this 

matter on December 18, 2020. A copy of said ORDER is attached hereto and incorporated herewith 

by reference.  

DATED this 21st day of December, 2020. 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

     /s/ Brandon L. Phillips   
BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 12264 
Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC 
1455 E. Tropicana Avenue Suite 750 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
P: 702-795-0097 F: 702-795-0098 
blp@abetterlegalpractice.com 
Attorney for Plaintiff, Lawra Kassee Bulen 
 
 

 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C
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12/21/2020 10:47 AM
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CLERK OF THE COURT
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2 of 3 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 21st day of December, 2020, the undersigned, employee of 

Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC, placed a true and correct copy of the foregoing Notice of 

Entry of Order, in the United States Mail, in an addressed sealed envelope, postage prepaid, 

addressed to the following: 

KORY L. KAPLAN 

Nevada Bar No. 13164 

850 E. Bonneville Ave. 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Attorneys for Defendants 

 

       

   /s/Robin Tucker  
An employee of, 
Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC 
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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 
Suite 750 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

ORD 

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ESQ 

Nevada Bar No. 12264 

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750  

Las Vegas, NV 89119 

Tel: (702) 795-0097  

Fax: (702) 795-0098  

blp@abetterlegalpractice.com 

Attorney for Plaintiff, L. Bulen 

 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
LAWRA KASSEE BULEN, 
 
 
                         Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
      
STEVE SANSON, an Individual; ROB 
LAUER, an Individual,   
  
       
  Defendant. 

   

CASE NO.  A-18-784807-C 

 

DEPT. NO.   8 

 

 ORDER ON DEFENDANTS’ 

MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

Hearing Date: October 6, 2020 

 

 
 

THIS MATTER, having come before the Court with respect to Defendants’ Motion for 

Attorney’s Fees, Costs, and Additional Relief pursuant to NRS 41.660 and NRS 41.670 

(“Motion”), commencing on October 6, 2020 at the hour of 9:30 a.m.; Kory L. Kaplan, Esq. of 

the law firm of Kaplan Cottner, appearing on behalf of Defendants Rob Lauer and Steve Sanson 

(collectively, “Defendants”); and Brandon L. Phillips, Esq., appearing on behalf of Plaintiff 

Lawra Kassee Bulen (“Plaintiff”); the Court having read and considered Defendants’ Motion, the 

Opposition and Reply on file, and the exhibits attached thereto; and the Court having heard and 

considered the arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing therefor, the Court finds the 

following: 

 

Electronically Filed
12/18/2020 11:40 AM

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
12/18/2020 11:40 AM
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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 
Suite 750 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

I. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On November 20, 2018, Plaintiff filed her Complaint against Defendants for: (1) 

Defamation; (2) Defamation Per Se; (3) Invasion of Privacy: False Light; (4) Invasion of Privacy: 

Unreasonable Publicity Given to Private Facts; (5) Intentional Interference with Prospective 

Economic Advantage; (6) Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress; (7) Negligence Per Se; (8) 

Concert of Action; and (9) NRS 42.005 Request for Exemplary and Punitive Damages. 

2. On July 2, 2020, Defendants filed their Special Motion to Dismiss the Complaint 

pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (“NRS”) 41.660. 

3. At the oral argument on August 4, 2020, the Court granted Defendants’ Special 

Motion to Dismiss in its entirety.   

4. On August 25, 2020, Notice of Entry of Order was entered on the Court’s Order 

Granting Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss.  The findings of fact and conclusions of law 

within the Court’s Order Granting Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss in its entirety is hereby 

incorporated by reference.  

5. Defendants prevailed on obtaining dismissal of Plaintiff’s entire Complaint under 

Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statute, NRS § 41.660.   

6. That Plaintiff’s claims were not brought in bad faith or for a frivolous purpose.  

7. On September 1, 2020, Defendants filed the Motion. 

8. On September 15, 2020, Plaintiff filed her Opposition to the Motion. 

9. On September 29, 2020, Defendants filed their Reply in support of the Motion. 

10. Defendants incurred $16,415.00 in attorney’s fees and $281.84 in costs related to 

this entire matter. 

II. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

11. Nevada’s anti-SLAPP (“Strategic Lawsuit Against Public Participation”) statutes 

aim to protect First Amendment rights by providing defendants with a procedural mechanism to 

dismiss “meritless lawsuit[s] that a party initiates primarily to chill a defendant’s exercise of his 
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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 
Suite 750 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

or her First Amendment free speech rights” before incurring the costs of litigation.  Stubbs v. 

Strickland, 129 Nev. 146, 150, 297 P.3d 326, 329 (2013).  Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statute is 

codified in NRS 41.635 thru NRS 41.670, inclusive.   

12. A moving party seeking protection under NRS 41.660 need only demonstrate that 

his or her conduct falls within one of four statutorily defined categories of speech, rather than 

address difficult questions of First Amendment law.  See Delucchi v. Songer, 133 Nev. 290, 299, 

396 P.3d 826, 833 (2017).  NRS 41.637(4) defines one such category as: “[c]ommunication made 

in direct connection with an issue of public interest in a place open to the public or in a public 

forum ... which is truthful or is made without knowledge of its falsehood.”  

13. When an anti-SLAPP motion disposes of every cause of action, it is appropriate to 

award all attorney’s fees incurred in connection with the case, even if not directly related to the 

anti-SLAPP motion, because the successful movant “incurred the expenses Plaintiffs dispute in 

responding to a lawsuit the district court found baseless.”  Graham-Suit v. Clainos, 738 F.3d 1131, 

1159 (9th Cir. 2013) (affirmed in Graham-Suit v. Clainos, 756 F.3d 724, 752 (9th Cir. 2014); 

Wanland v. Law Offices of Mastagni, Holstedt & Chiurazzi, 141 Cal.App.4th 15, 45 Cal.Rptr.3d 

633, 637 (2006) (“[T]o this end, the provision is broadly construed so as to effectuate the 

legislative purpose of reimbursing the prevailing defendant for expenses incurred in extracting 

herself from a baseless lawsuit.” ). 

14. Additionally, an award of anti-SLAPP costs and fees includes fees incurred after 

the motion is granted.  See Wanland v. Law Offices of Mastagni, Holstedt & Chiurazzi, 141 Cal. 

App. 4th 15, 21 (2006) (finding that fees recoverable under anti-SLAPP statute include all post-

motion fees, such as fees on fees, fees in connection with defending an award of fees, and fees on 

appeal of an order granting an Anti-SLAPP motion). 

15. In Nevada, trial courts “have great discretion to award attorney fees, and this 

discretion is tempered only by reason and fairness.”  Haley v. Dist. Ct., 128 Nev. Adv. Op. 16,273 

P.3d 855, 860 (2012) (citing Shuette v. Beazer Homes Holdings Corp., 121 Nev. 837, 864, 124 

P.3d 530, 548-49 (2005)); see also Bergmann v. Boyce, 109 Nev. 670, 674, 856 P.2d 560, 563 
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Attorney at Law, PLLC 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 
Suite 750 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

(1993) (attorney's fees are “within the sound discretion of the trial court”).) 

16. In determining the reasonableness and amount of an attorney’s fee award, a court 

may begin its analysis with any method rationally designed to calculate a reasonable amount.  

Shuette v. Beazer Homes, 121 Nev. 837, 864; 124 P.3d 530, 549 (2005).  Whether the court seeks 

to award the entire amount of attorney’s fees or use an alternative approach, the court must 

consider the requested amount in light of the factors enumerated in Brunzell v. Golden Gate 

National Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 349; 455 P.2d 31 (1969), “namely, (1) the advocate’s professional 

qualities, (2) the nature of the litigation, (3) the work performed, and (4) the result.”  Shuette, 121 

Nev. at 865; 124 P.3d at 549.   

17. Upon review of the Brunzell factors, the Declaration of Kory L. Kaplan, Esq. 

attached to the Motion, and the arguments made by the parties in the Motion, Plaintiff’s 

Opposition, and Defendants’ Reply in support of the Motion, Defendants’ attorney’s fees were 

reasonable and necessary.  

18. As a matter of law, Defendants are entitled to their attorney’s fees and costs.  NRS 

41.670(1)(a). 

III. 

ORDER AND FINAL JUDGMENT 

Based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law,  

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants’ Motion 

for Attorney’s Fees, Costs, and Additional Relief pursuant to NRS 41.660 and NRS 41.670 is 

GRANTED in part.  

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that 

Defendants are entitled to attorney’s fees from Plaintiff in the amount of $16,415.00 and costs in 

the amount of $281.84, for a total judgment of $16,696.84.   

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff, 

Lawra Kassee Bulen, shall pay the full amount of $16,696.84 to Defendants no later than thirty 
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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 
Suite 750 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

(30) days from the entry of this Order. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that post-

judgment interest will accrue on the total judgment from entry of this judgment at the statutory  

rate per annum, until the judgment is paid in full. 

 IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that 

Defendants’ Motion for additional sanctions in the form of an award of $10,000.00 per Defendant 

is hereby DENIED.  

IT IS SO ORDERED this       day of December, 2020. 

 

 

      

  

HONORABLE TREVOR L. ATKIN 

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

 

Dated: December ___, 2020 

 

KAPLAN COTTNER 

 

 

By:   submitted competing order  

KORY L. KAPLAN 

Nevada Bar No. 13164 

850 E. Bonneville Ave.  

Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 

Approved as to form and content: 

 

Dated: December 17, 2020 

 

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY 

AT LAW, PLLC 

 

By:   /s/ Brandon L. Phillips  

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 

Nevada Bar No. 12264 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750 

Las Vegas, NV 89119 

Attorney for Plaintiff 
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-18-784807-CLawra Bulen, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Rob Lauer, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 8

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 12/18/2020

Brandon Phillips blp@abetterlegalpractice.com

Paul Padda psp@paulpaddalaw.com

Steve Sanson devildog1285@cs.com

Rob Lauer news360daily@hotmail.com

Rob Lauer centurywest1@hotmail.com

Robin Tucker rtucker@abetterlegalpractice.com

Kory Kaplan kory@kaplancottner.com

Sara Savage sara@lzkclaw.com

Sunny Southworth sunny@kaplancottner.com
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NEOJ 
KAPLAN COTTNER 
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
Email:  kory@kaplancottner.com 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 381-8888 
Facsimile: (702) 832-5559 
Attorneys for Defendants 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

LAWRA KASSEE BULEN an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

ROB LAUER, an individual, STEVE SANSON, 
an individual, and DOES I through X; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS I through X, Inclusive, 

Defendants. 

CASE NO. A-18-784807-C 
DEPT. 8 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on the 21st day of August, 2020, an Order Granting 

Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss Complaint Pursuant to NRS 41.660 (“Order”), was entered 

in the above-entitled matter, a copy of said Order is attached hereto. 

Dated: August 25, 2020. 
KAPLAN COTTNER 

By:  /s/ Kory L. Kaplan 
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorney for Defendants 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
8/25/2020 2:32 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

mailto:kory@kaplancottner.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the Notice of Entry of Order submitted electronically for filing and/or 

service with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 25th day of August, 2020.  Electronic service 

of the foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the E-Service List as follows1: 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Brandon Phillips  
(blp@abetterlegalpractice.com) 
Robin Tucker 
(rtucker@abetterlegalpractice.com) 

 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Sunny Southworth              
An employee of Kaplan Cottner 

 

 
1 Pursuant to EDCR 8.05(a), each party who submits an E-Filed document through the E-Filing System consents to 
electronic service in accordance with NRCP 5(b)(2)(D). 

mailto:blp@abetterlegalpractice.com
mailto:rtucker@abetterlegalpractice.com
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ORDG 
KAPLAN COTTNER 
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
Email:  kory@kaplancottner.com 
KYLE P. COTTNER 
Nevada Bar No. 12722 
Email:  kyle@kaplancottner.com   
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Telephone: (702) 381-8888 
Facsimile: (702) 832-5559 
Attorneys for Defendants 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

LAWRA KASSEE BULEN an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

ROB LAUER, an individual, STEVE SANSON, 
an individual, and DOES I through X; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS I through X, Inclusive, 

Defendants. 

CASE NO.: A-18-784807-C 
DEPT. NO.: 8 

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’ 
SPECIAL MOTION TO DISMISS 
COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO NRS 
41.660 

Date of Hearing: August 4, 2020 
Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m. 

THIS MATTER having come before the Court with respect to Defendants’ Special Motion 

to Dismiss Complaint Pursuant to NRS 41.660 (“Motion”) commencing on August 4, 2020 at the 

hour of 9:30 a.m.; Kory L. Kaplan, Esq. of the law firm of Kaplan Cottner, appearing on behalf of 

Defendants Rob Lauer and Steve Sanson (collectively, “Defendants”); and Brandon L. Phillips, 

Esq., appearing on behalf of Plaintiff Lawra Kassee Bulen (“Plaintiff”); the Court having read and 

considered Defendants’ Motion, the Opposition and Reply on file, and the exhibits attached 

thereto; and the Court having heard and considered the arguments of counsel, and good cause 

appearing therefor, the Court finds the following: 

I. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On November 20, 2018, Plaintiff filed her Complaint against Defendants for: (1)

Electronically Filed
08/21/2020 3:13 PM

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
8/21/2020 3:13 PM
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Defamation; (2) Defamation Per Se; (3) Invasion of Privacy: False Light; (4) Invasion of Privacy: 

Unreasonable Publicity Given to Private Facts; (5) Intentional Interference with Prospective 

Economic Advantage; (6) Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress; (7) Negligence Per Se; (8) 

Concert of Action; and (9) NRS 42.005 Request for Exemplary and Punitive Damages. 

2. On July 2, 2020, Defendants filed the Motion. 

3. In their Motion, Defendants argue that each of Plaintiff’s causes of action arise from 

protected speech in the form of several published articles and a video. 

4. Attached to the Motion are declarations from each of the Defendants, stating that 

the articles and video are truthful, made without Defendants’ knowledge of any falsehood, and/or 

are the opinions of Defendants. 

II. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

5. Nevada’s anti-SLAPP (“Strategic Lawsuit Against Public Participation”) statutes 

aim to protect First Amendment rights by providing defendants with a procedural mechanism to 

dismiss “meritless lawsuit[s] that a party initiates primarily to chill a defendant’s exercise of his 

or her First Amendment free speech rights” before incurring the costs of litigation.  Stubbs v. 

Strickland, 129 Nev. 146, 150, 297 P.3d 326, 329 (2013).  Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statute is codified 

in NRS 41.635 thru NRS 41.670, inclusive.   

6. Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statutes “create a procedural mechanism to prevent wasteful 

and abusive litigation by requiring the plaintiff to make an initial showing of merit.”  John v. 

Douglas Cnty. Sch. Dist., 125 Nev. 746, 757-58, 219 P.3d 1276, 1284 (2009); U.S. ex rel. Newsham 

v. Lockheed Missiles & Space Co., 190 F.3d 963, 970-71 (9th Cir. 1999) (“The hallmark of a 

SLAPP suit is that it lacks merit, and is brought with the goals of obtaining an economic advantage 

over a citizen party by increasing the cost of litigation to the point that the citizen party's case will 

be weakened or abandoned, and of deterring future litigation.”).  The Nevada Legislature has 

further “explained that SLAPP lawsuits abuse the judicial process by chilling, intimidating and 

punishing individuals for their involvement in public affairs.”   John, 125 Nev. at 752, 29 P.3d 

1281.   
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7. Under Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statutes, a moving party may file a special motion to 

dismiss if an action is filed in retaliation to the exercise of free speech.  Coker v. Sassone, 135 Nev. 

8, 11–12, 432 P.3d 746, 749–50 (2019).  A district court considering a special motion to dismiss 

must undertake a two-prong analysis. First, it must “[d]etermine whether the moving party has 

established, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the claim is based upon a good faith 

communication in furtherance of ... the right to free speech in direct connection with an issue of 

public concern.” NRS 41.660(3)(a).  If successful, the district court advances to the second prong, 

whereby “the burden shifts to the plaintiff to show ‘with prima facie evidence a probability of 

prevailing on the claim.’”  Shapiro v. Welt, 133 Nev. 35, 38, 389 P.3d 262, 267 (2017) (quoting 

NRS 41.660(3)(b)). Otherwise, the inquiry ends at the first prong, and the case advances to 

discovery. 

8. A moving party seeking protection under NRS 41.660 need only demonstrate that 

his or her conduct falls within one of four statutorily defined categories of speech, rather than 

address difficult questions of First Amendment law.  See Delucchi v. Songer, 133 Nev. 290, 299, 

396 P.3d 826, 833 (2017).  NRS 41.637(4) defines one such category as: “[c]ommunication made 

in direct connection with an issue of public interest in a place open to the public or in a public 

forum ... which is truthful or is made without knowledge of its falsehood.”  

9. The published articles and video were made in a public forum.  Damon v. Ocean 

Hills Journalism Club, 85 Cal.App.4th 468, 475, 102 Cal.Rptr.2d 205) (2000).1 

10. The published articles and video concern an issue of public interest as Plaintiff 

states in her Complaint that she is a campaign manager for Republican candidates and a 

professional real estate agent.   

11. All of Plaintiff’s causes of action in the Complaint are based upon protected speech 

by Defendants as the underlying conduct central to each of the causes of action are good-faith 

 
1 The Nevada Supreme Court considers California case law when determining whether Nevada's 
anti-SLAPP statute applies to a claim because California's anti-SLAPP statute is similar in purpose 
and language to Nevada's anti-SLAPP statute.  John v. Douglas Cnty. Sch. Dist., 125 Nev. 746, 
756, 219 P.3d 1276, 1283 (2009); see NRS 41.660; Cal.Civ.Proc.Code § 425.16 (West 2004 & 
Supp. 2009). 



  

 

4 of 6 
 

 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
K

A
PL

A
N

 C
O

T
T

N
E

R
 

85
0 

E
. B

on
ne

vi
lle

 A
ve

. 
L

as
 V

eg
as

, N
ev

ad
a 

89
10

1 
T

el
:  

(7
02

) 3
81

-8
88

8 
   

Fa
x:

  (
70

2)
 8

32
-5

55
9 

  
 

communications.  Abrams v. Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062 (2020); Veterans in 

Politics Int'l, Inc. v. Willick, 457 P.3d 970 (Nev. 2020) (unpublished). 

12. Defendants have satisfied their burden under the first prong of the anti-SLAPP 

analysis as they have demonstrated that their statements were either truthful or made without 

knowledge of their falsity, the statements concern matters of public concern, and the statements 

were made in a public forum. 

13. As such, the burden shifts to Plaintiff to show “with prima facie evidence a 

probability of prevailing on the claim.”  Shapiro, 133 Nev. at 38, 389 P.3d at 267 (quoting NRS 

41.660(3)(b)). 

14. In reviewing Plaintiff’s probability of prevailing on each of her claims arising from 

protected good-faith communications, Plaintiff has not shown minimal merit.  

15. Plaintiff’s defamation claim and defamation per se claim lack minimal merit 

because Defendants’ statements were truthful, made without knowledge of falsehood, and/or were 

opinions that therefore could not be defamatory.  See Pegasus v. Reno Newspapers, Inc., 118 Nev. 

706, 718, 57 P.3d 82, 90 (2002) (excluding statements of opinion from defamation).   

16. Plaintiff has not shown minimal merit supporting her claims for invasion of privacy 

because she failed to show that she was placed in a false light that was highly offensive or that 

Defendants’ statements were made with knowledge or disregard to their falsity.  See Restatement 

(Second) of Torts § 652E (1977).   

17. Plaintiff’s claim for intentional interference with prospective business advantage 

lacks minimal merit as Plaintiff has not demonstrated that the statements were false or that there 

was otherwise wrongful or unjustified conduct on the part of Defendants.  Klein v. Freedom 

Strategic Partners, LLC, 595 F. Supp. 2d 1152 (D. Nev. 2009). 

18. Plaintiff has not shown that her intentional infliction of emotional distress (IIED) 

claim had minimal merit because she did not show extreme and outrageous conduct beyond the 

bounds of decency.  See Olivero v. Lowe, 116 Nev. 395, 398, 995 P.2d 1023, 1025 (2000) (stating 

IIED claim elements); Maduike v. Agency Rent-A-Car, 114 Nev. 1, 4, 953 P.2d 24, 26 (1998) 

(considering “extreme and outrageous conduct” as that which is beyond the bounds of decency). 
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See Candelore v. Clark Cty. Sanitation Dist., 975 F.2d 588, 591 (9th Cir. 1992) (considering claim 

for IIED under Nevada law and observing that “[l]iability for emotional distress will not extend to 

‘mere insults, indignities, threats, annoyances, petty oppressions, or other trivialities’” (quoting 

Restatement (Second) of Torts § 46 cmt. d (1965))).   

19. Plaintiff did not show minimal merit supporting her claim for concert of action 

because she did not show any tortious act or that Defendant agreed to conduct an inherently 

dangerous activity or an activity that poses a substantial risk of harm to others.  See GES, Inc. v. 

Corbitt, 117 Nev. 265, 271, 21 P.3d. 11, 15 (2001).   

20. Since there is no minimal merit supporting any of Plaintiff’s other causes of action, 

Plaintiff’s claim for punitive damages must also be dismissed.  NRS 24.005. 

21. As a result, Plaintiff has failed to meet her burden under the second prong of the 

anti-SLAPP analysis. 

22. As a matter of law, Defendants are entitled to attorney’s fees and costs, and may 

also be awarded, in addition to reasonable costs and attorney’s fees, an amount of up to $10,000 

per Defendant.  NRS 41.670(1)(a)-(b). 

23. Defendants shall file a separate motion for attorney’s fees, costs, and an award 

pursuant to NRS 41.670(1)(a)-(b). 

III. 

ORDER 

Based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law,  

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss Complaint 

Pursuant to NRS 41.660 is GRANTED in its entirety.  

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Defendants are entitled to attorney’s fees 

and costs, and may also be awarded, in addition to reasonable costs and attorney’s fees, an amount 

of up to $10,000 per Defendant.   

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 
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IT IS SO ORDERED this       day of August, 2020. 

 
 

        
HONORABLE TREVOR L. ATKIN 
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
 

Respectfully Submitted By: 
 
Dated: August 18, 2020 
 
KAPLAN COTTNER 
 
 
By:  /s/ Kory L. Kaplan   
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
850 E. Bonneville Ave.  
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 

Approved as to form and content: 
 
Dated: August 18, 2020 
 
BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY 
AT LAW, PLLC 
 
By:  /s/ Brandon L. Phillips   
BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Nevada Bar No. 12264 
1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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Sunny Southworth

From: Brandon Phillips <blp@abetterlegalpractice.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2020 11:20 AM
To: Kory Kaplan
Cc: Kyle Cottner; Sunny Southworth
Subject: RE: Bulen-Lauer Order Granting Anti-Slapp Motion

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Kory, 
 
You can use my e‐signature for the Order.  
 
Thank you, 
 

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 
Brandon L. Phillips, Esq.  
1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Phone: 702-795-0097 
Facsimile: 702-795-0098 
Email: blp@abetterlegalpractice.com 
 
NOTICES:  This message, including attachments, is confidential and may contain information protected by the 
attorney-client privilege or work product doctrine. If you are not the addressee, andy disclosure, copying, 
distribution, or use of the contents of this message are prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please 
destroy this communication and notify my office immediately.  
 
 
 

From: Kory Kaplan <kory@kaplancottner.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2020 3:18 PM 
To: Brandon Phillips <blp@abetterlegalpractice.com> 
Cc: Kyle Cottner <kyle@kaplancottner.com>; Sunny Southworth <sunny@kaplancottner.com> 
Subject: Bulen‐Lauer Order Granting Anti‐Slapp Motion 
 
Brandon, 
 
Please see the attached draft of the order granting Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss Complaint Pursuant to NRS 
41.660.  Please let me know if you have any edits. 
 
Thanks, 
Kory 
 

 



2

Kory L. Kaplan, Esq. 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, NV  89101 
Tel  (702) 381‐8888 
Fax (702) 382‐1169 
www.kaplancottner.com 
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CASE NO: A-18-784807-CLawra Bulen, Plaintiff(s)

vs.

Rob Lauer, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 8

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District 
Court. The foregoing Order Granting was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all 
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 8/21/2020

Brandon Phillips blp@abetterlegalpractice.com

Paul Padda psp@paulpaddalaw.com

Steve Sanson devildog1285@cs.com

Rob Lauer news360daily@hotmail.com

Rob Lauer centurywest1@hotmail.com

Robin Tucker rtucker@abetterlegalpractice.com

Kory Kaplan kory@kaplancottner.com

Sara Savage sara@lzkclaw.com

Sunny Southworth sunny@kaplancottner.com
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