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Las Vegas, Nevada, Tuesday, May 12, 2020 

 

[Case called at 10:02 a.m.] 

  THE RECORDER:  Page 6, A7840 -- excuse me, 

A784807, Lawra Bulen versus Rob Lauer.  And we have Mr. Phillips 

on CourtCall.  

  THE COURT:  Okay, Mr. Phillips, are you there? 

  MR. PHILLIPS:   Good morning, Your Honor, Brandon 

Phillips on behalf of the plaintiff. 

  THE COURT:  All right.  Who do we have on behalf of the 

defendants?  I see they’re both pro se litigants? 

  THE RECORDER:  We do have Rob Lauer. 

  MR. LAUER:  Yes, Your Honor, Robert Lauer, defendant, 

on the phone.   

  THE COURT:  All right.  Is Mr. Sanson present? 

  MR. LAUER:  No, he’s not.  No, he’s not. 

  THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  This is defendant’s 

motion -- well it’s -- there’s a little bit to unpack here.  So, let me just 

speak to it and so this is defendant’s motion to dismiss plaintiff’s 

complaint along with memorandum of points and authorities and 

request for -- and this is also plaintiff filed an opposition to the 

defendant’s untimely motion and a countermotion for attorney’s fees 

and costs.  Within the reply of defendant’s -- on these motions, 

defendants requested leave of the Court or requested the Court to 

set aside the default for good cause.  Am I correct, Mr. Lauer? 
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  MR. LAUER:  Yes, Your Honor, this case, frankly, has 

been, to say the least, unusual in its proceedings.  The plaintiff filed 

a case, served us in January I believe of 2019.  And since then -- 

and I filed a motion to disqualify her attorney, who we had spoken 

with and met with at great lengths regarding this matter.  And since 

then, all the judges have recused themselves.  We have not had a 

judge in this case up until today, up until Your Honor took the case 

and filed a motion compelling the -- why the case should not be 

dismissed because nothing had been done for the last year.   

  We have prepared an Anti-SLAPP action back then.  But 

frankly, until the motion to disqualify her lawyer was heard, I didn’t 

take any action.  We didn’t take any action, because no judges had 

take -- had been in the case this entire time.  So there’s just a lot of 

unusual things.   

  The -- Ms. Bulen’s lawyer did withdraw from the case.  

But again, the case -- that motion was never heard.  And since -- 

and then after that, Ms. Bulen was pro se and she attempted to file 

her own court default, not a -- and didn’t give us notice and in my 

opinion, violated NRCP 60(a).  And we had already paid our fees, 

appeared, a motion for to disqualify the lawyer.  We were prepared 

to file an answer, were prepared to file an anti-SLAPP.   

  And frankly, since this case has been on hold for over a 

year, significant case law has come out of the Supreme Court 

including my defendants, co-defendant Steve Sanson, just in, I think 

it was December -- I’m sorry, January or February of this year, was 
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-- had prevailed in a similar defamation case before the Supreme 

Court.  So, there’s significant case law now.  And so, we believe 

that we should be allowed to proceed with the motion for anti-

SLAPP.  

  Her motion for default -- her default -- I’m sorry, Court 

default was improper, because we already did answer.  There’s 

been a lot of confusion.  I think because to be perfectly honest, 

Your Honor, I’m a political reporter.  Steve Sanson has notoriously 

been an agitator in the court system and a lot of judges withdrew 

from the case and they don’t want anything to do with it, and so it’s 

been in limbo this whole time.   

  In addition to that, the plaintiff, herself, has been arrested 

multiple times on DUIs and has a continuing drug and alcohol 

problem, which is part of our defense --  

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Your Honor, all that is ridiculous --  

  MR. LAUER:  [Indiscernible]. 

  MR. PHILLIPS:  -- that he should be even saying that.  I 

object to all of that.  That’s not relevant today.  

  MR. LAUER:  Well, it is relevant.  

  MR. PHILLIPS:  They use this platform to slander her 

name again.  

  MR. LAUER:  Let me finish, let me finish, because she 

filed -- she filed a TPO against me on January 28th, 2019 after her 

lawyer withdrew, claiming that I was harassing when all I was doing 

was calling her to discuss the case.  And the judge in that TPO 
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hearing asked her about that and dismissed the -- rejected rather, 

the TPO.  So, I’m afraid to even contact her because she filed a 

TPO from me simply contacting her to address the case and there 

was no lawyer on the side.  So, this has just been an entire mess.  

  THE COURT:  All right.  I just want to stick to what the 

pleadings are and how we’re going to get this case on the right 

track.  Thank you, Mr. Lauer.   

  Let me hear from you, Mr. Phillips.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Your Honor, this motion is completely 

untimely.  First the motion should not be heard in case law as we 

stated in our opposition.  The default must be set aside first.  It’s 

been over a year since the default’s been entered.  There was no 

answer ever filed, no counterclaims, nothing.  They’ve -- they 

appeared in the case.  He admits that they were served and a 

default was entered.  They’ve not moved to set aside that default.   

  The Court set a hearing on an issue that got continued 

because of the Covid-19 issues.  And that hearing is upcoming, but 

we’re in the meantime we’re going to be filing the amended default 

judgment motion.  But regardless, a default is entered.  They cannot 

file a motion to dismiss at this time.   

  Even if you consider the motion to dismiss, the motion to 

dismiss must be denied.  It really only attacks one issue, which is 

the intentional infliction of emotional distress.  That’s the only one 

that’s outlined in the actual body of the motion.  And then in their -- 

and the pleadings for that are well set forth.  There’s articulated 
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throughout the complaint their reasons for intentional infliction of 

emotional distress.   

  We know that they fabricated multiple online posts about 

Ms. Bulen.  They fabricated claims that she was being investigated.  

We’ve already supported that by letters from GALVAR, who’ve said 

no there’s not been any claims against her.  This has been a total 

harassment.  The only reason that they filed the motion to dismiss 

was then to go in, and what they did today, which is let’s go in and 

talk about her DUIs and what a terrible person she is and all this 

other, which is not relevant to the case.  It doesn’t matter if she had 

a DUI or not or had multiple DUIs or not, when it comes to whether 

or not her causes of action in the case are valid.   

  Defendants have had full opportunity and know this case 

was ongoing.  This Court cannot procedurally set aside the default 

without a proper motion.  That was not the motion that they filed.  

They filed that in reply -- plaintiff has not had an opportunity to 

address the default.  We did touch on it in our opposition, which is 

why the defendants then came back and said hey Court also by the 

way, since plaintiff mentioned the default how about you go ahead 

and set that aside.  That issue was not brought before this Court 

properly.  Plaintiff has not had an opportunity to address in detail on 

the default.  But either -- even if you did, it’s beyond a year that the 

default’s been entered.  They cannot set aside the default.  There’s 

substantial case law on that issue.  Court’s well aware of that.   

  This case is moving forward.  The only thing left is 
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whether there should be a default judgment and to prove up the 

damages.  That motion is going to be filed in the next week.  And 

there’s -- further there’s a court hearing for an order to show cause 

on why one hasn’t been filed.  But that’s going to be filed long 

before the hearing that’s going to be upcoming in about 30 days.   

  So, because of the untimeliness of the motion and the 

improper request, we’re entitled to attorney’s fees for having to 

oppose it.  

  THE COURT:  All right.  Here’s what I’m going to do.  I 

am going to -- this is not -- Mr. Phillips is correct.  The motion to 

dismiss is not properly in front of me because there is a default 

hanging out there.  The defendants in their reply, address and 

request that it be set aside.  However, Mr. Phillips has not had the 

opportunity to oppose that in this motion practice.  So, I am going to 

allow -- I don’t want to put the cart in front of the horse, Mr. Phillips, 

by -- if you go ahead and file an application for entry of default 

judgment when you know they intend to oppose and they want to 

set aside the default, I’m going to hear that first, the default issue, 

before there’s any default judgment entered.   

  So, I am instructing the defendants if they want to avoid a 

default judgment entered against them, they have to first file a 

motion to set aside the default and cite why I should set it aside.  

And Mr. Phillips will have ample opportunity to thereafter oppose it.  

And that’s how we’re going to proceed at this point.   

  I’m not awarding any fees or costs at this time.  And I’m 
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not going to grant the defendant’s motion to dismiss.  So that is -- 

the motion -- the defendant’s motion to dismiss is denied without 

prejudice.  And I’m going to require that the defendants, if they want 

to challenge the default, they have to file a motion to set aside that 

default on or before -- I’ll give them 10 days from today.  What is 

that date, Mr. Castle? 

  THE CLERK:  May 22nd.  

  THE COURT:  All right.  And then -- and it’d be set 

accordingly in normal course.  

  MR. LAUER:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

  THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.  

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Are going to have them prepare the 

order, Your Honor? 

  THE COURT:  Yes.  I’m going to request that Mr. Lauer 

prepare that order and run it by --  

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Thank you. 

  THE COURT:  -- Mr. Phillips for approval please.  

  MR. LAUER:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

  THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you.  

[Hearing concluded at 10:13 a.m.] 

ATTEST:    I do hereby certify that I have truly and correctly transcribed the 

audio/video proceedings in the above-entitled case to the best of my ability. 
      
  

     _____________________________ 
      Jessica Kirkpatrick 
      Court Recorder/Transcriber 
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Las Vegas, Nevada, Tuesday, June 23, 2020 

 

[Case called at 9:26 a.m.] 

THE COURT RECORDER:  Page 4, A784807, Lawra Bulen 

versus Rob Lauer.  We have Brandon Phillips for the Plaintiff and Kory 

Kaplan for the Defendant.   

MR. PHILLIPS:  Good morning, Your Honor, Brandon Phillips.  

THE COURT:  Okay.   

MR. KAPLAN:  Good morning, Your Honor, Kory Kaplan on 

behalf the Defendants.  Also present on the sign is Defendant Rob 

Lauer. 

THE COURT:  Okay, I want to make sure I've got all my 

appearances because as of right now, I have Rob Lauer as Pro Se.  Is 

Mr. Lauer on the line?   

MR. KAPLAN:  Yes, Your Honor, he is.   

THE COURT:  Okay, Mr. Kaplan, are you representing 

somebody?   

MR. KAPLAN:  Yes, I'm representing both Defendants in the 

action.  I filed a notice of appearance on June 19.   

THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you.  So are you going to be the 

one arguing this then?   

MR. KAPLAN:  Yes, Your Honor.   

THE COURT:  Okay.  Let's take the first matter first.  It's 

Defendants' Motion To Set Aside Default and Vacate Judgment.   

I'm going to start off with my editorial issue and that is, Mr. 
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Kaplan, your client Mr. Lauer and Mr. Sanson move to set aside the -- 

the motion is entitled Motion to Set Aside Default and Vacate Judgment.  

And then they argued under Rule 60.  I think that -- well, I 

know, that's technically incorrect.  There is no judgment.  In fact, the 

Plaintiffs filed a Countermotion for an Application for Default Judgment.   

They cite rule 60.  That's for default judgment setting aside.  

They're asking to set aside a default, which is governed by NRCP 55(c).  

So with that in mind, please proceed.   

MR. KAPLAN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Yes, my clients filed 

that motion pro se.  I filed an opposition to -- for a reply in support of that 

motion on the 19th, as well as the opposition to the Plaintiff's 

Countermotion for Application for Default Judgment.  

So they are interrelated, obviously, but I will be arguing under 

Rule 55(c) -- 

THE COURT:  All right.  

MR. KAPLAN:  -- as well as 55(a).   

Your Honor, just a little background on this case.  On 

November 20th, 2018, Plaintiff files her complaint against my client.  My 

clients immediately appeared prior to the entry of a default.  They filed a 

Motion Disqualify the Attorney for the Plaintiff.  Both Defendants filed 

that motion.   

Plaintiff's attorney moved to withdraw, which was granted on 

February 13, 2019.  Subsequently all parties appeared Pro Se for over a 

year.   

Also on February 13th, 2019, Defendant Rob Lauer filed an 
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Offer of Judgment.  Then on February 27th, 2019, two weeks later, 

Plaintiff entered her defaults against both Defendants.  She provided no 

notice of an intent to seek default and she did that on a Pro Se basis.   

It should be noted that this case was assigned to the vacant 

Department 8 at the time.  And in April of 2019, was reassigned to the -- 

or sorry, vacant Department 9 and then was reassigned to the vacant 

Department 8.  And it was not assigned to Your Honor until September 

30th, 2019.   

On March 10th, 2020, so about six months later, this Court 

entered an Order to Show Cause regarding the dismissal for Plaintiff's 

failure to prosecute her case.  And it was at that time that Plaintiff 

engaged counsel.   

In March and April 2020, Defendant Rob Lauer filed Motions 

to Continue to Show Cause hearings, as well as Motions to Dismiss the 

Plaintiff's complaint.  

On April 20th, Plaintiff filed an opposition to Defendants' 

Motion to Dismiss and a Countermotion for Attorneys' Fees and Costs 

alleging that Defendant Rob Lauer cannot file his Motion to Dismiss 

because there were currently defaults entered.   

Our position is that the defaults were improperly entered 

because the Defendants had already appeared prior to the entry of 

defaults and no notice of intent to seek default was provided to either 

Defendant.   

And then, on May 1st, 2020, Defendants filed a Reply in 

Support of Their Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative a Motion to Set 
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Aside the Clerk's Default.  They filed separate motions to set aside the 

defaults on May 22nd.   

And then, Plaintiff filed an opposition and countermotion, 

which are scheduled to be heard today.   

I obviously have appeared.  I appeared four days ago and we 

are ready to proceed with this case, but to not do so until the defaults 

are set aside.   

It is our position that, you know, courts in this jurisdiction are 

granted broad discretion in considering a request to set aside a default 

and that decision won't be overturned absent an abuse of discretion.   

The Landreth versus Malik case that states that a party is 

required to determine its opponents' intent to respond before requesting 

a default that's specific to a default and not a default judgment.   

So before seeking an entry of default in the case, a party must 

inquire into the opposing party's intent to proceed.  And once the default 

is entered and before seeking judgment, they must also serve a 

seven-day notice to satisfy rule 55(b)(2).  

There's good cause under Rule 55(c) to set aside the default.  

My clients have appeared in this case.  The entries of default were 

improperly entered.  No notice was given and, you know, everybody was 

on a Pro Se basis and it was in a vacant department at the time.   

So you know, arguably a motion to set aside by my clients at 

that time would have been to no avail.  We are within, you know, an 

early stage in this case as nothing has really occurred.   

But parties have now engaged counsel.  Like I said, Plaintiff 
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just engaged counsel in March.  We're ready to proceed with this case.  

Defendants have meritorious defenses to the statute and as stated in 

part in their attempted motions to dismiss.   

And they have counterclaims that they wish to assert.  So, 

therefore, the default should be set aside in furtherance of Nevada's 

strong policy of hearing cases on the merits.  And, you know, let's get 

this case going.   

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Phillips, please?   

MR. PHILLIPS:  Yes, Your Honor.  As you noted, the 

Defendants have confused the rules here.  The Defendants intentionally 

confused the rules to further require additional briefing or argument on 

that today.   

Ms. Bulen was under no requirement to provide Defendants 

with three days' notice.  They case they cite, Landreth case, the Court is 

addressing attorneys and it's not addressing Pro Se parties that are 

representing themselves.   

Even in the motion that they originally filed, they specifically 

say the rule that they're quoting, the Nevada Rules of Professional 

Conduct is the rule that requires a three-day notice and that is to 

attorneys.  None of the parties at the time were attorneys.  So Ms. Bulen 

was in her full right to file the default as she did.   

So there's then even if she did file the default, this Court just 

send an -- make an analysis of whether or not good cause exists.  And 

they have not addressed the good cause.  They've not actually set forth 

anything addressing the good cause.   
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The Defendants, they did not dispute that they were served 

properly.  Further, the Defendants admit to participating in the litigation.  

From there, the Defendants failed to satisfy the -- to set aside the 

default.  The analysis requires Defendants to establish good cause for 

their more than 400-day delay in filing the motion.   

Defendants fail to address the three-prongs set forth in the 

Opposition to establish good cause.  Further the Reply does not actually 

even touch on these matters.   

The Defendants' conduct is culpable if he has received actual 

notice of the filing of the action and intentionally failed to answer.   

In the Richmore [phonetic] case that we cited, the Court found 

Defendants failure to answer complaint was culpable when Defendants 

had first filed motions, which is exactly what happened in this case.  

They filed a motion to dismiss the attorney.  They also filed the offer of 

judgment.   

Defendants actually provide no meritorious defense.  There's 

nothing in the Motion or the Reply that talks about what defenses they 

would actually raise to the allegations.   

I mean, we've provided evidence of each proof of the 

allegations in our Countermotion.  They don't even address the 

Countermotion.  And frankly, I mean, the Reply does very little to rebut 

anything that's in the Countermotion.  

The allegations in the complaint are set forth very specifically, 

exactly what they've done.  The Defendants' only opposition in this case 

is that they may have counterclaims.   
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Well, that does nothing to say that Ms. Bulen's claim that she 

had submitted over a year ago are not meritorious.  There's nothing -- I 

mean, make -- if they have counterclaims, they can bring them in a 

separate suit as this point and we can address it then.   

But to allow the -- this much time to go by, to allow the 

Defendants to then come back in without addressing any of the actual 

merits and the prongs that are set forth and required is an abuse of 

process here.   

And so, the Defendants must have failed to actually set forth 

anything for this Court to understand why they delayed in filing their 

Motion to Set Aside the Default.  Again, this is 400 days past due.   

THE COURT:  All right.   

MR. PHILLIPS:  If you want to me to address the 

countermotion or, yeah, the countermotion we can, but I mean, 

obviously, I think the Court needs to rule on the first motion.   

THE COURT:  Right, I'm going to rule on the first motion and 

I'm going to grant the motion and here's why.  This case has languished.  

And it's not all because of the Defendants.  The Defendants, once they 

were served, they in fact filed an offer of judgment.   

They served that on the Plaintiff, who was proceeding in Pro 

Per Person.  The Plaintiff at that point was on notice of an intent to 

defend.   

And the Defendants -- the excusable neglect is the mistake.  

That's -- that was their mistake so to speak.  They were mistaken that by 

filing that Offer of Judgment and their mistake of the impact of 
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Professional Rule 3.5, that they then needed notice of intent to take 

default, I think, constitute the excusable neglect or a mistake.  That's a 

mistake.   

The only reason this is now active is not because of just the 

Defendants' inaction.  It's also the Plaintiff's inaction and that was by 

way of my Order to Show Cause regarding the dismissal I've had -- I had 

issued on February 13.  That's when everyone got woken up, all right? 

So the Defendants haven't delayed justice in this case.  It's 

equal on both ends.  I think that under Rule 55, excusable neglect 

mistake exists.   

And although not perfectly spelled out in the Motion to Set 

Aside it -- as to a meretricious [sic] -- meritorious defense, meritorious 

defense, that was outlined in the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss filed on 

April 3 and as voiced by counsel today.   

So I'm going to set aside the default that renders moot the 

countermotion for entry of default judgment.  And even if we were here 

on the application for default judgment, the request for a million dollars 

certain require a prove-up, but that's a moot point.   

I'm going to have Mr. Kaplan prepare the order setting aside 

then default.  The Defendants have 10 days within which from today's 

hearing to file an answer on their behalf and then move forward with the 

requirements of NRCP 16.   

MR. KAPLAN:  Your Honor, just to clarify, 10 days from today 

or the entry of an order?   

THE COURT:  10 days from today.  We've waiting this long.   
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MR. KAPLAN:  Okay, and then, Your Honor stated to file an 

answer, would that be any responsive pleading?   

THE COURT:  Any responsive pleading, yes.   

MR. KAPLAN:  Okay, thank you, Your Honor. 

Motion, granted Your Honor, just for clarification --  

THE COURT:  Yes, Mr. Phillips? 

MR. PHILLIPS:  They have -- I just want to be clear on the 

record.  Your decision today is that they did file a meritorious defense 

even though they addressed none of -- I mean, they didn't even mention 

the real estate publishing.  They didn't mention any of the publishings 

that they've made.   

They haven't even raised any of those in any of their 

arguments.  They haven't addressed how those are not -- I mean, we 

literally have a publishing that says that there was a complaint issued by 

or a complaint issued to GALVAR. 

And GALVAR literally submitting, the president submitting to 

Ms. Bulen a letter that says no, that's false, it's not happened, yet they 

published an article saying that it did.  So, we have clear evidence and 

they provided no dispute to that, none, not a single even articulate 

argument against that.   

THE COURT:  I would direct you to the April 3rd, 2020 filing of 

the Defendants.  I think they've set out the inkling of a metricious -- 

meritorious defense.  I keep saying it wrong.  And if you want to move 

for summary judgment down the road, that's fine, but I think it meets the 

standard, Mr. Phillips. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  Okay, Your Honor.   

THE COURT:  Next -- 

MR. KAPLAN:  Thank you, Your Honor, this Kory Kaplan.  I'll 

circulate a proposed order to counsel.   

THE COURT:  Thank you.   

[Proceedings concluded at 9:40 a.m.] 

* * * * * * * 

 
 
 
ATTEST:   I do hereby certify that I have truly and correctly transcribed the 

audio/video proceedings in the above-entitled case to the best of my ability. 
      

       
     _____________________________ 

      Chris Hwang 
      Transcriber 
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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
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 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). 

ROA000219

mailto:blp@abetterlegalpractice.com


ROA000220



ROA000221



ROA000222



ROA000223



ROA000224



Video

ROA000225



ROA000226



ROA000227



ROA000228



ROA000229



ROA000230



ROA000231



ROA000232



ROA000233



ROA000234



ROA000235



ROA000236



ROA000237



ROA000238



ROA000239



ROA000240



ROA000241



ROA000242



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 
 

 
NEO 
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.: 8 

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 
GRANTING DEFENDANTS’ MOTION 
TO SET ASIDE DEFAULTS AND 
DENYING PLAINTIFF’S 
COUNTERMOTION FOR 
APPLICATION FOR DEFAULT 
JUDGMENT 
 
Date of Hearing: June 23, 2020 
Time of Hearing: 9:00 a.m. 
 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on the 9th day of July, 2020 an Order Granting 

Defendants’ Motion to Set Aside Default and Denying Plaintiff’s Countermotion for Application 

for Default Judgment (“Order”) was entered in the above-entitled matter, and a copy of said Order 

is attached hereto. 

DATED: July 9, 2020. 
KAPLAN COTTNER 
 
 
/s/ Kory L. Kaplan_____________________ 
KORY L. KAPLAN 
Nevada Bar No. 13164 
850 E. Bonneville Ave. 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Defendants 
 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
7/9/2020 3:31 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the Notice of Entry of Order Granting Defendants’ Motion to Set Aside 

Default and Denying Plaintiff’s Countermotion for Application for Default Judgment submitted 

electronically for filing and/or service with the Eighth Judicial District Court on the 9th day of 

July, 2020.  Electronic service of the foregoing document shall be made in accordance with the E-

Service List as follows1: 
 
Plaintiff: 

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

      /s/ 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) 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.: 8 

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’ 
MOTION TO SET ASIDE DEFAULTS 
AND DENYING PLAINTIFF’S 
COUNTERMOTION FOR 
APPLICATION FOR DEFAULT 
JUDGMENT 

Date of Hearing: June 23, 2020 
Time of Hearing: 9:00 a.m. 

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

Aside Defaults (“Motion”) and Plaintiff’s Countermotion for Application for Default Judgment 

(“Countermotion”) commencing on June 23, 2020 at the hour of 9:00 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 and 

Plaintiff’s Countermotion, the Opposition and Replies 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
07/09/2020 2:08 PM

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
7/9/2020 2:08 PM
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ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants Motion is GRANTED in its entirety as there 

is good cause to set aside the Defaults against Defendants.   

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Countermotion is DENIED in its entirety 

as moot. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendants shall file a responsive pleading to the 

Complaint within ten (10) days from the date of the hearing. 

IT IS SO ORDERED this       day of July, 2020. 

HONORABLE TREVOR L. ATKIN 
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

Dated: July 1, 2020 

KAPLAN COTTNER 

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

Approved as to form and content: 

Dated: July 1, 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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From: Brandon Phillips
To: Kory Kaplan
Cc: Carey Shurtliff
Subject: RE: Bulen v. Lauer - Proposed Order
Date: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 8:12:51 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Mr. Kaplan,

I’m agreeable, please add my e-signature.

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: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 2:29 PM
To: Brandon Phillips <blp@abetterlegalpractice.com>
Cc: Carey Shurtliff <Carey@LZKCLAW.COM>
Subject: RE: Bulen v. Lauer - Proposed Order

Brandon,

Just following up on this.

Thanks,
Kory

Kory L. Kaplan, Esq.
850 E. Bonneville Ave.

ROA000247



Las Vegas, NV  89101
Tel  (702) 381-8888
Fax (702) 382-1169
www.kaplancottner.com
 

From: Kory Kaplan 
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 4:14 PM
To: blp@abetterlegalpractice.com
Cc: Carey Shurtliff <Carey@LZKCLAW.COM>
Subject: Bulen v. Lauer - Proposed Order
 
Brandon,
 
Attached is the proposed order from today’s hearing.  Let me know if you have any edits.
 
Thanks,
Kory
 

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

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

vs.

Rob Lauer, Defendant(s)

DEPT. NO.  Department 8

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Service Date: 7/9/2020

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

Carey Shurtliff carey@lzkclaw.com

ROA000249



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 
NNOP
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 

NOTICE OF NON-OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANTS’ SPECIAL MOTION 
TO DISMISS COMPLAINT 
PURSUANT TO NRS 41.660 
Date of Hearing: August 4, 2020 
Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT no opposition was filed to Defendants’ Special Motion 

to Dismiss Complaint pursuant to NRS 41.660 (the “Motion”), filed on July 2, 2020.  Pursuant to 

EDCR 2.20(e), Defendants respectfully request that this Court construe Plaintiff’s failure to 

oppose the Motion as an admission that the Motion is meritorious and that the Plaintiff therefore 

consents to the granting of the same.   

Dated this 21st 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 

Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
7/21/2020 8:49 AM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the NOTICE OF NON-OPPOSITION TO 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 21st 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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Case Number: A-18-784807-C

Electronically Filed
7/21/2020 11:47 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT
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COM
RENA MCDONALD, [SQ.
Ncvadzt llrrr No. 8852
MCI)ONA[,D [,AW GI(OUP, r,l,C
203 S. \Yatel Strcet, Suite 300
Herrderson, NV 8901i
t702)448-4962
l'ax (702)44t1-501 I

rena(@mccl o n al diaw grorrp. corrl
Attulne5, lol Plainti IT

DISTITICT COI]RT

CLARK C]OLIN'TY, NEVAI]A

Electronically Filed
'111201201811:23 AM
Steven D. Grierson

A-18-784807-C

Department 18
I-AWILA I(;\,!S tiLl B t I I IIN an inc'lividual,

Plaintitt,
vs.

I{OB I.AIJER. nn individual, S"I'EVE SANSON, anc

indiviclual. arld DOI;S,I thloLrgh X: and ltOE
CORPORAI'IONS I thlough X, inclusive.

I)e[tnclant.

CAIITMII
COI\4I-IS NOW. Plaintiftl Lawra I(asstrc Bnlcn, (hcleinafter referred to as "PlaintitT') by

atid tliroullh llcr ritlor'11ey o{'record Rena lt'lcDonald, lisq. of the McDonald Larv (iroup, LLC,

and hereb.r; cornplains agairrst l)efendant, Rob l-auer,an individual (hereinatler referred to as

"l)cJcndrrnt") ancl alleges and avers as tbllows:

L l\l all tirnes lelevant herein, Plaintif-i", Lawra Kassee Bulen was an individual

residing in Clark County, Nevada,

?.. At all rclr.v*r'rt tiurr.rs hcrcin Dc'fendant Rot: Laucr was an individual resicling in

Cllark Coturty, Nevacla.

.\t ull lL:'lc-rvaltl tiures herein L)eflendar:t Steve Sanson was an

CASE NO.
I]E.PT" NO.

irr ('Iarh (]oLtntt.. Ncvacla,

Case Number: A-18-7 84807 -C

residing

CLERK OF THE (tu

)
)
)
)
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4. The true names and capacities ol'Defenciants named lterein as DOES I through

X. inclusive, and ROI-I CORPORATIONS I through X inclusi.,,e, wlrether individual, corpotate,

associate or otherwisc, are presenllv urrhnown to Plaintiff, who therelore sues said f)efendarrts

by such fictitious rlflnres: and when the tnte names and capacitiss of DOES I tluough X,

inclusite ancl ROlr CORPORAI-IONS I thror.rgh X, inclusive are dlscovercd, , Plaintitf will ask

leave to ar:rencl tlris Ciomplaint to suhstilutc the trr"re nalnes of said l)efendants, Plaintiff is

inlrrrnrecl bclit:1,s5 arrel lherelblc alleges that Defenclants so designated herein are respol')sible in

soulf lral')rier 1br: tlrc cvents and occurrences contained in this action.

5. Plainlif'f is a campaign nranager: for l(epublican candidates and a reirl estate

agent, Plaintilf's cnreel'is clependent upclrl her rcpr:tation in lhe conrmunity ancl with the

Repr.rhlican party.

6. Defendarrt Lauel is a political rvriter.

7, Dclbnclant Sanson is tire Presiclent of Vcterans in Politics international, Inc. and

tirq authol of'r:rr:ltiple clel'auratory articles rvritten about PlaintifT and posted on the website fbr'

Vetelarrs in I)otitics.

8. ['}laintifl'has rre ve r met l)efenciant Sanson,

{), Plaintiflluret l)efendant Lauer on or:rborit March 2A,2A18 at the Clark County

Rcpublican Party ("ClClllP") mccting at }ilhs l-odge. Deltndant r.tas not a member of the CCRP.

At the event the Deferrdant asl<ed thc Plaintiff' to participate iu trnd screen test fbr a show. On or

about lylarclt2?.,?{}18 Dc{'enclant reqncsted that Pltrintifl rneet to discuss the show. Plaintilf nret

wi1.h tller l)ef'errtlanl hLrt declinccl to participate in tire show, During the pafiies' meeting the

Delcnclant rnalte sexual passes at the PlaintifT and Plaintifl e.xplainecl to Delendant that she did

t1(rl \vallt tn ber in u rclation.-hip.

1(). On t:r about Aplil 9,21)lB Defendant Laner called Plaintiff loul or five timcs

dtrrirtglltec"ottt'seol'tlterIay. Onthatsanrcday,Defendantthenshor,vcdupattheClarkCounty,

ROA000329
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Plattbrm meeting-knowing that Plaintiff rvoulcl be in aitendance. Plaintiff and Defundant spoke

that night and during their conversatioir Defcntlant asked Plaintiff out to dinner several times.

Plaintilf declined each of the l)efendant's rcquests.

1 i, Delendant Lauel' published a derogatory arlisle online about Plaintiff s

cornmittce. Upon discovering the aflicle, Plaintitf immediately contacted the Defendant and

expressed her disapproval of the article and its posting. Defendant thcn removed the article but

sl"rortly thcleaftel published an article with false and defamatory information personally

attacking the Plaintill.

12. Plaintiff attempted to maintain a frienrlship with Dcfendant l,auer; however. his

behavior bccilrne erratic and made the Plaintiff feel tlueatened which resultecl in Plaintiff

applying ibr a protective order'.

13. On ol about July '10, 2018 Plaintitf and Defendant Lauer appearerl at the hearing

fol the ternporary protective order and through their respectlve connsels agreed to aftempt to

resolve their issues without having a protective order issued,

14. On or about August 8th,20i8 Defertdant Lauer instructcd his friend and client

Steve Sanson to publish a ciefamatory ar-ticle Defendant had wrilten about the Plaintiff, titled,

Kassee Bulen, Politicol Gypsy?. This article (hereafter "Politicai Gypsy Article") was

originally written by Steve Sanson and posted as an arlicle on Vcterans in Politics website

https://r,eteransinpolitics,orgl20lS/OSlkassee-bulen-polilical-gypsy/. Mr. Sanson and Mr, Lauer

then sharecl tlie arlicle with the public, on several social media websites, 26 Facebook

Republican and military groLrps aucl many of Flaintill.s fliends on Facebook.

15. 'I'he Political Gypsy r\r'ticle was an attack on Plaintifls suitability to act a

trrentber of tlrc CCRP artcl act rts a carnpaign managcr for cancliclates. This Article clearly was

dralled in an irttempt to clefarne Ms. Bulen and make it appear as though she is uusuitable to

rcplersenl pol itical candiclates.

.3-
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16. I'he Political Gypsy Article containcci several l'alse facts, including but not

limitecl to: Ilulen Strategies.is not a licensed lawful business in the State of Nevada. Attached

as l:xhibit 1 plcase find the Nevada State Business License for Lawla l(assee Bulcn along with

the Fictitious Firrn Narne Certificate of Business; Plaintiff was convicted of nssault- the charges

ref'etenced in the Article were dismissed against Plaintiff and her record was sealed and the

Order sealing this rccord rvas dsemed ctinfidential by the Cor"u1 as lvas Plaintiffs recorcl;

Plaintitf was chasecl out of Republican Palty gloups in Arizona and St. Gcorge and that severai

tnarried lnsll acclrsed Ms, Bulen of trying to extort money out of tl-renr-Plaintiff has uever beeir

chalged with extoltion,

17. On or about August 13th,2018 Det'endant instructed his f iend and client Stevc

Satrsort to publish a seconcl defamatory article titled, I<ASSEI: B\JL]!N UNDER

INYESTIGAT'ION II"-TEII I}EING CI.{AII(;ED IYIT'H ETT{ICS VIOI,ATI{)NS IN COAfPI,ATNT'

FILIiD I'YITI{ GLI/Alt. This Article (hereafter "Ethics Article") was originaily written try Sreve

Sanson and posted as an article on Veterans in Politics website

https;//vcterarrsinpolitics,org/201 8/08/kassee-bulen-under-investigation-after-being-charged-

r.vith-ethics-violations-in-oomplaint-filed-with-glvary'. Mr'. Sanson and Mr. Lauer thcn shared the

alticle witlr the publir:, on sc'veral social rlredia u,ebsiles, 24 Facebook Repubiican and militaly

group.s ancl many of PlaintifPs f ields on Facebook. The Ethics Alticle was alsr: posted in

Defendant Laner's F'acebook group Vegas Real Estate Magazine.

18. '['he Ethics Article alticle was au attnck on Plaintiff s real estate career and callecl

into question her suitability for her position as a real estate agent- the name of the Ethics r\rtir;le

itscl [' co ntai ns fal se and defan]atory in lormation aborrt P lair:tiff.

19. Again, tlie Ethics Alticle contains several defamatory and false Iacts, inciuding

br"tt not linrited to: "An ethics complaint was filed tliis week r.vith the Great Las Vegas

Associtrtion o1" Ii.ealtors against Lawra Kassee Bulen." (Ms, tlulen has never been investigatecl

ROA000331
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try the GLVAR or the State of Nevacla Real Estate Divisiou), Attached as Exhibit 2 please lind

a recol'cl search conductcd by the Acinrinistration Section Manager of NVRED evirlencing that

no compiaints have been flled against Plaintifl's license. Further, attached as Exhibit 3 you will

tind an email from GLVAR's general counsel evidencing that not only have no complaints heen

received against Plaintiff but that GI.VAR is also investigating tlre Article. Defendants went so

fur as to post a copy of a fhke cornplaint in the Artiole; the Articic moves on to state that

"accot'ding to the Nevada Secretary of State's cflicial website and Clark County business

recolds l(assee Bnien's compary, Bulen Strategies, is not a licensed lalvful hr-rsiness in the state

of Nevacla." Again please see Exhibit 1; Defendants clairl Plaintiff represented hersclf as an

cxpert irr tlre article byNBC titled tlOlv{E SIt'EET fl}n4E: Top 5 hattest zip codesJbr buying &

selling in l-qs l/egas located at https:,?news3lv.com/news/local/home-sweet-home-top-5-hottest-

zip-codes-for-buying-and-selling-in-las-vegas. At no tinre in the video does Plaintiff state or

represent that she is an expert,

2A. On or about August 20,2018 Defendant Lauer posted in his h'acebook grolrp,

'frunrp Victory 'Ieam, a video he matie ii'orn the audition scrcen test footage. The video was

titled Kl,sr,.Sf l! BULEN A'(|ACKS PfifSYDE\iT 7'RUMP (hereafter "Video"). In the Vidco

Defendant Lauer attempted to have Plaintiff speak about the Stormy Daniels affair. Mr. I.aner

heavily edited the vicico to make it sound like Plaintiff nrade derogatory staternents about

President Trump.

21, 'Iire Vidoo was not only posted by Mr. Lauet's Trur:p Victory Tcam pagc but

was also shared rvith several othm individuals and Facebook gror.rps. 'fhe sharing of the Vieleir

caused several people to share the Video rvith others and with clefanatory statements such as

"Republicatr Never-f'rumpcr attacks President Trunrp over Stormy Daniels alleged aftair" It is

clear that DeJ'endant Lauer chose to aulhor, edit and share this Video in an atternpt to make it

appeal' as thor.rglt PlaintitT is ur:fit to run political campaigns, lower Plaintit?s repritalion in thc
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coulrllllnity alld call otirers to make defamatory statements against her in an arttenrpt to pleveut

PlaintifT fi'om working in the I{.epublican Party,

22, Ilefenclaut Lauer has continuecl to send Plaintifl harassiug text messages frottr

different m.tr:rbers pretending to be different people. On or about August 22,2018 througli

August 24,2018 Piaintiff leceived hatassing text messages fi'om a persorl who she believes to be

Defendant Laucr bating her fol information that coulcl be used to defame her and stating, among

otl'rer tltings, tlrat Flaintiff woirld be politicaily destroyed, Plaintilf rvould never work fclr any

political candiclate ever again, stating that il 
"^he 

cared about the party she would play nice witli

Defenclant Lauer, Please see the text filessages attached hereto as Exhibit 4.

23. The day after sending these tlrreating text messages, Defendant l,auer rvrote and

posted an article for 360 Nelvs Las Vegas (hereafler "360 Alticlc") wherein Defendatrt invented

a {'rrtitions "campaign soul'ce" so that he couid yet again t}e Plaintiffls character; essentiall)'

cailing Plaintiff a liar and iluestioning her cledibility. This was obviously done so that otlicrs

reading tlie 360 Article would believe Plaintiff to be a liar,

24. On or about August27,2A18 Defundant Lauer called Plaintiff li'om a blocked

nurnber rnal<ing vague threats about "kicking someone's ass" Plaintiff hung up on Defeudattt

Lauer and he attempted to call hsr bacl(.

25, On ol about October 2,2018 Plaintifl.s cor"ursel sent correspondence to the

Delendants dernanding that they renlove the Political Gyspy Article, Ethios Arlicle, 360 Article

and Video ancl providing evidetrce to the Defbnclants that tlreir statenients were false; holvever,

Del'endants have yet to r"emove the articles and video from their websites and social media

pages. Please see the demaud letters attached hereto as Exlribit 5, Aiso attached as Exhibit 6

please see ovidence that tlre firticles and vicleo have not been removed,

.6-
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26. Despite rcpeated requests to leave PlaintitT alone Dcfendant I-auer continues to

threaten and lrarass the Plaintiff. Attached as Exhibit 7 is a text exchange between Det'enclant

Lauel arrd Cheryl llrater wherein Defendant Lauer implies he will continue to harass Plaintifll

FfllST CATJSE O4ACTION

(Defa rnatiolr- aq tg. all Defend4n ts)

27. Irlaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by this re{'erence each atrd every allegation

contained in paragraphs 1 through 26 of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein.

28. Defenclants made several lalse and del.arnatory statenrents concerning Plaintitf hy

authoring, posting and sharing the Political Cyspy Article, Ethics Article and Video.

29. T'he Political G1,psy Article cor.rtained several faise facts, including but not limited

to; Bulen Strategies is not a licensed lawfr.rl L'rusiness in the Stnte of Nevada, attached as Exhibit I

please tind the Nevada State Business License for Lawra Kassee Bulen along with the F'ictitious

Fimr Name Cerlificate of Business; Plaintiff was convictecl of assault* tlre charges referenced in

the Arlicle were disrnissed against Plaintiif and hcl record was sealed and the Otder sealing this

record rvas deeruecl confidential by Coufi as was Plaintiff s record; Plaintiff was chasecl out of

Repnblican Party groups in Arizona and St. George and that sevsral married men accused Ms.

Bulen of tlying to extort money out of them-Plaintifl iras never been cliarged with cxtortion.

30. The Etliics Article contains several defamatoly and f'alse facts, inch-rding but not

lirliterl to: "An ethics corrplaint was tlled this week with the Creat Las Vegas Association of

Realtors against Lawra l(assce lJulen." (lvls. Bulen has never been investigated by the GLVAR

or tire State of Nevada l{eal Estate Division), Attached as Exhibit 2 please find a lecorcl seat'ch

conducted by the Administration Section Manager of NVITUD evidencing that no cottlplaiuts

have been filed agairrst Plaintifi's license. Furlher, attached as Exhibit 3 you will tind an err-tai1

flom GLVAR's general colursel evidencing that not only have no compiaints becn receivcd

against Plaintiff but that GLVAR is also investigating tfie Article, Defendants went so fhr as lo
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I Fost a copy of a fake complaint in the Article; the Article moves on to state that "according to thc
I

Nevada Secretary of Statc's official website ancl Clark County business records I(assee Bulen's

colrlpany, Bulen Stlatcgies, is not a licensed lawftrl business in the state o1'Nevada." Again

please see Exhibit 1 ; Defendants {-.laim Plaintiff represented herseif as an expert in the artic}e by

NBC titled IIOME SV/EET HOME: Top 5 hottest zip codes for buying & selling in Las Vegas

Iocated at https://news3lv.comlnervs/local/home-swe et-hor:re-top-5-lrottest-zip-codes-for-buyirrg-

and-selling-in-[ars-vegas, At r-ro tirne in the video does Plaintiff state or represcnt that she is an

expel"t.

3 i. In the Video Dei-enclant L,auer attempte d to have Plair:tiff speak about the Stcrmy

Daniels affair, Mr. Lauer heavily edited the vidco to make it sound like Plaintitf was make

derogatory statements about President Trump. Defendant Lauer then posted the Video to

l)et-endant Lauer's Trump Victory Team page but was also shared with several other individuals

and Facebook groups, The shaling of the Video caused several people to share the Video lvith

others ancl wilh clefaniatory staten'rents such as "l{epublican Nevcr-Trumper attacks President

Trump over Stormy Daniels alleged affair" it is clear that Defenclant Lauer chose to author, edit

ancl sharc this Video in an attempt to mahe it appear as tliough Plaintiif is unfit to run political

campaigus, lower Plaintiffs reputation in tlie community and call others to make defarnatory

statements against her in an attempt to prevent Plaintiff li'onr working ir: the Republican Itarty.

32. Defendant l-auer has continued to send Ptaintiff lrarassing text rnesstrges flonr

diftelent numbers pretencling to be different peoplc. On or about August 22, 2018 thrugh

August 24,2018 Piaintiff rcceived harassing text messages fl'om a person who slie believes to

lre DefbnrJant Lauer bating her for infi:r'nration that could be used to defame her and stating,

atllong other things, that Plaitrtiff rvould be politically destroyed, Plaintiff rvould ncver rvork for

any political candidate evel again, stating that if she cared about the pary she would play nice

rvith Delbndant Lauer, Please see the text nressages attached hereto as Exhibit 4.

.d-
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33. Defendant Lauer wrote the 360 Article citing a tlctitioris "campaign sotlrce" so

that he couki yel again diminislr the Plaintilf s cltaracler; essentially calling PiaintilT a liar atrd

questiorTing her cledibility. Tiris was obviousiy done so that others reading the 360 At'ticle

would believe PlaintifT to be a liar.

34. Defendant Lauer through text messages to a third party states that he will continue

to harass the Plaintift,

35, These Articles and Video rvere unprivileged publications anrl were made to

several thirci partics,

i6. De l'endants were at least negligent in rnahing these statements.

37, PlaintilThas incurrecl clarlages as a result of the Defendants aotions.

38. I3y reason of the f'orgoing facts, Plaintiif has bcen damaged in a srlnt excess of

Filteen lhoursand Dollars ($15,000,00) as will be deterrnined by proof introducecl into evideuoe

at the time of trial.

39, Plaintiff has been requiled to retaiir the services of an attorney to defend

action on her behalf ancl, as suclr, is entitled to an award of a reasonable attortrey's fbes

costs.

$EC-OND C'AUSE OF S.CTION

(Defapati-on Pqr Se:As tq all llet'€nd4$ts)

40, Flaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by this reference each and every allcgation

contained in paragraphs I through 39 of this Complaint as though lllly set forth herein,

41, Defendants made several false and ctefamatory statements concerning l'laintiff by

authoring, posting and slrariug the Political Gypsy Articie, Ilthics Arlicle and Video.

42. The Political Gypsy Article contained several false thcts, including but not.linrired

to: Buien Strategies is not a licensed lawfr-rl business in the State of Nevada, attached as Exhil':it 1

please find the Nevada State Business License fot Lawra l(assee Bulen along with the Fictitieius

this

and
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lFirm Name Certificate of Business; Plaintiff r,vas convicted of assault- the charges relerenced in
I

ithe Alticle r.vere dismissei.l against Plaintif,f and her recold was sealecl antl the Orcler sealing this
I

record ivas deented confidential by Conrt as was Plaintiff s recorri; Plaintiff was ohased or:t o{'

Itepublican Party groups in Arizona and St. Geolge and that several nrarriect rlen aacused Ms.

Bulerr of trying to extort money out of thern-Illaintiff has nsver been charged with extortion,

43. The .llthics Article sontains several defamatoly and f'alse facls, including bul not

limited to: "An etlrics complaint r.vas filed this r.veek with the Great Las Vegas Association o{'

Realtors against Laivra l(assee Bulen," (Ms. llulen has never been investigated by the GLVAIT

or the State of Nevada Real Estate Division), Attached as Exhibit 2 please find a record searclr

cnndr"tcted by the Adnrinistration Section lvfanager of NVRED evidencing that no complaints

liave been iiled against Plaintiff s Iicense. Further, altached as Exhibit 3 you will flnd zrn email

fi'onr GLVAI{'s general counsel evidencing that not only have no complaints been received

against Plaintiff but that GLVAR is also investigating the Articie, Defendants went so thr as to

post a copy of a fake coniplaint in the Article; the Article moves or1 to state that "accortling lo the

Ncvacla Secretary of State's ofircial website trr:d Clark County business records l(assee Bulen's

conlpany, Bulen Strategies, is not a licensed lawful business in the state of Ncvada." Again

please see ilxhibit 1;Dei'endants ciairn Piaintiff represented hcrself as an expert in the articie by

NBC titled I{OME SWEET IIOME; fop 5 hottesl zip codes for buying & selling in l-as Vegas

located at https://ner,vs3lv.com/uews/local/hoffie-sweet'home-top-5-hotte st-zip-cocles-for-huying-

and-sellir,g-in-ltrs-vegas, At no time jn the vidco does Plaintiif state or represent that she is an

cxpert,

44. In the Video Defendant Lauer attempted to have Plaintilf speak abor"rt the Slormy

Diinieis aftair, Mr^ Lauer heavili edited the video to make it sound like Plaintil'l nrade

derrogatory statetnenls abcrut President I'rump. Deibndant Lauer then posted the Video to

Dcltndant Lauet's 'li'Ltrttp Victory 'l'eam pagc but wns also sh;u'ed with severa.l other inclivicluais
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and Facebook groups, Tire sharing of the Vicleo causecl several people to share thc Vider: with

otltels and r,vith defatnatory statements such as "Repnblican Never-Trumper attacks President

"frunrp over Stormy llaniels alleged af'fair" it is olear that Def.endant Lauer chose to author, eclit

ancl share tiris Vicleo in an attempt to make it appeal as though Plaintilf is unfit to run political

campaigt'rs, lorver Plaintiffs reputation in the community and oall otlrcrs to make clelhmatory

.statenrents against her in an attempt to prevent Plaintiff ftom working in the Ilepublican Party,

45. De{'endant Laucr has continued to send Plaintiff liarassing text messages fi'om

diltbrent ntmrbers pretending to be ditftrent people. On or about August 22,2018 through

Augttst 24, ?Al8 lrlaintilT received halassing text mcssages ilom a person ,,vho stre believes to

bc Delenclant I.aner bating her for infomration that could be used to defame her and stating,

anlong other things, that Pl*intiff would be politically destloyed, Plaintiff would never work fbr

any political candidate ever again, stating that if'she cared about the party she would play nice

with Dcl'endant Laner, Please see the text messages attaohed hereto as Exhibit 4.

46. ()n ol abor.rt August2'1,2018 lfefendant Lauel'cailed Plaintiff from a blocked

ruuntber nrerl<ing v[gue tlrreats about "kickir:g someone's ass" P]aintilT hung up on Defenclant

Lauer and he altempted to call hel back.

47, Defcnciant Lauer wrote the 360 Article citing a fictitious "campaign source" so

that he could yet again dirninish the Plaintiff s character; sssentially calling Plaintiff a liar and

clLrr:stioning, her creclibility, 'lJris rvas obviously done so that others reading the 360 Arricle

rvoulcl bulieve PlaintilTto be a liar,

48. Defettclant l,auer tlirougli text rnessages to a third party states that he will continue

to ltarass the Plaintiff.

49, 'I'hese Articles and Video r,ve rc unpr:ivilegcd publications ancl were made to

severaI third parties.

50, Defendants rvere negligent in maliing these staternents,

-l l-
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51. Illaintiff'trade, business and proi'essions have bcen damaged as a result c,f the

Dcitndants actions aucl their habitual defhruation of the Plaintifl.

52, Ily reasort of the forgoing facts, Plainlilf has been darraged in a sunl excess ot'

Filleen'fhousand Dollars ($15,000.00) as ivill bc deterrrrined by ploof introduced into evidence

at the tiute oltrial.

53. Plaintifl'has been requiled to retain the services of an attorncy to defend this

action on hcl behali' and, as such, is entitled to an award of a reasor:ablc attorney's t'ees and

costs,

THIRD CAUStr Op ACTIOT

(lnvasion of Privagvi False Light-as to nll Defendants)

54. Piaintilf rc-alleges and incorlrorates by this reference each and every allegation

contained in paragraphs I through 53 o1'this Cornplaint as though fully set forth herein,

55, Defbndants maele several false statemcnts concerning Plaintiff by authoring,

posting and sharing the Political Gypsy r\rticie, Ethics Article and Video.

56. The statenients published by the Defendants placcd Plaintiff befbre tire public in a

lalse light as the Delendants made sevelal false statemeuts that made it appear to the public tirat

the 1)laintiff is ccrrrupt, cleceptive, a crinrinal, unfit to be a campaign manager, unethical and a

liar.

57. 'fhe lalse light under rvhich Plaintiff was placed would be highly off'ensive to a

leasonabIe pel'son,

58. Defendants had hnor.vledgc that their statements were talse and acteci in leclcless

disregard as to the l'alsity ol'tlre publicizcd statements and the l'alse light in which Plaintifl was

1:lacetl.

59. Plaintifi'has been injured ancl received mental distress from having been exposeil

tri public view.

t1
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60, By t'easotr of the lorgoing ihcts, Irlaintitf has lreen danraged in a sum excess ol

.l'ifteen l,'housand Doiiars ($ I 5,000.00) as will be determined by proof introduced into eviclence

at the time of trial.

61, Plaiutil'l-has been recprired to lelain the services of an attomey to defend this

actiott on ltel behalt'and, as suoh, is entitled to an award of sr reasonat:le attontey's fees and

costs.

FquB'rH cAUStr {}F ACTTON

(lnvasiongf llrivagy: Ugrqasonable luhligitlGiven to Private FactlLas tq all

De ferrchnts)

62. Plaintiif re-alleges and irtcotporates by this reference each and every allcgation

coutained in paragralrhs 1 through 61 of tliis Conrplaint as though tuliy set forth herein.

63. Defendarrt Sansotr authored and sharecl the Poljtical Gypsy Artisle whercin he

states that Plaintiff "was charged and sentenccd for Assault Causing Bodily Injury in Dallas

l'exas," '['he assault chalges reielencecl in the Political Gypsy Arric]e were disnrissed against

Plaintifl'aud het' t'ecot'd was sealed. Tlie Order sealing this record was deemed confidential hy

Court as u,as Plainti{fs record. Defendant Lauer also sliared tire Political Gypsy Article with

scl,eral people and Facebooh groups,

64. Diselosule of thcse sealed records wouid be offeusive and objectionalrle to a

leasonable pelsoll of ordinary sensibilities,

65, By reason of the lbrgoing thcts, Plaintiff has been damaged in a sum excess ol

Fi1'teen'fhousand Dollars ($1-5,000.00) as rvill be detennined by proof introduced into evidence

at the time of tlial,

66. Plainl.ifl'has been requiled to retain the services

actir;n on hcl behalf ancl, as such, is entitled to an awal'd of a

costs.

of an attorney to delend this

leasonarble attorney's t'ees ancl
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rirfTr{ cArJsn or ACTION

(Infentiorr,"ill Interference lvith Prosrreqtive Eeonomic Advantage-as to all Ugfqp{lants)

67, Plaintilf re-aileges and incorporates by this reference eaclt and every allegation

contnined itt paraglaphs 1 through 66 of this Cornplaint as thourgh fully set fcrrth herein,

68. There are sevcral prospective relationships that exist between Plaintiff and third

parties, both as a campaign ffianagcr and a leal estate agenl.

69. Def.endants were aware of Plarintilf s prospective contlactual relationships with

political canclidates arrd real estate clients.

70. Def'errdants specifically authored published and shared the Articles and Video

attaclcrng Irlaintiff s cleclibillty and suitability to act as a campaign rnanager and real estate agent.

Defendant accusecl Plainti{T of ethical violations undel real estate license, called Plaintif'f a

crirninal, called Plaintiff a liar, false ly stated that lllaintifT does not have a business license, antl

arrong set,er'fiI othel accusations acoused Plaintiff of extortion.

11. Defbndants knew tlreir statements were false and after being sliowu proof of the

fhlsity ol'lhc statements rcfuscd to rcmove them fiom tl,c pubiic's view.

72, Defbncizrnts had no purposc to authorirrg, posting and sharing these Articles ancl

Vicleo othcl thnn to halur Plaiutiff by plcventirlg her relationships with thilcl palties.

73, Defendants hacJ no privilege or justification to publish these ialse statements.

74, As a result of ilefendant's actions Plaintiffs has been harmecl.

75. J3y reason of the forgoing facts, Plaintiff has been damaged in a sum sxcess of

I?ifteen fhousand l)ollars (18i5,000.00) as will be cleterrnined by proof introduced into evidence

at the time o1'trial-

76. Plaintiff has been required to retain the services of zur attorney to del'end this

actiott on her behalf and, as suoh, is entitlecl to an award o1' ;r reasonerble attorney's fbes arrd

costs.
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srxrH c4usE_oJ AcrIoN

(I!tcryf iorull Infliqticn .pf trrqotion al Distress-{rs to all Dgfend a*ts)

77. Plaintiff 1q-alh:ges ancl incorporates by this relbrenoe eaoh and every allegation

cr:ntaincd in paragral:hs I through 78 of tliis Courplaint as though fully set forth irelein.

78. Delendants' conduct was extreme and outrageolls with the inteutioti of attd

leokless disregard for causing emotional distress to Plaintifl'.

79, Def'cndants actions were conducted with malice.

80, Plaintiit'sufleleci severe ancl exlr:emc emotional distress fls the actual or proximale

result ol Dc{'endauts' conduct.

8i, By reasorr of the forgoing I'acts, Plaintiff has been dautaged in a suln excess of

Iri{teen J'housand Dollars ($15,000,00) aswill be determincd by proof iutroduced into evidence

at tlre tiure of trial.

82. Plaintilf has been recluired to rctain the services o{'an attomey to def.end thi,s

action on her behalf ancl, as such, is entitled to &r1 award of a reasonable attorney's I'ees and

costs.

sEvlINTlr{ cAUsIl oF Ag,rrolj

(NeqligencgPcr. Sc'aLto all_Leferldnnts Violations of NRS 2Q0.5I0 & IrLRS 200.530 &-liltS-

200.s50)

u3, Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by this re{brence each and evet'y allegation

contained in paragraphs 1 througir 82 of this Complaint as though fuily set iorth herein.

84, Dofendants vioiated NRS 20G.5 i0, NRS 200.530 & NRS 200.550

85. Delbndants violalions of tire statutes caused Plaintiff injuries.

86. Piaintiff belongs to a class of pelsons that tlre statutes wcre intended to protect.

87, Plaintitl's injuries were tl.ie type against which the statutes were intencied to

proteot.
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88. .t\s a lesult o1'the Def'endants breaches cilthe stallltes, Plaintil.f l:as been damagei-l

in a surr excess of Fi{tcen Thonsand Dollals ($15,000,00) as will be cleterrnined by plool

intloduced into evidence at the time of trial.

89, Plaintiff hers been reqrrired to retain thc services of an attorney to del'end this

action on lier behalf arrd, as such, is entitled to an awarrl of a reasonable attorney's fees and

costs.

NIGHTI-I CATISB OII AQ"TIOI!

{Cgncert of .,tction-*rs Lo all Defe[dnnts)

90. l'}laintiff re-alleges and incorporates by this referense each and every allegation

coniaineclin paragrapirs 1 througlr 89 of this Cornplaint as though fully sct lblth herein.

91. Def'endants acted together, in concert, to commit each and every one of the

causes of'action contained herein this Complaint.

92. As a result olthe Def'endants actions, Plaintiff has been damagecl in a sum eKcess

of lrilleen'fhousand Doilars ($15,000.00) as wili be deterTriineri by proof introdriced into

evidence at tl,e time of trial.

iX. Plaintiff'has been requiLed to retain the services of an attolney to defend this

action on irer behalf and, as such, is entitled to an awarcl o{'a reasonable attorney's fees and

c;osts,

ryrh{TH CAUSE OF ACTrON

(NRS 42.005 Rcques-t lbr ExenielarLpnd l.'unitivgDamgges )

94. Plaintilf le-alleges and incorporales by this let.erence each and every allegation

cotitained in ;ralagraphs 1 tlu:ough 93 o1'this Conrptaint as though ftllly set fbdh helein.

95. It is proven by clear attd convincing evidence that thc Defendants are guilty of

oppression, fraud or malice,

ROA000343
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96. Thc Plaintif(, in addition to the cornpeusatory clamages, are elltitled to recover

clamages {il the salte of exarlrple and by way of punislring the Del'enc}ants frx' tlu'ee times the

tuuouttt ol conrpcnsatory damages awarded to the Plarintiff il the amount of compensatory

clamages is $100,000 or mol'e; or tlrrce hundred thousand clollars if the amor;nt of'compensator)/

clamages awarcleci to thc piaintiff is less than $100,000.00.

WHEIfEI..ORII, the Plaintiff prays for each and every afolcmcntioned cause oI action,

the fbllor,ving reliel against the Defendants:

L lror Cenelal Damages in excess of lrifteen'fhousanclDollars ($10,000.00),

2. Iror Puritivc Damages in excess of Fifteen Thor.rsand Dollars ($10,000.00),

3. Fol an arvard of attorney's ibes and oosts,

4. Such otller and further reliel'as the Court may deem jLlst and proper.

^&*DATED tlr,s f,f day of Novenrber,2018.

MCDONALD LA}V GROUP, LLC

Nevada Bar No. 8852
203 S. Water Street, Suite 300
Flenderson, NV 890i 5

QA4448-4e62
Fax QA\448-5011
Attorley for Plaintiff

By ;#,ffi
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VERIFICATION

STATI] OF NEVADA )

) ss.

couNTY oF CLAI{K )

Lawra l{assee l3ttlen, being tu'st dull' 5v7n"1 deposes anci says:

1. That I atn the Plaintiff in the above errtitled action'

Z, 'l'hat I have re*d the foregoing Complaint and knorv the contents hereol,

3. 'l'hat the same is lrue of rny o\.vr1 knowledge, except ibr those matters therein

oontainecl stateclupon information ancl belief, and asAthose matters i beF{e them to be trr:e'

MICHELLE N;6ATF
Notary publicNOtary Public

State ol Nevada
Appt, No. t4-14252-1

r€5 iuly 2, l0l3

Sub,sclibed aud swortt to bclorc rue

,hi. t fil-d-, "n(*(\lt$$

Nothiy Public in and
County and State

-tii-

ROA000345
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