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APPENDIX ‐ CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX 

 

Date Document Description Volume 

No 

Bates Nos. 

11/20/2018 Appellants Complaint 1 AA001 – AA077 

7/2/2020 Respondents filed a Motion to 

Dismiss the Complaint 

1 AA078 – AA121 

 

7/21/2020 Appellant filed an Opposition to 

the Motion to Dismiss 

1 AA122 – AA215 

7/28/2020 Respondents filed a Reply in 

Support of the Motion to Dismiss 

1 AA216 – AA219 

8/4/2020 Respondents’ Special Motion to 

Dismiss 

1 AA220 – AA228 

9/1/2020 Respondents filed a Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees, Costs, and 

Additional Relief Pursuant 

1 AA229 – AA250 

9/15/2020 Appellant filed an Opposition to 

the Motion for Attorneys’ Fees 

1 AA251 – AA260 

9/29/2020 Respondents filed their Reply to 

the Opposition to the Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees 

1 AA261 – AA272 

 

10/06/2020 Motion for Attorneys’ fees 1 AA273 – AA278 
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APPENDIX ‐ ALPHABETICAL INDEX 

 
Date Document Description Volume 

No 

Bates Nos. 

9/15/2020 Appellant filed an Opposition to 

the Motion for Attorneys’ Fees 

1 AA251 – AA260 

7/21/2020 Appellant filed an Opposition to 

the Motion to Dismiss 

1 AA122 – AA215 

11/20/2018 Appellants Complaint 1 AA001 – AA077 

10/06/2020 Motion for Attorneys’ fees 1 AA273 – AA278 

9/1/2020 Respondents filed a Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees, Costs, and 

Additional Relief Pursuant 

1 AA229 – AA250 

7/2/2020 Respondents filed a Motion to 

Dismiss the Complaint 

1 AA078 – AA121 

 

7/28/2020 Respondents filed a Reply in 

Support of the Motion to Dismiss 

1 AA216 – AA219 

9/29/2020 Respondents filed their Reply to 

the Opposition to the Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees 

1 AA261 – AA272 

 

8/4/2020 Respondents’ Special Motion to 

Dismiss 

1 AA220 – AA228 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

Pursuant to Nev. R. App. P. 25(b) and NEFR 9(f), I hereby certify that I am an 

employee of Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC; that on this date I 

electronically filed the foregoing APPELLANTSʹ APPENDIX, with the Clerk of 

the Court for the Nevada Supreme Court by using the Nevada Supreme Courtʹs E‐

Filing system (Eflex). Participants in the case who are registered with Eflex as 

users will be served by the Eflex system as follows: 

KORY L. KAPLAN 

Nevada Bar No. 13164 

850 E. Bonneville Ave. 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 

Attorneys for Respondents 

 

 DATED this 22nd day of February, 2021.  

By:   /s/ Robin Tucker  

An Employee of, 

Brandon L. Phillips, Attorney at Law, PLLC 
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MDSM 
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) 382-1169 
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.: 18 
HEARING REQUESTED 
 

DEFENDANTS’ SPECIAL MOTION 
TO DISMISS COMPLAINT 
PURSUANT TO NRS 41.660 
 

 Come now, Defendants Rob Lauer (“Lauer”) and Steve Sanson (“Sanson,” collectively 

with Lauer, “Defendants”), by and through their counsel, Kory L. Kaplan, Esq. and Kyle P. 

Cottner, Esq., of the law firm of Kaplan Cottner, and hereby move this Honorable Court to dismiss 

the claims alleged against them in the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Lawra Kassee Bulen on 

November 20, 2018, pursuant to Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statutes and issue an award of attorney’s 

fees and costs therefrom.   

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
7/2/2020 5:08 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

AA 078Docket 81854   Document 2021-05371

mailto:kory@kaplancottner.com
mailto:kyle@kaplancottner.com


 

 2 

 

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)
 3

82
-1

16
9 

 
 This Motion is made and based on the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 

the papers and pleadings already on file herein, and any oral argument the Court may permit at the 

hearing of this matter. 

Dated this 2nd day of July, 2020. 
 

KAPLAN COTTNER 
 

 
/s/ Kory L. Kaplan  
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
KYLE P. COTTNER 
Nevada Bar No. 12722 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 

 

MEMORANDUMOF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff filed her Complaint against Defendants relating to three published articles and a 

video interview posted online of Plaintiff.  Plaintiff, in her Complaint, acknowledges that both 

Defendants are journalists.  However, Plaintiff disputes the accuracy of their articles and alleges 

that Defendants edited the video interview.  Because Defendants’ conduct is protected free speech, 

anti-SLAPP (“Strategic Lawsuit Against Public Participation”) laws are designed to provide for 

early dismissal of meritless lawsuits filed against people for the exercise of their First Amendment 

rights.  

Coincidentally, Defendant Sanson was previously sued for almost identical causes of 

action related to very similar conduct (articles published on the exact same website) in Abrams, et. 

al. v. Sanson, et. al., Case No. A-17-749318-C, in and for Clark County, Nevada and Willick, et. 

al. v. Veterans in Politics International Inc., et. al, Case No. A-17-750171-C, in and for Clark 

County, Nevada.  There, Defendant Sanson also filed Special Motions to Dismiss under Nevada’s 
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anti-SLAPP statute.  In Sanson, the anti-SLAPP motion was granted by the Honorable Michelle 

Leavitt.  Plaintiffs appealed the dismissal, but the dismissal was affirmed by the Nevada Supreme 

Court in a recent advisory opinion filed on March 5, 2020.  See Abrams v. Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. 

Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062 (2020).  In Willick, the Honorable J. Charles Thompson denied the anti-

SLAPP motion, but the Nevada Supreme Court reversed his decision in a recent February 21, 2020 

opinion.  457 P.3d 970 (Nev. 2020) (unpublished). 

Because Defendants are granted broad protections under the First Amendment and Nevada 

statutes concerning the journalistic freedoms and privileges as recently upheld by the Nevada 

Supreme Court on multiple occasions, their actions qualify as protected speech immune from 

liability.  As such, Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statutes govern.  Nevada’s anti-SLAPP statutes aim to 

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

meritless lawsuits that a party initiates primarily to chill a defendant’s exercise of his or her First 

Amendment free speech rights.  Because each article and the video are true and made without 

Defendants’ knowledge of the information therein being false, the burden shifts to Plaintiff to 

demonstrate prima facie evidence of a probability of prevailing on her claims.  However, as in the 

Sanson case, because each claim is centered around protected free speech, Plaintiff’s Complaint 

must be dismissed as a matter of law. 

II. 

STATEMENT OF RELEVANT FACTS  

Plaintiff alleges 9 causes of action 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.  See generally Complaint.  Each of these causes of 

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

The first article is entitled Kassee Bulen, Political Gypsy? (“Political Gypsy Article).  

Complaint, ¶ 14.  The Political Gypsy Article was published by Defendant Sanson and posted on 

the Veterans in Politics website (http://veteransinpolitics.org/2018/08/kassee-bulen-political-
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gypsy).  Id.  The Political Gypsy Article was allegedly then shared by Defendants on Facebook.  

Id.  Plaintiff alleges that the Political Gypsy Article is false in that it states that Plaintiff was 

convicted of assault and that several married men accused Plaintiff of trying to extort money out 

of them.  Id. at ¶ 16.  Plaintiff asserts that these allegations are false because her record was sealed 

with respect to the assault charge and that she has never been charged with extortion.  Id. 

The second article is entitled Kassee Bulen Under Investigation After Being Charged With 

Ethics Violations in Complaint Filed With GLVAR (“Ethics Article”).  Id. at ¶ 17.  The Ethics 

Article was written by Defendant Sanson and posted on the Veterans in Politics website 

(http://veteransinpolitics.org/2018/08/kassee-bulen-under-investigation-after-being-charged-

with-ethics-violations-in-complaint-filed-with-glvar).  Id.  The Ethics Article was then allegedly 

shared by Defendants on Facebook and posted in a Facebook group called Vegas Real Estate 

Magazine.  Id.  Plaintiff alleged that the Ethics Article is false in that it was an attack on her career 

and called into question her suitability as a real estate agent.  Id. at ¶ 18.  Further, the Ethics Article 

alleges that an ethics complaint was filed against Plaintiff and that Plaintiff represented herself as 

an expert in a separate article.  Id. 

The third instance was in the form of a video entitled Kassee Bulen Attacks President 

Trump (“Video”).  Id. at ¶ 20.  The Video was posted in the Facebook group entitled “Trump 

Victory Team.”  Id.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Lauer edited the Video to make it appear as 

though Plaintiff is unfit to run political campaigns and hurt her reputation with the Republican 

Party.  Id. at ¶ 21.   

The fourth instance was another article posted in 360 News Las Vegas (“360 Article”).  Id. 

at ¶ 23.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Lauer invented a fictitious “campaign source” so that he 

could attack Plaintiff’s character.  Id. 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 
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III. 

LEGAL ARGUMENT 

A. Nevada’s Anti-SLAPP Statute Affords Absolute Civil Immunity for Good Faith 
Communications in Furtherance of the Right to Petition. 

Nevada’s anti-SLAPP 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.  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.   

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.  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. 

We recently affirmed that 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 
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a public forum ... which is truthful or is made without knowledge of its falsehood.”  

Coker v. Sassone, 135 Nev. 8, 11–12, 432 P.3d 746, 749–50 (2019).   

Indeed, Defendant Sanson recently prevailed on an anti-SLAPP special motion to dismiss 

that was affirmed by the Nevada Supreme Court in an advisory opinion filed on March 5, 2020 in 

Abrams v. Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062 (2020).  In Sanson, attorneys Jennifer 

Abrams, Esq. and Louis Schneider, Esq. were opposing counsel in a family law case.  Id. at 1064.  

Attorney Schneider allegedly gave video of a closed-court hearing in that case to Sanson, president 

of Veterans in Politics International, Inc. (“VIPI”).  Id.  Sanson then published a series of articles 

on VIPI’s website (the same website at issue relevant to this Motion) concerning the judiciary and 

Abrams’ courtroom conduct and practices.  Id.  The articles were also sent to VIPI’s email 

subscribers and published through various social media outlets.  Id.  The articles are summarized 

as follows: 

The first article, “Nevada Attorney attacks a Clark County Family Court Judge in 
Open Court,” included the full video of the court hearing that involved an exchange 
between Abrams and Judge Jennifer L. Elliott. The article also included quotations 
from the hearing, such as Judge Elliott noting “undue influence” and “[t]here are 
enough ethical problems[,] don’t add to the problem.” Sanson stated that “[i]f there 
is an ethical problem or the law has been broken by an attorney the judge is 
mandated by law to report it to the Nevada State Bar,” that there are “no boundaries 
in our courtroom,” and that Abrams “crosse[d] the line.” 
The second article, “District Court Judge Bullied by Family Attorney Jennifer 
Abrams,” republished the video of the hearing after Sanson temporarily removed it 
following an order issued by Judge Elliott. The article reported on what had taken 
place and stated that Abrams “bullied” Judge Elliott, that her behavior was 
“disrespectful and obstructionist” as well as “embarrassing,” and that obtaining 
Judge Elliott’s order appeared to be an “attempt by Abrams to hide her behavior 
from the rest of the legal community and the public.” 
In the third article, “Law Frowns on Nevada Attorney Jennifer Abrams’ ‘Seal-
Happy Practices,” Sanson criticized Abrams’ practice of moving to seal records in 
her cases. Sanson stated that Abrams “appears” to be “seal happy”; seals her cases 
in contravention to “openness and transparency”; “appears” to have “sealed [cases] 
to protect her own reputation, rather than to serve a compelling client privacy or 
safety interest”; engages in “judicial browbeating”; is an “over-zealous, 
disrespectful lawyer[ ] who obstruct[s] the judicial process”; and has obtained an 
“overbroad, unsubstantiated order” that is “specifically disallowed by law.” 
The fourth article, “Lawyers acting badly in a Clark County Family Court,” 
included a link to a similarly titled video on YouTube of a court hearing involving 
Abrams. Sanson stated that Abrams was “acting badly.” 
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The fifth article, “Clark County Family Court Judge willfully deceives a young 
child from the bench and it is on the record,” included a link to the “Seal-Happy” 
article about Abrams as an “unrelated story” of “how Judges and Lawyers seal cases 
to cover their own bad behaviors.” The article in general criticized Judge Rena 
Hughes for misleading an unrepresented child in family court. Sanson later posted 
three videos on YouTube depicting the Abrams & Mayo Law Firm’s representation 
of a client in another divorce action. 

Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062, 1064-65. 

Abrams and her law firm subsequently filed a complaint against Sanson and VIPI based on 

these articles and statements, alleging defamation, intentional infliction of emotional distress, 

negligent infliction of emotional distress, false light, business disparagement, civil conspiracy, and 

concert of action.  Id. at 1065.  The district court granted Sanson’s special motion to dismiss, 

finding that he met his initial burden because (1) the statements concerned issues of public concern 

relating to an attorney or professional’s performance of a job or the public’s interests in observing 

justice; (2) the statements were made in a public forum on a publicly accessible website, and 

republishing them by email did not remove them from a public forum; and (3) the statements were 

either true or statements of opinion incapable of being false.  Id.  The district court further found 

that Abrams failed to meet her burden to provide prima facie evidence of a probability of prevailing 

on her claims.  Id. 

The Nevada Supreme Court affirmed the district court’s granting of Sanson’s special 

motion to dismiss: 

Abrams’ argument that some statements are false assertions of fact that impute 
malfeasance, such as calling Abrams an “obstructionist,” does not show that the 
statements lose anti-SLAPP protection, because our analysis does not single out 
individual words in Sanson’s statements. In Rosen v. Tarkanian, we held that “in 
determining whether the communications were made in good faith, the court must 
consider the ‘gist or sting’ of the communications as a whole, rather than parsing 
individual words in the communications.”  135 Nev. Adv. Op. 59, 453 P.3d 1220, 
1222 (2019).  In other words, the relevant inquiry is “whether a preponderance of 
the evidence demonstrates that the gist of the story, or the portion of the story that 
carries the sting of the [statement], is true,” and not on the “literal truth of each 
word or detail used in a statement.”  Id. at 1224 (alteration in original) (internal 
quotation marks omitted).  Furthermore, in determining good faith, we consider “all 
of the evidence submitted by the defendant in support of his or her anti-SLAPP 
motion.”  Id. at 1223.  Here, the “gist and sting” of the communications—as 
demonstrated by Sanson’s declaration, emails to Judge Elliott and Abrams, and 
articles—are that Sanson believes Abrams misbehaves in court and employs tactics 
that hinder public access to courts.  These constitute Sanson’s opinions that, as 
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mentioned above, are not knowingly false and thus satisfy the third element of 
protected good-faith communications. 
We therefore determine that Sanson showed that his statements were either truthful 
or made without knowledge of their falsity. As Sanson also showed that his 
statements concerned matters of public concern and were made in a public forum, 
we conclude that he met his burden under the first prong of the anti-SLAPP 
analysis. 

Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d at 1068–69. 

Concluding that Sanson satisfied the first prong of the anti-SLAPP analysis, the burden 

shifted to Abrams under prong two to demonstrate that her claims had minimal merit.  See NRS 

41.665(2) (stating that a plaintiff’s burden under prong two is the same as a plaintiffs burden under 

California’s anti-SLAPP law); Navellier v. Sletten, 29 Cal.4th 82, 124 Cal.Rptr.2d 530, 52 P.3d 

703, 712-13 (2002) (establishing the “minimal merit” burden for a plaintiff). 

Reviewing Abrams’ probability of prevailing on each of her claims arising from 
protected good-faith communications, we conclude that she has not shown minimal 
merit. Abrams’ defamation claim lacked minimal merit because Sanson’s 
statements 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).  Abrams did not show 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).  Sanson’s use of a vitriolic tone was insufficient to support such a 
claim.  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))).  As Abrams’ IIED claim lacked minimal merit and 
she did not demonstrate negligence, her claim for negligent infliction of emotional 
distress also lacked minimal merit.  See Shoen v. Amerco, Inc., 111 Nev. 735, 748, 
896 P.2d 469, 477 (1995) (allowing for negligent infliction of emotional distress if 
the acts arising under intentional infliction of emotional distress were committed 
negligently).  Abrams did not show minimal merit supporting her claim for false 
light invasion of privacy because she failed to show that she was placed in a false 
light that was highly offensive or that Sanson’s statements were made with 
knowledge or disregard to their falsity.  See Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652E 
(1977).  Abrams did not show minimal merit supporting her business 
disparagement claim because she did not show that Sanson’s statements were false 
or provide evidence of economic loss that was attributable to the disparaging 
remarks.  See Clark Cty. Sch. Dist. v. Virtual Educ. Software, Inc., 125 Nev. 374, 
385-87, 213 P.3d 496, 504-05 (2009) (stating the elements for business 
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disparagement and explaining that the claim requires economic loss caused by 
injurious falsehoods targeting the plaintiff’s business).  Abrams did not show 
minimal merit supporting her claim for civil conspiracy because she did not show 
an intent to commit an unlawful objective.  See Guilfoyle v. Olde Monmouth Stock 
Transfer Co., 130 Nev. 801, 813, 335 P.3d 190, 198 (2014) (defining civil 
conspiracy).  Lastly, Abrams did not show minimal merit supporting her claim for 
concert of action because she did not show any tortious act or that Sanson and 
Schneider 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).  We therefore hold that Abrams failed to meet her 
burden under the second prong of the anti-SLAPP analysis. 

Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d at 1069–70. 

In another recent case entitled Veterans in Politics Int'l, Inc. v. Willick, 457 P.3d 970 (Nev. 

2020) (unpublished), Defendant Sanson was sued for, inter alia, defamation, intentional infliction 

of emotional distress, negligent infliction of emotional distress, false light, and business 

disparagement.  In Willick, the plaintiff had appeared by invitation on a radio show hosted by 

Veterans in Politics.  Id. at * 1.  Willick participated in the radio interview in order to discuss his 

views regarding Assembly Bill 140, 78th Leg. (Nev. 2015), legislation pertaining to disallowing 

the inclusion of veterans' disability benefits when calculating spousal support, and other topics 

related to veterans and family law.  Id. 

Between December of 2016 and January of 2017, Veterans in Politics published, on its 

website and on various social media platforms, five statements at issue in this appeal, each critical 

of Willick.  Id.  The five statements appeared online as follows: 

[Statement 1] “This is the type of hypocrisy we have in our community. People that 
claim to be for veterans but yet they screw us for profit and power.” [Statement 1 
included a link that redirected to audio content of Willick’s November 2015 radio 
interview.] 
[Statement 2] “Attorney Marshall [sic] Willick and his pal convicted of sexually 
[sic] coercion of a minor Richard Crane was found guilty of defaming a law student 
in a United States District Court Western District of Virginia signed by US District 
Judge Norman K. Moon.” [Statement 2 included a link to news articles regarding 
Crane’s conviction of sexually motivated coercion of a minor, this court’s order 
suspending Crane from the practice of law, and an order from the United States 
District Court for the Western District of Virginia granting summary judgment 
against Willick and Crane, in part, as defendants in a defamation action.] 
[Statement 3] “Would you have a Family Attorney handle your child custody case 
if you knew a sex offender works in the same office? Welcome to The Willick Law 
Group.” [Statement 3 included a link to an online review site discussing Crane’s 
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legal services, this court’s order denying Crane’s request for reinstatement to the 
practice of law, and an article authored by Willick and Crane stating that Crane 
was, at the time the article was published, an attorney in Willick’s firm.] 
[Statement 4] “Nevada Attorney Marshall [sic] Willick gets the Nevada Supreme 
Court [d]ecision .... From looking at all these papers it’s obvious that Willick 
scammed his client, and later scammed the court by misrepresenting that he was 
entitled to recover property under his lien and reduce it to judgement [sic] .... He 
did not recover anything. The property was distributed in the Decree of Divorce. 
Willick tried to get his client to start getting retirement benefits faster. It was not 
with [sic] 100,000 [sic] in legal bills. Then he pressured his client into allowing him 
to continue with the appeal.” [Statement 4 included a link redirecting to this court’s 
opinion in Leventhal v. Black & Lobelia, 129 Nev. 472, 305 P.3d 907 (2013), 
discussing the adjudication of an attorney’s charging lien.] 
[Statement 5] “Attorney Marshall [sic] Willick loses his appeal to the Nevada 
Supreme Court.” [Statement 5 included a link to this court’s disposition of Holyoak 
v. Holyoak, Docket No. 67490 (Order of Affirmance, May 12, 2016), a case in 
which Willick represented the respondent, for whom this court affirmed a 
distribution of community property.] 

Id. at *1-2. 

Veterans in Politics filed a special motion to dismiss Willick’s claims pursuant to Nevada’s 

anti-SLAPP.  Id. at *1.  The district court denied the anti-SLAPP motion, concluding that Veterans 

in Politics failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the statements it published 

(1) concerned an issue of public interest, and (2) were truthful or made without knowledge of their 

falsehood.  Id.  Veterans in Politics timely appealed.  Id. 

The Nevada Supreme Court reversed the district court’s order, holding that Veterans in 

Politics “showed, by a preponderance of evidence, that each statement was a communication made 

in direct connection with an issue of public interest, and met the initial threshold required to invoke 

anti-SLAPP protection.”  Id. at *8.   

Similarly, Plaintiff here alleges causes of action against Defendants for similar conduct on 

similar public forums.  See generally Complaint.  Plaintiff has alleged the following causes of 

action: (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.  

Id.  Each of these causes of action arises from protected speech in a protected forum regarding a 
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person of public interest. 

  For the reasons set forth in this Motion and the similarity of allegations alleged against 

Defendants Lauer and Sanson as the allegations against Sanson in his most recent anti-SLAPP 

motions affirmed by the Nevada Supreme Court, the Complaint must be dismissed as a matter of 

law. 

1. The communications were made in a public forum. 

Cases construing the term “public forum” have noted that the term “is traditionally defined 

as a place that is open to the public where information is freely exchanged.”  Damon v. Ocean 

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

meaning, a public forum is not limited to a physical setting, but also includes other forms of public 

communication.”  Id. at 476.  Thus, the court in Damon held that a homeowners' association 

newsletter was a public forum because it was “a vehicle for open discussion of public issues and 

was widely distributed to all interested parties....” Id. at 478. 

Further, as to the video, a widely disseminated television broadcast was “undoubtedly a 

public forum.”  Metabolife Internat., Inc. v. Wornick, 72 F.Supp.2d 1160, 1165 (S.D.Cal.1999).  

Internet communications have also been described as “classical forum communications.”  

ComputerXpress, Inc. v. Jackson, 93 Cal. App. 4th 993, 1006, 113 Cal. Rptr. 2d 625, 638 (2001) 

(quoting Hatch v. Superior Court, 80 Cal.App.4th 170, 94 Cal.Rptr.2d 453 (2000).  Postings on 

Facebook or websites accessible to the public are public forums for the purposes of an anti-SLAPP 

statute: 

Mayweather’s postings on his Facebook page and Instagram account and his 
comments about Jackson during a radio broadcast were all made “in a place open 
to the public or a public forum” within the meaning of section 425.16, subdivision 
(e)(3). “Web sites accessible to the public ... are ‘public forums’ for purposes of the 
anti-SLAPP statute.” (Barrett v. Rosenthal (2006) 40 Cal.4th 33, 41, fn. 4, 51 
Cal.Rptr.3d 55, 146 P.3d 510; accord, Summit Bank v. Rogers (2012) 206 
Cal.App.4th 669, 693, 142 Cal.Rptr.3d 40; Wong v. Jing (2010) 189 Cal.App.4th 

 
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). 
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1354, 1366, 117 Cal.Rptr.3d 747; see Wilbanks v. Wolk (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 
883, 895, 17 Cal.Rptr.3d 497 [statements published on defendant’s website “hardly 
could be more public”].) Similarly, statements during a radio interview meet 
subdivision (e)(3)’s public forum requirement. (Seelig v. Infinity Broadcasting 
Corp. (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 798, 807, 119 Cal.Rptr.2d 108 [public forum 
requirement satisfied where “[t]he offending comments arose in the context of an 
on-air discussion between the talk-radio cohosts and their on-air producer”]; see 
Ingels v. Westwood One Broadcasting Services, Inc. (2005) 129 Cal.App.4th 1050, 
1063, 28 Cal.Rptr.3d 933 [radio call-in talk show].) 

Jackson v. Mayweather, 10 Cal. App. 5th 1240, 1252, 217 Cal. Rptr. 3d 234, 245–46 (2017), as 

modified (Apr. 19, 2017) 

Plaintiff cannot dispute that Facebook is a public forum, as her counsel has recently 

admitted that in an anti-SLAPP motion filed by him in another case: 

In fact, Plaintiff properly alleges that Google and Facebook is a public forum. (See 
Complaint).  Google and Facebook are widely known, publicly accessible websites 
that host consumer information and reviews based on their experiences with 
businesses.  See “About Us,” Google and Facebook, attached as Exhibit 3. Such 
websites are public fora for Anti-SLAPP purposes.  See e.g., Barrett v. Rosenthal, 
40 Cal 4th 33, 41, n.4 (2006) (finding that [w]eb sites accessible to the public … 
are ‘public forums' for purposes of the anti-SLAPP statute‘); see also Kronemyer 
v. Internet Movie Data Base, Inc., 150 Cal App. 4th 941, 950 (2007) (same); 
Hungtington Life Sciences, Inc. v. Stop Hungtington Animal Cruelly USA, Inc., 129 
Cal Ap. 4th 468, 475 (2000) (defining public forum “as a place that is open to the 
public where information is freely exchanged”).  

Animal Care Clinic, Inc., et al., v. Michaela Gama, et al., Case No. A-18-771232-C, 2018 WL 

10111480 (Nev.Dist.Ct.). 

Further, the Nevada Supreme Court in Sanson and Willick recently determined that 

Sanson’s website for Veterans in Politics International, Inc. was a “public forum on a publicly 

accessible website, and republishing them by email did not remove them from a public forum.”  

Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062, 1064-65; Willick, 457 P.3d 970 at *2.  The Nevada 

Supreme Court went on to state that the statements were either true or statements of opinion 

incapable of being false.  Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062, 1064-65; Willick, 457 P.3d 

970 at *7. 

Thus, Plaintiff cannot dispute that the statements were made in a public forum.  

. . . 

. . . 
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2. The communications concern an issue of public interest. 

An “issue of public interest” is defined broadly in Nevada.  Id. at 14, 432 P.3d 751.  “A 

person who engages in a good faith communication in furtherance of the right to petition or the 

right to free speech in direct connection with an issue of public concern is immune from any civil 

action for claims based upon the communication.”  NRS 41.650.  “The definition of ‘public 

interest’ within the meaning of the anti-SLAPP statute has been broadly construed to include not 

only governmental matters, but also private conduct that impacts a broad segment of society and/or 

that affects a community in a manner similar to that of a governmental entity.”  Du Charme v. Int'l 

Bhd. of Elec. Workers, 110 Cal. App. 4th 107, 115, 1 Cal. Rptr. 3d 501, 507 (2003) (internal 

citations omitted).  “Although matters of public interest include legislative and governmental 

activities, they may also include activities that involve private persons and entities, especially when 

a large, powerful organization may impact the lives of many individuals.”  Id. 

In Shapiro v. Welt, the Nevada Supreme Court adopted California’s guiding principles in 

determining whether an issue is of public interest: 

(1) “public interest” does not equate with mere curiosity; 
(2) a matter of public interest should be something of concern to a substantial 
number of people; a matter of concern to a speaker and a relatively small specific 
audience is not a matter of public interest; 
(3) there should be some degree of closeness between the challenged statements 
and the asserted public interest—the assertion of a broad and amorphous public 
interest is not sufficient; 
(4) the focus of the speaker’s conduct should be the public interest rather than a 
mere effort to gather ammunition for another round of private controversy; and 
(5) a person cannot turn otherwise private information into a matter of public 
interest simply by communicating it to a large number of people. 

133 Nev. at 39-40, 389 P.3d at 268 (quoting Piping Rock Partners, Inc. v. David Lerner Assocs., 

Inc., 946 F. Supp. 2d 957, 968 (N.D. Cal. 2013)). 

Plaintiff is clearly a person of public interest as she admits that she is a campaign manager 

for Republican candidates.  Complaint, ¶ 5.  See Eu v. San Francisco County Democratic Central 

Comm., 489 U.S. 214, 223, 109 S.Ct. 1013, 1020, 103 L.Ed.2d 271 (1989) (quoting Monitor 

Patriot Co. v. Roy, 401 U.S. 265, 272, 91 S.Ct. 621, 625, 28 L.Ed.2d 35 (1971)) (“The First 
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Amendment ‘has its fullest and most urgent application’ to speech uttered during a campaign for 

political office.”).  See Rosen v. Tarkanian, 135 Nev. 436, 439, 453 P.3d 1220, 1223 (2019) (“The 

character and qualifications of a candidate for public office constitutes a public issue or public 

interest for purposes of the anti-SLAPP statute”) (internal citations omitted).  Plaintiff further 

asserts that she is well-known in the community and with the Republican party, including the Clark 

County Republican Party.  Complaint, ¶¶ 5, 9.  The Political Gypsy Article, for instance, discusses 

Republican Candidate for Clark County Public Administrator Thomas Fougere who retained 

Plaintiff to manage his campaign.  See Political Gypsy Article, a true and correct copy of which is 

attached hereto as Exhibit B-1.  Therefore, there is no dispute that the communications concern 

public interest. 

Plaintiff is alternatively a person of public interest as she admits that she is a real estate 

agent.  Complaint, ¶ 5.  See Kruger v. Daniel, 176 Wash. App. 1028 (2013); Nuttall v. Dowell, 31 

Wn.App. 98, 108, 639 P.2d 832 (1982) (“The public has a significant interest in the conduct of 

real estate professionals, who often conduct their business in the capacity of a fiduciary.”).   
 

3. All of Plaintiff’s Causes of Action are Based on Protected Speech. 

“It is the principal thrust or gravamen of the plaintiff's cause of action that determines 

whether the anti-SLAPP statute applies.”  USA Waste of California, Inc. v. City of Irwindale, 184 

Cal. App. 4th 53, 63, 108 Cal. Rptr. 3d 466, 473 (2010) (internal citations omitted) (emphasis in 

original).  The anti-SLAPP statute's focus is not the type of claim brought but rather whether “the 

defendant's activity that gives rise to his or her asserted liability—and whether that activity 

constitutes protected speech or petitioning.”  Navellier v. Sletten, 29 Cal. 4th 82, 90, 52 P.3d 703, 

709 (Cal. 2002).   

Plaintiff concedes that Defendant Lauer is a political journalist and Defendant Sanson is 

the president of Veterans in Politics International, Inc.  Complaint, ¶¶ 6 – 7.  See Toll v. Wilson, 

135 Nev. 430, 433, 453 P.3d 1215, 1218 (2019) (a reporter as “one that reports; one who reports 

news events; a commentator”).  Reporters are granted broad protections under the First 

Amendment and Nevada Revised Statutes in the exercise of their freedom of speech and press.  

See, e.g., U.S. Const. amend. I; see also NRS 49.275.  In addition to Defendants' statements being 
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protected under the anti-SLAPP statute as communications made in furtherance of a right to 

petition, they are also absolutely privileged.  Id. 

Although the moving party is not required to file an affidavit in support of an anti-SLAPP 

motion to dismiss under the anti-SLAPP statute, it is necessary to do so when material facts are in 

dispute and to authenticate exhibits.  Rosen v. Tarkanian, 135 Nev. 436, 444, 453 P.3d 1220, 1226 

(2019). 

Despite this change in evidentiary burden, we now hold that even under the 
preponderance standard, an affidavit stating that the defendant believed the 
communications to be truthful or made them without knowledge of their falsehood 
is sufficient to meet the defendant's burden absent contradictory evidence in the 
record.  Cf. Davis v. Cox, 183 Wash.2d 269, 351 P.3d 862, 867 (2015) (contrasting 
the more exacting summary judgment standard, which requires “a legal certainty” 
that can be defeated by a dispute of a material fact, with a preponderance of the 
evidence burden, which examines “whether the evidence crosses a certain threshold 
of proving a likelihood of prevailing on the claim”), abrogated on other grounds 
by Maytown Sand & Gravel, LLC v. Thurston Cty., 191 Wash.2d 392, 423 P.3d 
223, 248 n.15 (2018), abrogated in part by Yim v. City of Seattle, 194 Wash.2d 682, 
451 P.3d 694, 704-05 (2019).  Because Stark's affidavit made it more likely than 
not that the communications were truthful or made without knowledge of their 
falsehood, and there is no evidence in the record to the contrary, we conclude that 
she met her burden of showing that the third-party comments were made in good 
faith, so as to satisfy prong one. 

Stark v. Lackey, 136 Nev. 38, 43–44, 458 P.3d 342, 347 (2020). 

 As such, the attached declarations of Defendant Lauer and Defendant Sanson evidence that 

that the statements in each article and video were truthful or made without their knowledge of 

falsehood and/or were their opinions, which is sufficient to meet their burden under the first prong 

of the anti-SLAPP analysis.  Id.  See Lauer Declaration at ¶¶ 7-10 and Sanson Declaration at ¶¶ 4-

5, true and correct copies of which are attached hereto as Exhibits A & B, respectively.   

 The Court need only look to Plaintiff’s factual basis for her causes of action to plainly see 

that the alleged wrongful conduct falls plainly within the ambit of the anti-SLAPP statute.   

Defendants need only make a prima facie showing that the plaintiffs lawsuit “arises from” the 

defendant's conduct “in furtherance of” the defendant's exercise of free speech.  Williams v. Stitt, 

No. C 14-00760 LB, 2014 WL 3421122, *4 (N.D. Cal. July 14, 2014) (unpublished).  Because the 

burden then switches to Plaintiff for the second part of the test, Plaintiff must first prove, as a 
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matter of law, that no protection exists which could classify the defendant's conduct as protected 

or otherwise privileged speech.  Id. at *4 (“The plaintiff also must present evidence to overcome 

any privilege or defense to the claim that has been raised.”). 

As detailed in Sanson, because the underlying conduct central to all claims is protected 

good-faith communications, the remaining claims lack merit and must be dismissed as a matter of 

law.  Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d at 1069–70; Willick, 457 P.3d 970.  Because almost 

the exact same claims were alleged and dismissed in Sanson, the Court should dismiss the 

Complaint in its entirety here as the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed in Sanson and Willick.  

Sanson, 136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d at 1069–70; Willick, 457 P.3d 970. 

a. Political Gypsy Article 

Plaintiff alleges that the Political Gypsy Article was written by Defendant Sanson and 

posted on the Veterans in Politics website (http://veteransinpolitics.org/2018/08/kassee-bulen-

political-gypsy).  Complaint, ¶ 14.  The Political Gypsy Article was allegedly then shared by 

Defendants on Facebook.  Id.  Plaintiff alleges that the Political Gypsy Article is false in that it 

states that Plaintiff was convicted of assault and that several married men accused Plaintiff of 

trying to extort money out of them.  Id. at ¶ 16.  Plaintiff asserts that these allegations are false 

because her record was sealed with respect to the assault charge and that she has never been 

charged with extortion.  Id. 

The Political Gypsy Article2 was published by Defendant Sanson on August 8, 2018.  See 

Exhibit B-1.  The Court can determine as a matter of law that the content within the Political Gypsy 

Article is protected speech.  See, e.g., Paterno v. Superior Court, 163 Cal. App. 4th 1342, 1355, 

78 Cal. Rptr. 3d 244, 255 (2008) (“As the case law amply demonstrates, journalists may simply 

report the facts of proceedings without providing an explanation of those facts.”).  Simply because 

Plaintiff’s record was sealed does not contradict the fact that she was convicted.  The Political 

Gypsy Article even shows a copy of Plaintiff’s case and the disposition.  Exhibit B-1.  Moreover, 

 
2 It should be noted that Plaintiff’s Twitter handle is @PoliticalGypsy1.  See Twitter Screenshot, 
a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A-1. 
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the Political Gypsy Article discuss Republican Candidate for Clark County Public Administrator 

Thomas Fougere and his choice in Plaintiff as his campaign manager.  Id.   

b. Ethics Article 

The Ethics Article was published by Defendant Sanson and posted on the Veterans in 

Politics website (http://veteransinpolitics.org/2018/08/kassee-bulen-under-investigation-after-

being-charged-with-ethics-violations-in-complaint-filed-with-glvar).  See Ethics Article, a true 

and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B-2.  The Ethics Article was then allegedly 

shared by Defendants on Facebook and posted in a Facebook group called Vegas Real Estate 

Magazine.  Id.  Plaintiff alleged that the Ethics Article is false in that it was an attack on her career 

and called into question her suitability as a real estate agent.  Id. at ¶ 18.  Further, it alleges that an 

ethics complaint was filed against Plaintiff and that Plaintiff represented herself as an expert in a 

separate article.  Id. 

The Court can again determine as a matter of law that the content within the Ethics Article 

is protected speech.  Plaintiff alleges that the article is false, but the Ethics Article contains a copy 

of the Ethics Complaint in question, which is protected speech.  Id.  Because Defendant Sanson 

published the Ethics Article and believed the statements to be truthful or made without his 

knowledge of falsehood and/or are opinions, it is protected speech.  See Exhibit B at ¶ 5. 

c. Video 

The third instance was the Video.  Complaint, ¶ 20; see also Video, a true and correct copy 

of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A-2.  The Video was posted in the Facebook group entitled 

“Trump Victory Team.”  Id.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Lauer edited the Video to make it 

appear as though Plaintiff is unfit to run political campaigns and hurt her reputation with the 

Republican Party.  Id. at ¶ 21.   

Defendant Sanson previously posted similar videos and recorded interviews, which were 

held to be protected speech and subject to an affirmed anti-SLAPP motion to dismiss.  Sanson, 

136 Nev. Adv. Op. 9, 458 P.3d 1062, 1064-65; to Willick, 457 P.3d 970 at *1.  Again, the Court 

can view the Video in question and make its own determination as a matter of law, but the Video 
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is truthful or made without Defendant Lauer’s knowledge of falsehood and/or is his opinion.  See 

Exhibit A at ¶ 9. 

d. 360 Article 

The fourth instance in question was the 360 Article.  Complaint, ¶ 23; see also 360 Article, 

a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A-3.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant 

Lauer invented a fictitious “campaign source” so that he could attack Plaintiff’s character.  Id. 

NRS 49.275 discusses the news media privilege, and states: 

No reporter, former reporter or editorial employee of any newspaper, periodical or 
press association or employee of any radio or television station may be required to 
disclose any published or unpublished information obtained or prepared by such 
person in such person’s professional capacity in gathering, receiving or processing 
information for communication to the public, or the source of any information 
procured or obtained by such person, in any legal proceedings, trial or investigation: 
      1.  Before any court, grand jury, coroner’s inquest, jury or any officer thereof. 
      2.  Before the Legislature or any committee thereof. 
      3.  Before any department, agency or commission of the State. 
      4.  Before any local governing body or committee thereof, or any officer of a 
local government. 

Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Lauer invented a fictitious campaign source to attack 

Plaintiff’s character, but Plaintiff does not get to pierce the privilege through such a baseless 

assertion.  Defendant Lauer has stated that his campaign source is truthful and that is all that is 

required.  See Exhibit A at ¶ 10. 

Because each of the communications in question is protected speech governed by Nevada’s 

anti-SLAPP statutes, they are not subject to legal causes of action.  As a result, the Complaint must 

be dismissed in its entirety as a matter of law. 

B. Defendants Are Entitled to Attorney’s Fees, Costs, and an Additional Award under 
41.670. 

Nevada’s Anti-SLAPP statute further provides that the Court shall award fees and costs to 

Defendants when their anti-SLAPP motion is granted: 

1.  If the court grants a special motion to dismiss filed pursuant to NRS 41.660:  
a) The court shall award reasonable costs and attorney’s fees to the person against 
whom the action was brought […]; 
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(b) The court may award, in addition to reasonable costs and attorney’s fees 
awarded pursuant to paragraph (a), an amount of up to $10,000 to the person against 
whom the action was brought. 

NRS 41.670(1)(a)-(b) (emphasis added).   

All of Plaintiff’s claims for relief are abusive and brought with the goal of (1) increasing 

the cost of litigation to Defendants; and (2) chilling, intimidating, and punishing Defendants for 

engaging in activities protected by the anti-SLAPP statute.  The very purpose of Nevada’s anti-

SLAPP statute and its remedial provisions are to obviate Defendants’ improper purpose in bringing 

their counterclaims.  John v. Douglas Cnty Sch. Dist., 125 Nev. 746, 757-58, 219 P.3d at 1284; 

U.S. ex rel. Newsham v. Lockheed Missiles & Space Co., 190 F.3d 963, 970-71 (9th Cir. 1999).  

As such, the Court should award to Defendants their reasonable cost and attorneys’ fees, and an 

additional award under NRS 41.670(b) that it sees fit. 

C. Plaintiff is Not Permitted to Amend the Complaint. 

Plaintiff may seek the opportunity to amend her Complaint in an attempt to avoid the 

consequences of Defendants’ well-pled anti-SLAPP motion.   

Indeed, California courts, which interpret an anti-SLAPP statute nearly identical in scope 

to Nevada’s revised statute, have held that a plaintiff may not amend its pleading after an anti-

SLAPP motion has been filed.  See, e.g., City of Colton v. Singletary, 206 Cal. App. 4th 751, 775 

(2012) (stating that “there is a history of case law setting forth the rule that a party cannot amend 

around a[n anti-] SLAPP motion”).  These courts have reasoned that permitting amended pleadings 

will defeat the purpose of the statute, which is to bring a speedy end to SLAPP suits.  See Salma 

v. Capon, 161 Cal. App. 4th 1275, 1294 (2008) (stating that allowing a plaintiff to amend “would 

undermine the legislative policy of early evaluation and expeditious resolution of claims arising 

from protected activity”). 

Accordingly, Defendants respectfully request this Court disallow any request for 

amendment asserted by Plaintiff. 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 
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IV. 

CONCLUSION 

 Based upon the foregoing, Defendants respectfully request the Court dismiss the Complaint 

in its entirety pursuant to NRS 41.660, and award Defendants their reasonable attorney’s fees and 

costs in bringing this special motion to dismiss pursuant to NRS 41.670. 

Dated this 2nd day of July, 2020. 
KAPLAN COTTNER 

 
 
/s/ Kory L. Kaplan  
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
KYLE P. COTTNER 
Nevada Bar No. 12722 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the DEFENDANTS’ SPECIAL MOTION TO DISMISS COMPLAINT 

PURSUANT TO NRS 41.660 submitted electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth 

Judicial District Court on the 2nd day of July, 2020.  Electronic service of the foregoing document 

shall be made in accordance with the E-Service List as follows3: 
 
N/A 

I further certify that I served a copy of this document by mailing a true and correct copy 

thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to: 

 
Brandon L. Phillips, Esq. 
1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
blp@abetterlegalpractice.com  
Attorney for Plaintiff 

 
 

 /s/ Carey Shurtliff      
 Carey Shurtliff, An employee of  
 Kaplan Cottner 

 

 
3 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). 
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RPLY 
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.: 18 

DEFENDANTS’ REPLY IN SUPPORT 
OF SPECIAL MOTION TO DISMISS 
COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO NRS 
41.660 
 
Date of Hearing: August 4, 2020 
Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m. 
 

 Come now, Defendants Rob Lauer (“Lauer”) and Steve Sanson (“Sanson,” collectively 

with Lauer, “Defendants”), by and through their counsel, Kory L. Kaplan, Esq. and Kyle P. 

Cottner, Esq., of the law firm of Kaplan Cottner, and hereby submit their Reply in support of their 

Special Motion to Dismiss Complaint pursuant to NRS 41.660. 

This Reply is made and based on the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 

the papers and pleadings already on file herein, and any oral argument the Court may permit at the  

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
7/28/2020 4:33 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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hearing of this matter. 

Dated this 28th day of July, 2020. 
 

KAPLAN COTTNER 
 

 
/s/ Kory L. Kaplan  
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
KYLE P. COTTNER 
Nevada Bar No. 12722 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 
 

Pursuant to Eighth Judicial District Court Rule (“EDCR”) 2.20(e): 

Within 14 days after the service of the motion, and 5 days after service of any 
joinder to the motion, the opposing party must serve and file written notice of 
nonopposition or opposition thereto, together with a memorandum of points and 
authorities and supporting affidavits, if any, stating facts showing why the motion 
and/or joinder should be denied. Failure of the opposing party to serve and file 
written opposition may be construed as an admission that the motion and/or joinder 
is meritorious and a consent to granting the same. 

EDCR 2.20(e) (emphasis added). 

Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss was filed on July 2, 2020.  See Register of Actions.  

Therefore, Plaintiff was required to file her Opposition by Thursday, July 16, 2020 as the rule is 

mandatory and not discretionary.  See EDCR 2.20(e).  Plaintiff improperly filed her Opposition 

almost a week later on July 21, 2020 after Defendants filed a Notice of Non-Opposition.  See 

Register of Actions.  Plaintiff was not merely a day late as she alleges.  As a result, Defendants’ 

Special Motion to Dismiss must be taken as true and Plaintiff’s non-opposition thereto should be 

construed as an admission that the motion is meritorious and a consent to granting the same.  See 

EDCR 2.20(e).   

Further, the Opposition creates no issue of law or fact preventing this Court from granting 

Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss.  Therefore, in the alternative of granting Defendants’ 

Special Motion to Dismiss for Plaintiff’s failure to timely oppose it, the Court should grant 

Defendants’ Special Motion to Dismiss for the reasons set forth in the motion and detailed in the 

AA 217



 

 3 

 

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 

 
prior cases involving Defendant Steve Sanson in the Eighth Judicial District Court in and for Clark 

County, Nevada and affirmed by the Nevada Supreme Court: Abrams, et. al. v. Sanson, et. al., 

Case No. A-17-749318-C and Willick, et. al. v. Veterans in Politics International Inc., et. al, Case 

No. A-17-750171-C. 

Dated this 28th day of July, 2020. 
KAPLAN COTTNER 

 
 
/s/ Kory L. Kaplan  
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
KYLE P. COTTNER 
Nevada Bar No. 12722 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the DEFENDANTS’ REPLY IN SUPPORT OF SPECIAL MOTION 

TO DISMISS COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO NRS 41.660 submitted electronically for filing and/or 

service with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 28th day of July, 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/ Carey Shurtliff      
 Carey Shurtliff, 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). 
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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). 
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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 
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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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CSERV

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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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 
1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 

Suite 750 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

OPP 

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 

 

  

 

 

PLAINTIFF BULEN’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR 

ATTORNEYS’ FEES, COSTS, AND ADDITIONAL RELIEF PURSUANT TO NRS 

41.660 AND NRS 41.670 

 

 Plaintiff by and through her attorney, Brandon L. Phillips, of the legal firm, BRANODN 

L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC, hereby files her Opposition to Defendants’ Motion 

for Attorneys’ Fees, Costs, and Additional Relief Pursuant to NRS 41.660 and NRS 41.670.  

… 

… 

… 

… 

… 

 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
9/15/2020 10:55 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 
1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 

Suite 750 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

 This Opposition is based on the papers and pleadings on file, the Points and Authorities 

attached and any arguments made by counsel at hearing. 

DATED this 15th day of September, 2020 

         

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS,  

ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 

 

/s/ Brandon L. Phillips, Esq._____________ 

BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ESQ. 

Nevada Bar No. 12264 

1455 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 750 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 
Attorney for Plaintiff, L. Bulen  
 

 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. 

INTRODUCTION 

 Plaintiff’s Complaint is entirely focused on the false and fabricated statements of the 

Defendants, who used their political and media ties to post defamatory statements of and 

concerning the Plaintiff. Third Parties have confirmed that the Defendants’ statements were false 

and relevant case law on the matter confirm that false statements are not protected speech and 

such false accusers can be held legally liable for their false statements. While this Court has found 

the speech was protected based on the argument that operating a political website somehow makes 

a person a verified political reporter, Ms. Bule was the person irreparably damaged by the 

“inaccurate” reporting by the Defendants. This Court should be reminded that the Defendants  

shared their inaccurate posts, which caused thousands to consider the inaccuracies of their 

reporting as true statements against the Plaintiff.  

 This Court must consider the totality of the circumstances when it comes to determining 

an appropriate award of attorneys’ fees and costs and possible additional award to each Defendant. 

Had Defendants’ reporting been accurate or truthful then Plaintiff would not have likely been 

harmed. However, the claims against the Plaintiff were false and inaccurate and therefore she had 

AA 252



 

3 

 

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 

 
BRANDON L. PHILLIPS 
Attorney at Law, PLLC 
1455 E. Tropicana Ave. 

Suite 750 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89169 

 

 

to defend herself, not only before this Court, but with GLVAR and others regarding the false 

reporting of the Defendants.  

 While the Court is required to award a certain sum for attorneys’ fees those fees must be 

reasonable. In the instant matter, the filing of a single motion to dismiss could never possibly 

warrant attorneys’ fees in excess of $10,000.00 as requested in the instant Motion. Further, a 

separate award to the Defendants would in essence award them for their inaccurate and false 

reporting that caused substantial harm to the Plaintiff. Such an award would fly in the face of 

justice the Court so desperately should seek to serve.  

 The true purpose of the Anti-SLAPP law is to ensure that lawsuits are not brought lightly 

against defendants for exercising their First Amendment rights. The instant lawsuit was not 

brought lightly. Defendants continued to post and repost articles that were in fact false, even if 

Defendants were justified in being wrong, the articles were false, which has already been proven 

to this Court. The fact that the Court ultimately determined the speech was protected does not also 

mean that Plaintiff was not justified in attempting to stop the irreparable harm that was being 

caused by the continued posting of false claims by the Defendants.   Therefore, Defendants’ 

Motion must be denied as requested and the attorneys’ fees limited to defending the Motion to 

Dismiss.  

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 This matter arises out Defendants’ multiple publication of false articles of and concerning 

the Plaintiff. While this Court ruled those articles were justified based on Anti-SLAPP and some 

privilege afforded to “news reporters” though that has never been established, the publications 

were in fact false as they relayed information that was not accurate or truthful.  Numerous specific 

statements made within the articles were entirely false and fabricated.    

A. Time Line of Events 

Date Event 

08/08/2018 
Defendants published Kassee Bulen, Political Gypsy? 

08/13/2018 
Defendants published Kasee Bulen Under Investigation After Being Charged 

With Ethics Violations In Complaint Filed With GLVAR 

08/20/2018 
Defendants published Kassee Bulen Attacks President Trump 
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08/22-

24/2018 

Plaintiff alleges Defendants sent harassing text messages, in part claiming 

Plaintiff “. . .would be politically destroyed, Plaintiff would never work for 

any politically candidate ever again, stating that if she cared about the party 

she would play nice with Defendant Lauer.” 

08/25/2018 Defendant Lauer wrote and posted a 360 News Las Vegas article demeaning 

Plaintiff’s character, calling her a liar and questioning her credibility.  

 

III. 

LEGAL ARGUMENT 

I. Anti-SLAPP Attorneys’ Fees are Limited to the Special Motion to Dismiss Only.  

“If the court grants a special motion to dismiss filed pursuant to NRS 41.660 […] [t]he  

court shall award reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees to the person whom the action was brought 

[.]” NRS § 41.670(1)(a). California case law regarding Anti-SLAPP suits may be considered in 

Nevada courts because California’s Anti-SLAPP statute is in similar purpose and language to 

Nevada’s Anti-SLAPP statutes. See John v. Douglas County School Dist. 125 Nev. 764, 756 

(2009).  

 “[T]he anti-SLAPP statue’s fee provision applies only to the motion to strike, and not to 

the entire action.” Christian Research v. Alnor, 165 Cal. App. 4th 1315, 81 Cal.Rptr.3d 866, 874 

(2008). (internal quotes omitted). “[T]he anti-SLAPP statue is ‘intended to compensate a 

defendant for the expense of responding to a SLAPP suit. To 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.’” Graham-Sult v. Clainos, 756 

F.3d 724, 752 (9th Cir. 2014)(quoting Wanland v. Law Offices of Mastagni, Holstedt &Chiurazzi, 

141 Cal. App. 4th 15, 45 Cal. Rptr.3d 633, 637 (2006) (citation omitted) (internal quotation marks 

omitted) (emphasis added)). 

 Here an award of attorneys’ fees and costs for the amount requested would be entirely 

inappropriate. The Defendants were the cause of the default for failure to appear in the action and 

file a responsive pleading. The Plaintiff was fully entitled to move forward with the litigation 

especially since the default was properly entered and the Defendants never moved to set it aside. 

The Defendants could have immediately filed their responsive pleading after being served, 
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however, they set on their rights and did not take any action in the case until Plaintiff began 

moving forward with a default judgment. Therefore, an award of attorneys’ fees for the entire 

litigation is not appropriate and per persuasive case law should not be awarded.  

 Additionally, Plaintiff’s Complaint was brought in good faith. The Defendants were 

undoubtedly posting articles based on false information. While the Court has determined that the 

Defendants were entitled to make a mistake in the publication, Plaintiff’s reputation, career, and 

future opportunities were all being destroyed. Well established case law, clearly illustrates that 

the purpose of the anti-SLAPP statues is to reimburse prevailing defendants for expenses incurred 

in defending “baseless lawsuit[s].” Wanland, 45 Cal. Rptr.3d at 637 (2006). Plaintiff’s case was 

never baseless. Plaintiff suffered irreparable harm due to the inaccurate publication of false 

information, for which an apology/retracting publication was never made. GLVAR unequivocally 

stated that no complaint had ever been filed against the Plaintiff, yet Defendants continued to run 

the story and post a fabricated report that was their basis of their news articles.  

 Defendants’ seek attorneys’ fees for the following items that should not be included in any 

award this Court may consider:  

  1. 6/17/20: Draft notice of appearance… (0.30hrs) 

  2. 6/18/2020: Research and draft reply in support of motion to set aside … (2.0) 

  3. 6/19/2020: Format and finalized reply ISO motion to … (0.30) 

  4. 6/22/2020: Receipt of court minutes … (0.10) 

  5. 6/23/2020: Prepare for and attend … (0.40) 

  6. 6/23/2020: Began draft of order … (0.30) 

  7. 6/23/2020: Edit order granting motion …(0.20) 

  8. 6/30/2020: Review of email to…(0.10) 

  9. 7/1/2020: Review of email to … (0.20) 

  10. 7/7/2020: Review of notice of hearing; updated calendar…(0.20) 

  11. 8/4/2020: Tele conf… (0.30) 

  12. 8/14/2020: Filed email sent by Mr. Kaplan … (0.10) 

  13. 8/18/2020: Filed emails into our files finalized … (0.20) 
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  14. 8/27/2020: Draft statement of facts in motion for attorneys’ fees (0.80) 

  15. 8/27/2020: Research and draft legal argument in motion for attorneys’ fees 

(5.60) 

  16. 8/27/2020: Draft declaration of Kaplan (0.60) 

  17. 8/27/2020: Review and redact billing entries…(0.90) 

  18. 8/27/2020: Draft memorandum of costs as exhibit … (1.60) 

 An award for all of the above fees is not warranted as they were completely unrelated to 

the Anti-SLAPP motion to dismiss. Defendants’ are requesting 14.02 hours of billing unrelated 

to the anti-SLAPP motion. This all should be removed from any award.  

 B. In Arguendo, the Requested Attorney’s Fees Award Should Be Reduced 

 An award of attorney’s fees pursuant to the Anti-SLAPP statutes should only apply to fees 

associated with motion to strike Plaintiff’s Complaint and not the entire action. Christian 

Research v. Alnor, 165 Cal. App. 4th 1315, 81 Cal. Rptr. 3d 866, 874 (2008). Furthermore, 

Defendants’ counsel requested attorney rate is egregious in light of the Brunzell v. Golden Gate 

Nat. Bank, 85 Nev. 345, 349, 455 P.2d 31, 33 (1969) factors.  

  1. Qualities Of Defendants’ Counsel Does Not Warrant $350 Per Hour 

 Defendants’ counsel did not offer any support for the rate of $350 per hour. Defendants’ 

counsel did not provide any prior orders justifying this rate, nor did he provide his education 

background, training, experience, industry awards/recognition, etc. Similarly, he did not provide 

ANY support that the clients have actually PAID any amount or had agreed to pay the hourly rate 

of $350. Upon information and belief, the Defendants have not actually paid their counsel any 

amount. There are no attorneys’ fees if the Defendants did not actually pay any attorneys’ fees. 

In light of Defendants’ failure to provide any supportive evidence for the outrageous rate, the 

award of attorneys’ fees must be reduced to $200 per hour.  

  2. Character of the Actual Work Done 

 The character of the work performed in the Motion appears to be cut and paste from prior 

actions. Notably the majority of Defendants’ work comes research. Defendants billed 14.7 hours 

associated with “research,” equaling $5145 solely for research. No reasonable attorney would 
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spend this outrageous amount of time on researching for a single Motion to Dismiss. Unless, 

Defendants want to admit that they have never handled an anti-SLAPP action then this amount 

research, on an issue they are likely familiar with, is not reasonable. The idea that the Defendants 

would demand such an award raises concern about Defendants’ entire billing.  

  3. Work Performed 

 Attorneys “CS” and “SS” failed to provide an affidavit that they actually performed any 

of the work billed for in Exhibit B. These attorneys’ billed 4.3 hours at a rate of $175 per hour. 

This work appears to be duplicative in nature to the work that was performed by attorney “KK”. 

As Defendants failed to provide an affidavit supporting the work billed, any award must be 

reduced by $752.50. The work of attorney “KK” is excessive and should be substantial reduced 

due to the overbilling and duplicative nature of the work completed.  

  4. The Invoiced Time Is Excessive 

  Defendants’ Exhibit B clearly shows that Defendants’ claim for an award of fees includes 

excessive fees, double billing or duplicative work, and the amount of research for a single motion 

is outrageous. The Defendants’ are also requesting fees for research on the request for attorneys’ 

fees and the drafting of the present motion. The charges are clearly not related to the anti-SLAPP 

Motion and must be excluded.  

 C. Any Award of Attorneys’ Fees must be Apportioned.  

 As a threshold issue, attorneys’ fees must be limited to the anti-SLAPP Motion alone. 

NRS §41.670; Alnor (“the anti-SLAPP statue’s fee provision applies only the motion to strike, 

and not to the entire action.”).  

 As with most attorney’s fee rulings, apportionment of attorneys’ fees by a trial court is 

discretionary. U. of Nevada v. Tarkanian, 879 P.2d 1180, 1187 (Nev. 1994) (holding modified by 

Exec. Mgt., Ltd. v. Ticor Title Ins. Co., 963 P.2d 265 (Nev. 1998)). The district court also has 

discretion related to apportionment when there is a dispute as to the amount of work associated 

with task. Corsiglia v. Hammersmith, 404 P.2d 8, 9, (Nev. 1965). “The court’s apportionment will 

not be disturbed on appeal in the absence of a showing of abuse of discretion.” Mau v. Woodburn, 

Forman, Wedge, Blakey, Folsom and Hug, 390 P.2d 721, 723 (Nev. 1964).  
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 As noted earlier, attorneys’ fees are applicable under the anti-SLAPP statute should only 

be apportioned to the anti-SLAPP Motion. Therefore, the amount of any award should be reduced 

by  

 D. No Defendant Should Be Award Any Amount 

 The anti-SLAPP statute allows this Court to consider an award of up to $10,000 to each 

Defendant. As identified herein, the purpose of such an award is to deter Plaintiffs from filing 

frivolous motions attempting to restrain free speech. Plaintiff’s Complaint was not brought for 

any frivolous nature. Plaintiff was being harmed by the false publications. The publications were 

affecting Plaintiff’s career, business opportunities, and ability to function on a daily basis. Neither 

Defendant was affected by the filing of the Complaint. They continued to publish against the 

Plaintiff. They republished and reposted their articles multiple times on numerous social media 

platforms. The instant litigation only provided additional articles for them to write about. They 

used their platform to continue to criticize the Plaintiff and published an article about Plaintiff’s 

counsel.  Therefore, Defendants should not be awarded any amount per statute.  

 

CONCLUSION 

  

 Based on the above detailed analysis of the Motion, Defendants’ should be awarded no 

more than $2,000 for the filing of the anti-SLAPP Motion. Further, Defendants’ should not be 

awarded any amount as allowed by statute as they were not harmed by the Complaint and the 

Complaint was not brought in bad faith or for a frivolous purpose.  

DATED this 15th day of September, 2020.. 

 

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, Nevada 89169 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that I am an employee of BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, ATTORNEY AT 

LAW, PLLC., and that on the 15th day of September, 2020, I served a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing DEFENDANTS MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS through the 

Eighth Judicial District Court’s electronic filing system to the following: 

  

KORY L. KAPLAN 

KYLE P. COTTNER  

850 E. Bonneville Ave. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

Attorney for Defendants  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

   

_____/s/ Brandon L. Phillips.                  . 

An employee of BRANDON L. PHILLIPS, 

ATTORNEY AT LAW, PLLC 
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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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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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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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(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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(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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CSERV

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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